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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed amendments to Rule 461 – Gasoline Transfer and Dispensing.  No comments were received during the 30-day review period for the Draft EA. 

To ease in identification, modifications to the draft document are identified by underline, and text removed from the draft 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.  The changes merely clarify information already included in the document.

Table of contents

CHAPTER 1 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Executive Summary

1-1

California Environmental Quality Act

1-2

Project Location

1-2

Project Objective

1-3

Background

1-4

Proposed Amended Rule 461

1-6

Emissions Inventory

1-7

Emissions Reductions

1-9

Emission Control Technology

1-10

CHAPTER 2 - ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Introduction

2-1

General Information

2-1

Potentially Significant Impact Areas

2-1

Determination

2-2

Environmental Checklist and Discussion

2-3

APPENDIX A

Proposed Amended Rule 461

APPENDIX B

Examples of Cancer Risk Analyses

C H A P T E R   1  -  P R O J E C T   D E S C R I P T I O N


Executive Summary


California Environmental Quality Act


Project Location


Project Objective


Background


Control Technology


Proposed Rule


Emissions Inventory


Emission Reductions

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin.  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all state and federal 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).

Rule 461 – Gasoline Transfer and Dispensing, is designed to regulate gasoline vapor emissions into the atmosphere from gasoline transfer and dispensing processes.  Gasoline vapors contain VOCs and hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) such as benzene, toluene and xylenes.  VOCs react in the atmosphere photochemically to form ozone, a major ingredient of smog.  The rule was initially adopted in 1976 and has been amended a number of times.  Most recently the rule was amended in September 1995 to implement 1994 AQMP control measure #94 RFL-02.

Since 1996, the SCAQMD conducted several audits to assess compliance with Rule 461 and overall effectiveness of the vapor recovery program.  The California Air Resources Board (CARB) in cooperation with other air districts has also conducted similar audits to evaluate the statewide effectiveness of the vapor recovery program.  The results of the audits revealed poor compliance rates and seriously compromised program effectiveness.  Because of the sizable emissions inventory of this source category, the air quality implications of unsatisfactory compliance rates can result in significant levels of VOCs and HAPs remaining uncontrolled and released to the atmosphere.

The proposed amendments to Rule 461 implement control measure #99RFL-02(P2) of the 1999 Amendments to the 1997 Ozone State Implementation Plan Revision and the control strategy of the draft Air Toxics Control Plan relevant to this industry.  The proposed amendments are designed to ensure that vapor recovery systems are properly constructed, operated and maintained to effectively reduce fugitive VOC and HAP emissions.  The VOC emission reductions that are claimed towards State Implementation Plan (SIP) commitment from the proposed amendments are estimated at 6.2  tons per day, though the proposed amendments are also expected to achieve additional emission reductions by substantially increasing the control efficiency and compliance levels of affected equipment.  Altogether, proposed amended Rule 461 (PAR 461) has the potential to reduce VOC emissions by as much as 27.3 tons per day.  The amendments would be expected to reduce benzene emissions by 197 pounds per day, as well as reducing emissions of other HAPS contained in gasoline, including xylenes, toluene, hexane, etc. 

This (EA) Environmental Assessment analyzes PAR 461 to determine if its implementation would have adverse environmental effects.  The analysis concludes that PAR 461 would not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts.
california environmental quality act

Proposed amended Rule 461 is a "project" as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Cal. Public Resources Code §§21000 et seq.).  The SCAQMD is the lead agency for this project and is preparing the appropriate environmental analysis pursuant to its certified regulatory program (SCAQMD Rule 110).  California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written document in lieu of an environmental impact report once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program.  The Secretary of the Resources Agency certified the SCAQMD’s regulatory program on March 1, 1989.

CEQA and SCAQMD Rule 110 require that the potential environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be identified.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this Draft EA to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the PAR 461.  The EA is intended to:  (a) provide the lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers and the general public with information on direct and indirect environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) be used as a tool by decision makers to facilitate decision making on the proposed project.  

No written comments were received on the Draft EA. Prior to making a decision on the proposed amendments, the SCAQMD Governing Board must review and certify the Final EA 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 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

Proposed Rule 461 would apply to SCAQMD’s entire jurisdiction.  The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the 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 nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).
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Figure 1-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District Boundaries

PROJECT OBJECTIVE
The objective of PAR 461 is to: 1) improve compliance with the rule, 2) further reduce fugitive VOC emissions from gasoline transfer and dispensing operations, and 3) reduce HAP emissions identified by the SCAQMD’s Air Toxics Control Plan.  The proposal would meet the first part of this objective by enhancing the accountability of manufacturers, installers/repairers and operators of vapor recovery systems.  The second part of the objective would be met by implementing control measure #99RFL-02(P2) of the 1999 Amendments to the 1997 Ozone SIP Revision.  The proposed control methods in control measure #99RFL-02(P2) include elimination of air ingestion and vapor growth during fuel transfer, and enhancing testing requirements and frequency.  Since HAPs are a component of the VOC emissions from gasoline dispensing facilities (GDFs), the third part of the objective would automatically be achieved by implementing PAR 461.

background

SCAQMD Rule 461

Gasoline is a petroleum distillate, which contains a variety of volatile hydrocarbons and additives.  Fugitive VOC emissions occur during the filling of gasoline storage tanks and the fueling of motor vehicles.  Fugitive VOC emissions are generated when gasoline vapors in storage tanks are displaced by the liquid gasoline being loaded into the storage tanks and `discharged to the atmosphere.  Likewise, gasoline dispensed into a vehicle’s fuel tank displaces gasoline vapors that are then discharged to the atmosphere.  

Rule 461 – Gasoline Transfer and Dispensing, was originally adopted on January 9, 1976, and subsequently amended a number of times with the last amendment on September 8, 1995.  Rule 461 requires the use of vapor recovery systems to control fugitive VOC emissions from both the filling of storage tanks (Phase I) and the fueling of motor vehicles (Phase II) at gasoline transfer and dispensing facilities.  Vapor recovery systems are required to be CARB certified as capable of reducing the vapor emissions by at least 95 percent. 

There are approximately 3,700 retail GDFs and 1,900 non-retail GDFs in the district, dispensing about six billion gallons of gasoline annually.  Over 95 percent of the throughput is from the retail GDFs.  Without control, gasoline vapor emissions from this source category could be as high as 170 tons per day based on the amount of gasoline sold in the district.  The emission inventory for this source category is among the largest of the stationary and area sources inventories.  Therefore, control of emissions from this source category is essential in improving air quality in the district and is a critical component of the SCAQMD’s attainment strategy. 

Since 1996, the SCAQMD conducted several audits to assess compliance with Rule 461 and overall effectiveness of the vapor recovery program.  CARB, in cooperation with other districts, has also conducted similar audits to evaluate the statewide effectiveness of the vapor recovery program.  The audit results revealed poor compliance rates and seriously compromised program effectiveness. 

Amendments to Rule 461 are now being promulgated to address the compliance issues revealed by the recent audits in addition to implementing control measure #99RFL-02(P2) of the 1999 Amendments to the 1997 Ozone SIP Revision.  The proposed control methods in control measure #99RFL-02(P2) include elimination of air ingestion and vapor growth during fuel transfer, and enhancing testing requirements and frequency.  The amended rule would also implement the relevant control strategy of the SCAQMD’s Air Toxics Control Plan for this industry.

SCAQMD’s Air Toxics Control Plan

The concept for an Air Toxics Control Plan is an outgrowth of the Environmental Justice principles and Environmental Justice Initiatives adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board in October 1997.  Extensive air monitoring under Environmental Justice Initiative #2 (Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study, MATES II) and work under Environmental Justice Initiative #10 (related to toxics rules for new and existing sources) highlighted the need for a more systematic approach to reducing air toxics.  The draft Air Toxics Control Plan was approved by the SCAQMD Governing Board at its March 2000 public hearing.

The Air Toxics Control Plan identifies potential additional strategies to further reduce toxic levels in the South Coast Air Basin over the next ten years.  The Air Toxics Control Plan contains a review of current air toxic levels of key toxic pollutants that contribute to overall risk levels.  It projects the future air toxics levels taking into consideration existing federal, state, local programs that potentially affect future toxic emissions, including implementation of the AQMP.  The control strategy proposed in the air toxics control plan goes beyond the current ongoing toxics reduction efforts and identifies control measures that are currently technologically feasible or will be technologically feasible over the next ten years.  The Air Toxics Control Plan, in conjunction with existing emission reduction programs, will result in significant reductions in air toxic risks from both mobile and stationary sources.

SCAQMD Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources

Amendments to Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources, were adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board at its March 2000 public hearing.  As part of the amendments to Rule 1402, staff proposed that health risks from facilities in certain specified industries be regulated by source-specific rules for each industry category.  Facilities in these industry groups would be subject to Rule 1402 inventory requirements by 2003 unless a source-specific rule is adopted or amended prior to that date by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board that specifically exempts the industry from the inventory requirements of Rule 1402.  SCAQMD would retain the right to request inventories and health risk assessments from individual facilities if warranted.

As discussed above, Rule 461 is an existing source-specific rule that regulates GDFs.  GDFs are listed in Rule 1402 as an industry category that is more effectively regulated through a source-specific rule.  The amendments to Rule 461 are anticipated to control benzene emissions from GDFs such that the inventory requirements of Rule 1402 would not be necessary. 

Previous CEQA Analyses for Rule 461

Amended Rule 461, Notice of Exemption, 1989

The 1989 amendments to Rule 461 clarified and enhanced rule requirements.  The amendments required Phase I vapor recovery whenever gasoline is transferred into a storage tank with a capacity of 251 gallons or more.  Phase II vapor recovery is required when motor vehicle fuel tanks are filled from stationary storage tanks.  Additional requirements for vapor recovery equipment, storage tanks, warning signs, and other items were also specified.  A Notice of Exemption was prepared for the proposed project since it had no potential to cause a significant adverse effect on the environment.

Amended Rule 461, Environmental Assessment, 1995

New procedures and requirements were incorporated into Rule 461 in 1995 to reflect the advancement of Phase I and Phase II vapor recovery technologies.  The amendments included a self-compliance program.  An Environmental Assessment was prepared which determined that the project would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts.

proposed AMENDED rule 461

The proposed amendments to Rule 461 seek to improve compliance and efficiency of the program to further reduce fugitive emissions from gasoline transfer and dispensing facilities.  PAR 461 is designed to implement control measure RFL-02.  The proposed amendments are formulated to improve rule clarity, equipment reliability, installation, repair and testing accountability, rule enforceability, and performance of vapor recovery systems.  A brief summary of the proposed amended rule is given below.  A copy of the proposed amended rule is included as Appendix A of this document.

Clarifications and changes are proposed to improve vapor recovery equipment reliability.  Some of the more substantive proposed requirements for Phase I vapor recovery systems include a prohibition of air ingestion or liquid leaks during fuel delivery to the storage tanks and the requirement that all new fill tube installations be a dual-point design.

Some of the substantive requirements for Phase II vapor recovery systems include: 1) a vapor check valve must be installed in each balance system nozzle, 2) all nozzles must be equipped with coaxial hoses, and 3) all new breakaway couplings must be equipped with poppet valves, which close both the gasoline vapor and liquid paths when activated.

The amendments would also improve the accountability of installation, repair and testing of vapor recovery equipment.  Three of the main ways this would be accomplished are: 1) requiring a three-day notification and SCAQMD inspection prior to the backfilling of underground storage tanks or vapor recovery systems during installation or alteration; 2) permanently marking repaired vapor recovery components to identify the manufacturers or the CARB authorized rebuilders; and 3) requiring the testers to notify the SCAQMD three days prior to testing, conducting the tests according to CARB test procedures , and using SCAQMD approved forms to report the test results.

To improve the performance of vapor recovery systems, PAR 461 would require all vapor recovery systems to be tested on a regular basis (semi-annually or annually depending on type and throughput of the facility).  PAR 461 would also prohibit resuming operation, in the event that a vapor recovery system failed reverification tests and the failed component cannot be isolated, until the defective component is repaired, retested and successfully passed.

A number of clarifications to the rule’s definition and requirements are also proposed to help the regulated parties interpret the rule.  

The amendments would also implement the relevant control strategy from the SCAQMD’s Air Toxics Control Plan for this industry.  By complying with the PAR 461, a facility would not be required to do an inventory for Rule 1402.  A technical assessment would be performed by 2005, however, to determine the effectiveness of PAR 461 along with other regulations in meeting the goals of Rule 1402.  The assessment will also evaluate the state of technology and the potential for further reductions in emissions and health risk.  Staff will report the findings of the technical assessment to the SCAQMD Governing Board.  

EmissionS Inventory

The emissions inventory for gasoline dispensing is conducted statewide by CARB based on the gasoline sales information from Caltrans, projected growth and the vapor recovery controls in effect for each respective air district.  The emissions inventory for gasoline dispensing facilities includes the following four basic elements:

· Working Loss;

· Breathing Loss;

· Refueling Vapor Displacement; and

· Spillage Loss.

Working loss refers to the emissions associated with gasoline delivery from the tank trucks to the stationary storage tanks at the facility.  The quantity of loss depends on the method and rate of filling, the tank configuration and the properties of gasoline.

Breathing loss are emissions, primarily associated with storage tanks, due to diurnal fluctuations in ambient temperature and barometric pressure.  In addition, the temperature of gasoline and the frequency with which gasoline is withdrawn from the tank also affect the quantity of these emissions.

Refueling vapor displacement are emissions associated with vehicle tank refueling.  The quantity of displaced vapors depends on gasoline temperature, vehicle tank temperature, gasoline vapor pressure, and dispensing rate.

Spillage loss includes contributions from pre-fill and post-fill nozzle drip and from spit-back and overflow from the vehicle fuel tank filler pipe during refueling.

Criteria Pollutants

As discussed above, CARB is responsible for developing the emissions inventory for gasoline transfer and dispensing operations in the state.  CARB has estimated controlled emissions (i.e., baseline emissions inventory) based on the assumed efficiency of existing vapor control systems.  According to CARB's most recent update (1997), the baseline emissions inventory for the corresponding source category in the district area is approximately 23.4 tons per day in 1993.  This 1993 baseline inventory is chosen as the baseline for PAR 461 to be consistent with the inventory used for control measure #99RFL-02(P2) in the 1999 Amendment to the 1997 Ozone SIP Revision.  The following table summarizes the details showing how the emissions inventory is derived.

Table 3

1993 VOC Emissions Baseline
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gal = gallon;  EF= emission factor;  lb/Mgal = pound per 1000 gallon; tpy = tons per year;  tpd = tons per day

By comparing the baseline emissions with CARB's uncontrolled emission factors, the baseline emissions correspond to a 92 percent efficiency in controlling working loss and an 87.9 percent efficiency in reducing refueling emissions.

As discussed previously, various audits conducted by the SCAQMD since 1997 and the tests conducted by CARB in 1999 revealed that the overall vapor recovery effectiveness at GDFs has been compromised as a result of many defects found on the systems in service.  Since CARB has not yet finalized its report on the 1999 test results, the associated emissions data are not available at this time.  However, the SCAQMD staff's estimate based on the 1997 audit was that the actual inventory of emissions far exceed CARB’s estimated 23.4 tons per day due to the low levels of compliance identified in the field.  It is estimated that the "excess emissions" could range from 6.8 to 18.9 tons per day.  By comparing the data used to make the estimate with the more recent CARB's Air-to-Liquid (A/L) ratio test results for the vacuum-assist systems, one can expect that the excess emissions are more likely to be closer to the upper end of the range, or 18.9 tons per day.  These excess emissions are emission reductions not achieved due to the faulty vapor recovery systems operating at less than anticipated efficiency levels.  Therefore, the inventory of actual emissions from this source category is estimated at 42.3 tons per day.

Benzene

Gasoline is a petroleum distillate, which contains a variety of volatile hydrocarbons and additives, including HAPs.  The HAP of main concern in gasoline emissions from a health risk perspective is benzene.  The results of the MATES II study indicate that 10 particular HAPs, one of which is benzene, are the key toxic compounds driving the carcinogenic health risks in the district.  Focusing on benzene is not intended to diminish PAR 461’s role in reducing non-carcinogenic HAPs.  By improving the control efficiency of vapor recovery systems, PAR 461 would also reduce emissions of HAPs such as xylenes, toluene, hexane, etc.

According to a speciation profile prepared by CARB in 1998, California reformulated gasoline (“Phase II RFG”) contains one percent by weight of benzene and the vapor phase of the same gasoline contains 0.36 percent by weight of benzene.  Therefore, benzene emissions may be estimated using these factors and the estimated VOC emissions inventory as follows:

VOC emissions due to working loss, breathing loss and refueling are vapor phase emissions and contain 0.36 percent by weight of benzene.  VOC emissions due to spillage contains one percent by weight of benzene.  

VOC emissions due to working loss +breathing loss + refueling loss + excess emissions = 
6.39 tpd + 1.0 tpd + 10.2 tpd + 18.9 tpd = 36.49 tpd

Benzene emissions = 36.49 tpd x 0.36% = 0.13 tpd (260 lb/day)

VOC emissions due to spillage = 5.89 tpd 

Benzene emissions = 5.89 tpd x 1% = 0.0589 tpd (118 lb/day)

Total benzene emissions = 118 + 260 = 378 lb/day

Emission Reductions

Criteria Pollutants

Emission reductions that may be attributed to PAR 461 include the 18.9 tons per day expected to be recovered and the additional reductions that can be obtained by improving the overall vapor recovery efficiency above the baseline efficiency assumed in the SIP.

PAR 461 is expected to bring the overall vapor recovery efficiency for both Phase I and Phase II operations to 95 percent, a level of which the existing CARB certified systems are capable.  As indicated above, the overall efficiencies used to determine the baseline emissions in the SIP are 92 percent for Phase I and 87.9 percent for Phase II, respectively.  Based on the differences between the baseline and anticipated vapor recovery efficiencies, further emission reductions can then be determined as follows:

Phase I Reductions:


Working Loss Baseline (2,333.9 tpy)
6.39 tpd


Working Loss after PAR461
3.99 tpd


[(1 - 95percent) x 6.39 / (1 - 92percent)]


Reductions
2.4 tpd

Phase II Reductions:


Refueling Loss Baseline (3,175.8 tpy)
10.2 tpd


Refueling Loss after PAR461
  4.2 tpd


[(1 - 95percent) x 10.2 / (1 - 87.9percent)]


Reductions
6.0 tpd

Potential Reductions beyond SIP Baseline
8.4 tons per day (2.4 tpd + 6.0 tpd)

Reductions to be Claimed in SIP
6.2  tpd (8.4 tpd x 75% rule effectiveness factor x 0.99 conversion factor for 2010 planning inventory)

Overall Potential Reductions


SIP Commitment
6.2  tpd


Non-SIP Commitment
2.2  tpd (8.4 tpd – 6.2  tpd)


Excess Emissions
18.9 tpd
Total Reductions
27.3 tpd

The calculations above show that achieving a 95 percent control efficiency would result in a 2.4 tpd VOC emission reduction from Phase I controls and a 6.0 tpd emissions reduction from Phase II controls.  To be conservative, the SCAQMD would only claim SIP credit for 6.2  tpd, or 75 percent of this total and a 0.99 conversion factor for 2010 planning inventory) (i.e., 8.4 x 0.75 x 0.99 = 6.2).  

Altogether, PAR 461 is expected to reduce 27.3 tons per day of VOCs from gasoline dispensing operations from their current 42.3 tpd level.  The remaining emissions from this source category would be 15 tpd.

Benzene

Reducing VOC emissions from GDFs would simultaneously reduce benzene emissions since benzene is a component of these VOC emissions.  Based on the VOC emissions reduction anticipated from implementation of PAR 461, the reduction of benzene emissions from GDFs can be calculated.

PAR 461 is estimated to reduce VOC emissions by 27.3 tpd from working loss, breathing loss and refueling loss.  All of these are losses of gasoline vapors, which contain 0.36 percent benzene.  Therefore, the associated reductions of benzene emissions are 27.3 tpd x 0.36 percent = 0.098 tpd or 197 pounds per day.
emission Control Technology

All GDFs in the district are required to install and maintain vapor recovery systems for both Phase I bulk transfer and Phase II vehicle refueling operations.  While all systems are required to be certified by CARB as capable of recovering 95 percent of the vapor emissions, different manufacturers take different approaches in designing vapor recovery systems.  These systems are generally divided into two distinct categories: the balance system and the assist system.  Within each category there are several different configurations.

Vapor Recovery for Phase I Operations

Gasoline is typically delivered by cargo tank trucks from bulk distribution terminals to the stationary storage tanks at gasoline dispensing facilities.  Emissions are captured during the transfer of fuel from the tank truck to the storage tank by diverting the gasoline vapors being displaced from the storage tank back into the unloading truck’s cargo tank.  The captured vapors are then transported to the distribution terminal for processing.

Eliminating Air Ingestion

As gasoline is delivered from a tank truck to the underground storage tank the momentum of gasoline creates a vacuum in the delivery system.  If there is any opening in the system (such as improperly installed connection or a worn gasket), air or unsaturated gasoline vapor can be ingested into the gasoline.  Severe air ingestion can quickly increase the hydrocarbon concentration in the vapor phase of the storage tank to saturation or over-saturation leading to “vapor growth" that often results in increased fugitive emissions.  

According to the SCAQMD inspectors’ field observations, 20 to 30 percent of fuel deliveries show signs of air ingestion most likely from hose connectors between the tank truck and elbow, which can be observed through the sight glasses on the delivery elbow.  Proper installation of hose connectors and prompt replacement of worn gaskets can effectively minimize air ingestion.  In addition, installation of rotatable adapters or swivel connections can also be effective.  The rotatable connection is a component that has been included in CARB’s proposed amendment to their Certification Procedure, CP-201.

Minimize Emissions from Pressure-Vacuum Relief Valves

Storage tanks are equipped with pressure-vacuum relief (p/v) valves on the vent pipe openings.  These relief valves prevent the tank from “breathing’ due to temperature and barometric pressure changes, or diurnal fluctuations of tank pressure during vehicle refueling and bulk delivery of gasoline.  Improper installation, faulty materials, and/or inadequate maintenance often cause the p/v valves to malfunction and result in excess emissions.  Proper installation and maintenance of appropriate equipment minimizes emissions from p/v valves.

Submerged Fill Tube

Agitation or splashing while gasoline is transferred into a storage tank causes aeration and vapor growth.  Submerged fill tubes minimize agitation during gasoline transfer.  Stationary tanks over 250 gallons in size include fill tubes that are completely submerged when the tank contains six inches of liquid.  Tanks loaded from the side have fill tube discharges completely submerged when the liquid level is eighteen inches from the bottom of the tank.

Dual and Coaxial Fill Tubes

Dual fill tube system delivers gasoline liquid into the storage tank and recovers displaced vapor through two separate openings on the tank.  Coaxial fill tube system delivers gasoline liquid and recovers vapor through a single coaxial fitting on the storage tank.  Product is delivered through the inner drop tube while vapors are recovered from the space between the walls of the inner and outer tubes.  The fill tube of the coaxial system is spring loaded (moveable) which allows it to be pushed down approximately one inch when securing the fuel delivery coupling.  Since the diameter of the liquid path is reduced, delivery rates are generally slower.  Since September 1995, coaxial fill tubes are no longer allowed for new installations or alterations of Phase I vapor recovery systems.

Vapor Recovery for Phase II Operations

Phase II vapor recovery collects displaced vapors from vehicle refueling operations at gasoline dispensing facilities.  Vapors displaced at the vehicle fillpipe are collected by the vapor recovery nozzle and then pass through the vapor recovery system to the stationary storage tank.

Balance Vapor Recovery System

Balance vapor recovery system operates on the principle of vapor displacement during vehicle refueling.  When a vehicle fuel tank is filled by incoming liquid gasoline, vapors are forced out of the fuel tank into the vapor recovery system and to the storage tank.  Since a slight pressure increase is generally created at the nozzle/fillpipe interface, a tight seal is required between the faceplate of the bellow on the nozzle and the vehicle fillpipe.  The vapor path from the fillpipe to the storage tank must be clear of obstructions and so constructed to automatically remove any condensate from the system. 

The original dual/two hose setup of the balance system, one for the product and the other for the vapor, has been replaced with a single coaxial hose.  In addition, high retractors are used to eliminate the problem of vapor hoses being frequently damaged by vehicles running over them.  

Vacuum Assist Vapor Recovery System

Vacuum assist vapor recovery systems use vacuum generating devices, such as a vacuum pump or vapor collection unit, to create a suction which pulls vapor from the vehicle tank into the storage tank as soon as gasoline is dispensed.  Unlike the balance system, a tight seal at the nozzle fill pipe interface is not necessary for effective vapor recovery.  However, the effectiveness of a vacuum assist system depends on its ability to maintain the volumetric vapor to liquid ratio to within the specified range during vehicle refueling.  

Vacuum assist systems may be equipped with a vapor disposal processor, such as Hirt and Hasstech systems, which dispose the excess gasoline vapors by incineration.  Generally, when the pressure in the storage tank reaches a pre-determined set point, captured vapor is automatically sent to the processor for destruction.  The processor runs until excessive vapors are eliminated.  For monitoring purposes, a pressure gauge, indicating the pressure of the system, is mounted on the tank’s vent line. 

Several vapor return technologies are in use with the vacuum assist systems.  A system may use a fluid driven pump, which is mounted on the product and vapor lines.  Flow of the product from the storage tank turns the vanes in the liquid side causing a shaft to rotate and driving the vanes on the vapor side to create a vacuum for recovering vapors.  In the case of an electronically driven vacuum pump, the product dispensing rate sends a signal to activate a variable speed motor which drives a vane pump installed in the vapor return line.  Another system may use a jet pump located in either the dispenser (one per each nozzle) or vapor return piping. 

Nozzles

Vapor recovery nozzles are responsible for dispensing liquid gasoline while simultaneously collecting the vapor from the vehicle tank.  All nozzles are equipped with a primary or liquid shutoff mechanism, which causes the nozzle to stop dispensing when a sensor in the tip of the spout becomes submerged.  A secondary shutoff mechanism is required that activates when the primary shutoff mechanism fails and the vapor line becomes blocked because of liquid “topping off” or when there is a kinked or flattened hose or other obstruction. 

Balance nozzles are equipped with tubular bellows/boots, surrounding the nozzle spouts in order to provide a path for displaced vapor at the vehicle fill pipes.  A soft donut type bellow “faceplate” is designed to achieve the close seal with the vehicle fill pipe.  The insertion interlock mechanism and the latch assembly device assure that the spout is properly hooked onto the vehicle fill pipe before allowing liquid dispensing and vapor recovery.


Bellows assist nozzles are not required to form a tight seal at the vehicle fill pipes in order to collect the displacement vapor during refueling because vapors are not pushed into the system by the flow of gasoline into the vehicle tank.  Bellow assist nozzles are specifically designed with a loose-fitting “facecone” rather than a faceplate to prevent a tight fit and avoid creating a vacuum in the fuel tank.  

Bootless assist nozzle designs have eliminated the need for a boot.  However, some designs require a device at the base of the spout to effectively collect vapors.  These bootless coaxial spout nozzles have small holes around the circumference of the tip of the spout to suck in vapors from the vehicle tank.

Hoses

Gasoline dispensing hoses initially consisted of dual hoses that included two separate hoses from the dispenser to the nozzle.  These type of hoses have been phased out and are no longer allowed in the district.  The allowable hoses are single coaxial hoses that consist of one hose running inside another.  A coaxial hose has product flows in the inner hose while vapors are collected though the space between the inner and the outer hose.  The most recent version is the inverted coaxial hoses that allow the product to flow through the wider outer hose while the vapor return is through the inner tube.

Vapor Check Valve

Vapor check valves prevent air or vapor leakage during refueling.  Vapor check valves are located at the base of the bellows in the balance systems and are opened upon compression.  In the assist systems, these valves are located in the nozzle and are, in most cases, flow activated.  

Liquid Removal Device

Liquid removal devices are utilized on balance systems to prevent the accumulation of liquid in the vapor passages of the coaxial hose.  These liquid removal devices must be able to evacuate at least five milliliters per gallon of liquid at dispensing rates greater than five gallon per minutes.

Breakaway Coupling

Breakaway coupling is a component included with some standard and inverted coaxial hoses as an emergency breakaway assembly.  It is connected to the hose at the dispenser end to provide safety and reduce the risk of fire in the event of a“ drive off.”  The breakaway coupling is designed to separate when a vehicle drives off while the nozzle is still in the vehicle’s fill pipe.  A CARB certified breakaway coupling is usually equipped with a poppet valve, which closes both the product and vapor passages upon separation.  After a “drive off” the vapor recovery system is usually significantly damaged and unable to maintain its efficiency even when the system is equipped with a breakaway coupling.  

Vapor Return Pipes
The minimum diameter of the vapor return piping ranges between two and three inches.  They are required to be installed with a uniform slope of at least 1/8 inch per foot between the dispenser and the tank.  These pipes along with the associated components and their interconnections, are usually installed underground.  Installation errors or use of equipment that is not to specification are often difficult to detect once the system is backfilled.  
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse environmental impacts.  This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse environmental impacts that may be created by the proposed amendments to SCAQMD Rule 461 – Gasoline Transfer and Dispensing.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Name of Proponent:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Address of Proponent:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

Lead Agency:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

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

Rule Contact Person:
Helmy Sultan    (909)  396-2362

Name of Project:
Proposed Amended Rule 461 – Gasoline Transfer and Dispensing

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AREAS

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

(
Land Use and Planning
(
Transp./Circ.
(
Public Services

(
Pop./Housing
(
Biological Resources
(
Solid/Hazardous Waste

(
Geophysical
(
Energy/Mineral Resources
(
Aesthetics

(
Water
(
Hazards
(
Cultural Resources

(
Air Quality
(
Noise
(
Recreation





(
Mandatory Findings

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

(
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will NOT be significant effects in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been added to the project.  an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.

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

Date    February 15, 2000    


Signature







Steve Smith, Ph.D.



Program Supervisor

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

Proposed amended rule 461 would regulate VOC emissions from gasoline transfer and dispensing activities.  The proposed amendments seek to improve in-service performance of vapor recovery equipment; improve equipment reliability; enhance accountability of installers, maintenance and testing contractors; and improve rule enforceability and clarity.  PAR 461 consists of minor modifications to enhance rule clarity, as well as the following main components:

· SCAQMD inspections prior to backfilling of new or altered underground storage tanks and vapor recovery systems;

· fuel transfer into storage tanks that is liquid tight and free from air ingestion; and

· increased testing frequency of vapor recovery systems.

A copy of PAR 461 can be found in Appendix A.  

It should be noted that the vapor recovery certification program for GDFs is under the jurisdiction of CARB.  Though the SCAQMD has the authority to inspect GDFs to ensure the use of CARB-certified equipment and may issue a notice of violation for failure to do so, CARB sets the specifications for vapor recovery systems and requires their use.  The proposed amendments to Rule 461 do not set new specifications for vapor recovery systems, but merely define the criteria for CARB certified systems and components as well as the type of repairs or rebuilds that would continue to keep the component as CARB certified. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






I.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the proposal:






a)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

c)
Affect agricultural resources or operations (e.g. impacts to soils or farmlands, or impacts from incompatible land uses)?


(
(
(

d)
Physically divide an established community (including a low-income or minority community)?


(
(
(

As discussed above and in Chapter 1, the proposed project would regulate fugitive VOC emissions from gasoline transfer and dispensing activities.  Compliance with the proposed amended rule would mainly be accomplished by 1) SCAQMD inspection prior to backfilling of new or altered underground storage tanks and vapor recovery systems; 2) ensuring that fuel transfer into storage tanks is liquid tight and free from air ingestion; and 3) increasing the testing frequency of the vapor recovery system.

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 affected by controlling VOC emissions from gasoline transfer and dispensing activities.  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






II.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the proposal:






a)
Induce substantial growth in an area either
directly or indirectly (e.g. through projects in
an undeveloped area or extension of major
infrastructure)?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The substantive components of the proposed project require that SCAQMD inspect new or altered underground storage tanks and vapor recovery systems prior to backfilling, fuel transfer into storage tanks is liquid tight and free of air ingestion, and vapor recovery systems are tested more frequently.  There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would result in the creation of any industry that would affect population growth, or directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family units.  No population relocation or growth inducement is expected from the proposed rule’s implementation.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

III.
GEOPHYSICAL.  Would the proposal:






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, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic–related ground failure, or landslides?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The substantive components of the proposed project require that SCAQMD inspect new or altered underground storage tanks and vapor recovery systems prior to backfilling, fuel transfer into storage tanks is liquid tight and free of air ingestion, and vapor recovery systems are tested more frequently.  The proposed project does not call for the disruption or overcovering of soil, changes in topography or surface relief features, the erosion of beach sand, or a change in existing siltation rates.  In addition, the proposed project would not expose people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  

The proposed amendments do not have any provisions that would require construction that physically alters GDF sites.  Only modifications to the Phase I fill tubes could require physical alterations since the fill tubes connect to the underground storage tank (UST).  If a modification to the fill tube were required, the asphalt covering the UST would have to be removed.  GDFs are assumed to have already installed CARB certified fill tubes since they were also required by the State Water Resources Control Board to replace their underground storage tanks with double-hulled tanks by the end of 1998.  The proposed rule does not alter the existing CARB specification for Phase I fill tubes and no modifications are assumed to be necessary.  Further, the GDF sites have already been physically altered.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IV.
WATER.  Would the proposal:






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


(
(
(

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

c)
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?


(
(
(

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 erosion or flooding on- or off-site?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

f)
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

i)
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?


(
(
(

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 control of VOC emissions fuel transfer and dispensing activities would not result in the generation of wastewater because GDF operations and vapor recovery systems do not include water in any part of the operation. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






V.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the proposal:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

c)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


(
(
(

d)
Expose off-site receptors to significant concentrations of hazardous air pollutants?


(
(
(

e)
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)?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

g)
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
(
(
(

The objective of the proposed project is to improve air quality by limiting fugitive VOC and HAP emissions from fuel transfer and dispensing.  As discussed in detail in Chapter 1, the proposed amended rule would reduce fugitive VOC emissions in the district by 27.3 tons per day.  These reductions are part of the comprehensive effort to attain and maintain both federal and state mandated ambient air quality standards.  Furthermore, the amendments would reduce toxic emissions since HAPs are a component of the VOC emissions from this source.  It is estimated that reducing 27.3 tons per day of VOC emissions from GDFs would result in an associated reduction of 197 pounds per day of benzene emissions.  This represents a reduction in benzene emissions of greater than 50 percent.

The proposed amendments do not have any provisions that would require heavy-duty construction equipment or other emission-generating construction activities.  Only modifications to the Phase I fill tubes could require the use of heavy-duty construction equipment since the fill tubes connect to the UST.  If a modification to the fill tube were required, the asphalt covering the UST would have to be removed.  GDFs are assumed to have already installed CARB certified fill tubes since they were also required by the State Water Resources Control Board to replace their underground storage tanks with double-hulled tanks by the end of 1998.  The proposed rule does not alter the existing CARB specification for Phase I fill tubes and no modifications are assumed to be necessary specifically as a result of amending Rule 461.  

A comment regarding potential adverse environmental impacts from control measure #99RFL-02(P2) was received on the Draft Supplemental EIR for the 1999 Amendments to the 1997 Ozone SIP Revision.  The commentator raised a concern that implementation of control measure #99RFL-02(P2) might result in the use of destructive control equipment (i.e., a combustion device) that may result in the emissions of combustion-generated HAPs.  As discussed in the Final Supplemental EIR for the 1999 Amendments to the 1997 Ozone SIP Revision, the promulgation of control measure #99RFL-02(P2) through the amendments to Rule 461 does not envision the use of additional add-on emission control devices.  The proposed amendments to Rule 461 include enhanced accountability of manufacturers, installers/repairers and operators of vapor recovery systems, the elimination of air ingestion and vapor growth during fuel transfer, and enhanced testing requirements and frequency.  None of these measures would require combustion devices or generate HAPs.

At the December 21, 1999, public workshop for the proposed project, a comment was received requesting an analysis of the potential emissions associated with the proposed increased testing of vapor recovery systems.  The required vapor recovery system testing includes pressure decay tests, backpressure tests, and air-to-liquid ratio (A/L) tests.  The test procedures were designed by CARB and include provisions that would minimize emissions during tests.  Nevertheless, when a system being tested has leaks, the tests may cause a slight increase in emissions as nitrogen or air is introduced into the system for testing purposes.  While the amount of the increased emissions is very small for each test and the benefit is obvious as the test could identify leaks that need repairs, the potential adverse effects are examined in this Draft EA.

Based on the worst-case assumptions that the benefit of the tests is not realized (i.e., leaks identified by the tests are not repaired), the average emissions during each test are estimated as follows:


Pressure Decay Test:
0.23 lb per test

Backpressure Test:
0.02 lb per test

A/L Test:
0.45 lb per test

Assuming 250  working days per year to conduct the tests, the estimated number of additional tests beyond current requirements is 35  pressure decay tests, 42  backpressure tests, and 18  air to liquid ration tests, for a total of 95  tests per day.  If tests were also allowed on Mondays, the number of tests per day and associated emissions would decrease proportionally.

Based on these assumptions, the potential increase in emissions can be calculated as follows:


Pressure Decay Tests:
0.23 lb per test x 35  tests per day =
 8.05  lb per day

Backpressure Tests:
0.02 lb per test x 42  tests per day =
 0.84  lb per day

A/L Tests:
0.45 lb per test x 18  tests per day =
 8.10  lb per day

Total
16.99  lb per day

A potential emission increase of 17  pounds per day of fugitive VOC is less than the SCAQMD daily significance threshold of 55 pounds of VOC per day.  Further, the increased emissions from testing would be greatly offset by the emissions reductions anticipated from the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a net benefit to air quality relative to criteria pollutants.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Rule 1402 was amended in March 2000.  As part of the amendments to Rule 1402, staff proposed that health risks from facilities in certain industries be addressed through source-specific rules for each industry category.  Facilities in these industry groups are subject to Rule 1402 inventory requirements after three years after the rule is amended, unless a source-specific rule is adopted or amended prior to that date by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board that specifically exempts the industry from the inventory requirements of Rule 1402.  The amendments to Rule 461 are anticipated to control benzene emissions from GDFs such that the inventory requirements of Rule 1402 would not be necessary.
This analysis considers the potential affect of not requiring GDFs to do inventories for Rule 1402.  The analysis considers whether the control strategy in PAR 461 would result in less health risk reductions than would be obtained from GDFs if this industry category were subject to Rule 1402.  It is concluded that sources subject to PAR 461 would not result in less health risk reductions as compared to Rule 1402 for the following reasons.

CEQA Guidelines § 15125(e) states, “Where a proposed project is compared with an adopted plan, the analysis shall examine the existing physical conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced as well as the potential future conditions discussed in the plan.”  Since the environmental analysis for PAR 461 has been prepared prior to the adoption of the March 2000 amendments to Rule 1402, Rule 1402 as comprised prior to the amendments is the appropriate existing setting with which to compare the potential effects of PAR 461.  That is, the 100 in one million maximum individual cancer risk in Rule 1402 prior to the March 2000 amendments is the appropriate baseline when analyzing what effect, if any, would result if GDFs were not subject to the emissions inventory requirements (and thus the 25 in one million cancer risk level) set forth in amended Rule 1402.  

It should be noted that since Rule 1401 – New Source Review for Carcinogenic Air Contaminants, was adopted in June 1990, new, modified, or relocated GDFs have been required to meet a cancer risk limit of ten in one million.  Thus, of the entire universe of GDFs, only those existing facilities permitted prior to June 1990 may have the potential to generate a cancer risk greater than ten in one million, let alone 100 in one million.  

A review of a sample of existing permits shows that large facilities (i.e, up to 1,200,000 gallons per month) do not exceed the 10 in one million cancer risk limit of Rule 1401 (see Appendix B).  Some of the facilities passed the 1401 cancer risk limit using the conservative screening table included in the SCAQMD’s Risk Assessment Procedure for Rules 1401 and 212, while others passed based on site-specific modeling.  Additionally, staff modeled a hypothetical facility with a throughput of 1,200,000 gallons per month using the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Gasoline Service Station Industrywide Risk Assessment Guidelines to determine the likelihood of exceeding a cancer risk of 100 in one million.  Conservative modeling parameters were used, including stack temperature, meteorology, receptor type, receptor distance, etc. (see Appendix B).  The modeling exercise showed risk levels below 100 in one million. 

PAR 461 includes control strategies that are anticipated to reduce benzene emissions by greater than 50 percent from current levels.  Moreover, actions outside the purview of PAR 461 will further reduce benzene emissions and associated health risk from GDFs.  CARB’s Phase 3 California Gasoline Regulations require a reduction in the benzene content of gasoline sold in California beginning January 1, 2003.  Additionally, CARB adopted enhanced vapor recovery requirements for GDFs in March 2000 (to be fully implemented by 2005) that would result in benzene (and VOC) emission reductions beyond those achieved by PAR 461. 

In conclusion, the control strategies in PAR 461 are expected to achieve health risk reductions such that they would accomplish the objectives in Rule 1402 for this source category.  CARB’s vapor recovery requirements for GDFs and Phase 3 California Gasoline Regulations will further reduce emissions of benzene and, coupled with PAR 461, will satisfy the technology-based control strategy for this industry as set forth in PAR 1402.  Regardless, the SCAQMD Governing Board resolutions for PAR 461 includes a requirement for staff to perform a technical assessment to determine the effectiveness of PAR 461 along with other regulations in meeting the goals of Rule 1402.  The assessment will also evaluate the state of technology and the potential for further reductions in emissions and health risk.  Staff will report the findings of the technical assessment to the SCAQMD Governing Board
Based on the above, the proposed amended rule does not have any provisions that would result in significant adverse air quality impacts.  The proposed rule would not result in a violation of any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria or toxic air pollutant, or expose sensitive or other receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VI.
TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.  Would the proposal:






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


(
(
(

d)
Result in inadequate emergency access or?


(
(
(

e)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


(
(
(

f)
Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would substantially increase vehicle trips, adversely impact parking, or conflict with adopted policies associated with alternative transportation.  An increase in the number of vehicle trips made by SCAQMD inspectors to GDFs would generally represent a shift in the types of facilities they are inspecting as opposed to the number facility inspections performed each day.  While there would likely be additional trips made by system testers and possibly some additional trips made by SCAQMD inspectors, any additional trip generation as a result of the amendment would not result in significantly adverse traffic congestion.  Since affected facilities are spread throughout the district, an increased frequency of testing would not cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of any street system or intersection in the vicinity of any affected GDF. 

Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VII.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal:






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 through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed project would clarify the vapor recovery requirements for gasoline transfer and dispensing operations.  No direct or indirect impacts from the proposed project were identified that could adversely affect plant or animal species in the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.  A conclusion of the 1997 AQMP EIR was that population growth in the region would have greater effects on plant species and wildlife dispersal or migration corridors than any air quality control measures.  The current and expected future land use development to accommodate population growth is primarily due to economic considerations or local government planning decisions.  The proposed project would not affect population growth or land use development.  Therefore, the proposed project would not create significant adverse direct or indirect impacts on biological resources.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VIII.
ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal:







a)
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?


(
(
(


b)
Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient manner?


(
(
(


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


(
(
(


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


(
(
(

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.  In fact, increased efficiency of the vapor recovery systems at fuel transfer and dispensing facilities would reduce the amount of fuel wasted to evaporation.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IX.
HAZARDS.  Would the proposal:







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


(
(
(

b) Handle hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?


(
(
(

c) 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?


(
(
(


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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

Gasoline is inherently hazardous.  The proposed project, however, would merely limit VOC emissions from the transfer and dispensing of gasoline and would not increase the hazards associated with gasoline transfer and dispensing.  The substantive components of the proposed project require that SCAQMD inspect new or altered underground storage tanks and vapor recovery systems prior to backfilling, fuel transfer into storage tanks is liquid tight and free of air ingestion, and vapor recovery systems are tested more frequently.  These requirements do not result in any additional risk from these gasoline transfer and dispensing operations.  In fact, the use of efficient, quality tested vapor recovery equipment eliminates or substantially minimizes potentially flammable fugitive VOC emissions.  The proposed amendments to Rule 461 may reduce the hazards associated with gasoline vapors that currently are emitted to the atmosphere.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






X.
NOISE.  Would the proposal result in:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed project has no provisions that require noise-producing equipment or otherwise generate noise.  Further, the affected operations are often located in industrial settings where any noise that may be associated with GDF operations would be negligible relative to ambient conditions.  Similarly, GDFs are often located on major thoroughfares were ambient noise levels are already high due to traffic conditions.  In addition, facilities must comply with local noise ordinances.  Finally, OSHA or CalOSHA regulations would protect against excessive noise at the affected facilities.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XI.
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?
(
(
(

Rule 461 applies to those public agencies with fuel dispensing stations.  The proposed amendments to Rule 461 do not have any requirements that would directly or indirectly result in adverse effects to public services.  The proposed amendments merely clarify the vapor recovery requirements for gasoline transfer and dispensing operations and enhance the accountability of manufacturers, installers/repairers and operators of vapor recovery systems.  The proposal would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XII.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the proposal:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

Existing Rule 461 and CARB Executive Orders require that vapor recovery systems be CARB certified.  Therefore, currently used vapor recovery equipment that is not CARB certified is required to be replaced regardless of the proposed amended rule.  Thus, any waste that may be generated by upgrading the vapor recovery systems would occur irrespective of the proposed amended rule.  Nevertheless, any necessary replacements would be made at various locations throughout the district on a gradual basis and would not result in a significant adverse impact on daily or total landfill capacity.  Additionally, some portion of the replaced equipment would likely be recycled as scrap metal or refurbished and sold to markets outside the district, further minimizing potential solid waste impacts. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIII.
AESTHETICS.  Would the proposal:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed amended rule 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.  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 amended Rule 461.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIV.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal:






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

b)
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique `geologic feature? 
(
(
(

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

The proposed project has no potential to adversely affect cultural resources because the proposed amendments has no provisions that require new physical changes to the environment that may disturb paleontological or archaeological resources.  The proposed project regulates equipment at existing industrial facilities that are either devoid of significant cultural resources or whose cultural resources have been previously disturbed.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XV.
RECREATION.  







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


(
(
(

c) 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?


(
(
(

No significant adverse impacts to recreational facilities are expected, for the same reasons outlined in item I - Land Use, XIII - Aesthetics, and XIV - Cultural Resources.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVI.
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?


(
(
(


c)
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)







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

As discussed in items I through XV above, the proposed project does not have the potential to cause significant adverse environmental effects.  

XVII.
EARLIER ANALYSES

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to provisions of CEQA (e.g., tiering, program EIR, etc.), one or more effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration [§15063(c)(3)(D)].  In this case a discussion should identify:  a) the earlier analyses used,  b) the impacts which were adequately addresses, and  c) mitigation measures. 

While the previous CEQA analyses for Rule 461 analyzed the potential impacts of implementing the rule and previous amendments, they did not analyze the specific effects of the currently proposed amendments.  

The EIR for the 1999 Amendments to the 1997 Ozone State Implementation Plan analyzed the potential adverse environmental impacts of control measure #99RFL-02(P2).  That analysis concluded that implementation of control measure #99RFL-02(P2) would not result in significant adverse environmental effects.  The analysis, however, could not analyze the specific effects of the currently proposed amendments since the specific rule language of PAR 461 had not yet been prepared.

A P P E N D I X   A

P R O P O S E D   A M E N D E D   R U L E   4 6 1

To avoid repetition, please see PAR 461 at the beginning of this package.
A P P E N D I X   B

E X AM P L E S   O F   C A N C E R   R I S K   A N A L Y S E S

Cancer Risk Assessments of Large GDFs with Recently Issued Permits

Location
Permitted Throughput

(gal/month)
Benzene Emissions

(lbs/month)
Distance to Residential Receptor (ft)
Distance to Commercial Receptor (ft)
MICR

in 

one million
Model Used

S. El Monte
450,000
6.6*
94
170
5
site specific 

Stanton
715,000
5.1
500
200
3.6
screening table

Alhambra
1,200,000
8.5
400
120
3.7
site-specific

San Bernardino
885,000
13.0*
100
100
4.5
site-specific

Van Nuys
964,000
14.2*
283
119
10
screening table

* Phase I RFG (benzene = 0.85% in vapor); others Phase II RFG (benzene = 0.4% in vapor)

MICR = maximum individual cancer risk

Screening table from SCAQMD Risk Assessment Procedure for Rules 1401 and 212

Total Cancer Risk for a Hypothetical Large GDF

Receptors (meters)


25
30
35
40
45
50
75
100

Ann. Conc. (ug/m3)
2.97695
2.33841
1.88574
1.55133
1.29723
1.09992
0.56209
0.34028

Cancer Risk (1x10-6)
8.6E-05
6.8E-05
5.5E-05
4.5E-05
3.8E-05
3.2E-05
1.6E-05
9.9E-06

Assumptions:

Total gasoline throughput:  1,200,000 gallon per month

Benzene Emissions:  56.5 lb/yr  (using AQMD emission factors)

Density of gasoline/air vapor mixture:  0.105 lb/ft3
Benzene W% in vapor:  0.36%

Dispersion model:    ISCST3

Modeling parameters:

Loading - Point source :     Stack height of 12 ft ;  stack temperature of 65 F ; stack diameter of 2 "

Breathing - Point source :  Stack height of 12 ft ;  stack temperature of 60 F ; stack diameter of 2 "

Refueling-Volume source:  Dimension of 4 m high x 13 m long x 13 m wide ; release height of  1 m

Spillage-Volume source:     Dimension of 4 m high x 13 m long x 13 m wide ; release height of  0 m
Meteorological Data:  West Los Angeles

Operating hours:  24 hours per day; 7 days per week ; 52 weeks per year

Nearest receptor:  Residential









�   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).
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		County		Throughput 1000gal		Working Loss				Breathing Loss				Refueling				Spillage				Emissions Total

						EF lb/Mgal		Emissions tpy		EF lb/Mgal		Emissions tpy		EF lb/Mgal		Emissions tpy		EF lb/Mgal		Emissions tpy		tpy		tpd

		LA		3,791,941		0.76		1,440.9		0.12		227.5		1.21		2,294.1		0.7		1,327.2		5,289.8		14.49

		OR		1,181,954		0.76		449.1		0.12		70.9		1.21		715.1		0.7		413.7		1,648.8		4.52

		RS		627,952		0.76		238.6		0.12		37.7		1.21		379.9		0.7		219.8		876.0		2.40

		SB		540,000		0.76		205.2		0.12		32.4		1.21		326.7		0.7		189.0		753.3		2.06

		Total		6,141,847				2,333.9				368.5				3,715.8				2,149.6		8,567.9		23.47
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