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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Negative Declaration (ND) for the Southern California Edison Pebbly Beach Generating Station Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) Installation Project.  The Draft ND was released for a 30-day public review and comment period from March 13, 2003 to April 11, 2003.  No public comments were received during the public review and comment period.
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APPENDICES

A. Air Quality Analysis

Abbreviations and Acronyms

ADT
Average Daily Trip

AHM
Acutely Hazardous Materials

bbl
Barrel (42 gallons)

CAA
Clean Air Act

CARB
California Air Resources Board

UBC
California Building Code

CEQA
California Environmental Quality Act

CO
Carbon Monoxide

EPA
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

H2
Hydrogen

HP
Horsepower

HRA
Health Risk Assessment

LAFD
Los Angeles County Fire Department

MVEIG
Mobile Source Emission Inventory Program

MW
Megawatt

N2
Nitrogen

NH3
Ammonia

NH4HSO4
Ammonium bisulfate

(NH4)2SO4
Ammonium sulfate

NH4OH
Ammonium hydroxide

NOX
Oxides of nitrogen

OES
Office of Emergency Services

PBGS
Pebbly Beach Generating Station

ppm
Parts per million

RECLAIM
Regional Clean Air Incentives Market

RMPP
Risk Management Plan

RTCs
Reclaim Trading Credits

SCAQMD
South Coast Air Quality Management District

SCE
Southern California Edison

SCR
Selective Catalytic Reduction

SO3
Sulfur trioxide

SOX
Sulfur oxides

SPCC
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure

TACs
Toxic Air Contaminants

UBC
Uniform Building Code

USEPA
United States Environmental Protection Agency

VOC
Volatile Organic Compounds

1.0
INTRODUCTION

1.1
Regulatory Background

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Regulation XX – Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM), adopted in 1993, is a cap and trade program designed to reduce oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and sulfur oxides (SOX) emissions from stationary sources in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin).  The goals of RECLAIM are to give affected facilities flexibility in meeting their emission reduction requirements, to lower the cost of compliance, and to assist the SCAQMD’s efforts to attain and maintain state and federal ambient air quality standards.  RECLAIM prescribes only total facility emissions goals, and facility operators are free to choose control strategies.  The emission reduction goals are established in the form of a declining annual allocation.  Facilities comply with RECLAIM either by: 1) installing control equipment that limits their annual NOX or SOX emissions to levels that do not exceed their annual RECLAIM allocations, or 2) purchasing additional RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) to account for emissions that exceed their annual allocations.

To supplement the RECLAIM program, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted Rule 2009.1 in May 2001.  Rule 2009.1 applies to non-power producing facilities, which are those facilities that have a generation capacity of 50 megawatts or less of electrical power and that emit 25 tons or more of NOX per year.  Rule 2009.1 requires facilities emitting over 50 tons per year of NOX to select and implement methods to comply with their annual RECLAIM NOX allocations, starting in 2003.

Southern California Edison (SCE) is the major supplier of electricity to the island of Santa Catalina (commonly referred to as Catalina Island), in southern California.  To meet the electrical demand of its customers, SCE operates six diesel-fueled engines at the Pebbly Beach Generating Station (PBGS).  The combined generation for the six diesel-fueled engines is 9.3 megawatts.  Because PBGS also emits more than 25 tons per year of NOX, PBGS is a non-power generating facility under SCAQMD Rule 2009.1.  Because PBGS also emits more than 50 tons per year of NOX, PBGS is required to implement emission reduction methods to comply with its annual RECLAIM NOX allocations.

SCE is proposing to install selective catalytic reduction (SCR) systems on the six diesel-fueled engines at PBGS.  SCR will be used to reduce NOX emissions as part of SCE’s plan to meet the declining facility-wide NOX emission limits required by the RECLAIM Program.  Consistent with the intent of RECLAIM, the proposed project is expected to achieve an overall decrease in NOX emissions from the facility. 

1.2
Agency Authority

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) applies to proposed “projects” that require “discretionary” approval by state and/or other public agencies.  (Under the CEQA guidelines, a “project” is an activity that has the potential to have a physical impact on the environment; “discretionary” means that the agency has the authority to approve or deny the permit or approval.)  The proposed installation of the SCR systems at the PBGS meets these criteria and thus is subject to CEQA.

Where a project requires approvals from more than one public agency, CEQA requires one of these agencies to serve as the “lead agency.”  The lead agency is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.  Since the proposed project requires discretionary approval from the SCAQMD, it was determined that the SCAQMD is the most appropriate public agency to act as lead agency 

To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, this Final Negative Declaration (ND) has been prepared to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the SCR Installation project.  Under CEQA, a ND is prepared when the Initial Study (the analysis of the project’s environmental impacts contained in this document) does not identify potential significant effects.

1.3
Project Location

The proposed project is located in the City of Avalon, the principal community and main ferry terminus for the 76-square-mile Catalina Island.  Catalina Island, located about 22 miles off the coast of southern California near Long Beach, is the third largest of the eight Channel Islands.  The island is about 21 miles long, ranges in width from about eight miles to one-half mile, and has a permanent population of about 3,500.

The proposed project will be constructed at SCE’s existing Pebbly Beach Generating Station (PBGS).  The PBGS is located on Pebbly Beach Road in an industrial area in the southeast portion of Avalon, just southeast of the Catalina Island Harbor.  Figure 1 shows the facility location.  The PBGS occupies approximately two acres and is bounded by Pebbly Beach Road and the Pacific Ocean.

1.4
Existing Generating Station Configuration and Operation

The PBGS receives diesel fuel by barge shipments from the Port of Los Angeles.  The fuel is combusted in six reciprocating internal combustion engines to drive the electrical generators.  With all six units in operation, the power plant has a maximum output of 9.3 megawatts.  Figure 2 shows the facility plot plan: it houses the six diesel-fueled internal combustion engines, two fuel oil storage tanks, electricity power generators, a liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) tank farm, a water desalination plant, warehouse, shops and an office building.

1.5 Project Description

The following pages describe the various elements of the proposed project, including its construction, operation, and eventual decommissioning.

1.5.1
Selective Catalytic Reduction System

As part of the combustion process, NOX is produced and emitted to the atmosphere with the other flue gas constituents (mostly nitrogen, carbon dioxide, and water vapor).  SCR is an air pollution control technology that reduces NOX in engine flue gas by combining ammonia (NH3) and oxygen (O2) with NOX in the presence of a catalyst to form nitrogen molecules (N2) and water vapor.  In the SCR system proposed for this project, the source of ammonia is liquid urea.  The liquid urea is diluted with air and injected into the diesel-fueled engine flue gas stream through a matrix of nozzles.  In the high temperature environment of the flue gas stream, the urea breaks down to ammonia and carbon dioxide.

The proposed project involves an “in-duct” SCR retrofit for each of the six diesel-fueled engines (units 7, 8, 10, 12, 14, and 15), in which the catalyst reactor is inserted into the existing ductwork.  A conventional SCR system requires installation of a booster fan to maintain the exhaust gas velocity, because the catalyst can act as a barrier and thereby impede flue gas flow.  The planned in-duct installation avoids the need for a booster fan.

The SCR utilizes Vanadia/Titania catalyst modules designed for a minimum operating life of three years, after which the “spent” catalyst is shipped off-site for recycling.  All project equipment will be located within the existing fence line of the PBGS.  The equipment will be installed either within the existing engine duct works or near the existing engine structures (i.e., a new urea storage tank), and thus will not be visible from off-site.

1.5.2
Urea Use, Storage and transportation

Aqueous urea will be produced at a manufacturing facility in northern California and will be transported by truck to the Port of Los Angeles.  At the Port, the aqueous urea tanker trailer will be loaded onto a freight barge, which will deliver the urea tanker trailer to the Santa Catalina Island Company dock at Pebbly Beach.  From the dock, the urea tanker trailer will be taken to the PBGS, which is located about 0.3 mile from the dock.  Upon arrival at the PBGS, the urea will be stored in a new 10,000-gallon aboveground, horizontally mounted, cylindrical double-wall tank with piping connection to the engine exhaust ducts.  As needed, the urea will be injected into the engine flue gas exhaust.

Based on the urea tank storage capacity and estimated usage rate, one truckload of urea will be needed approximately every 10 to 11 days.  Thus, every 10 to 11 days, the project will involve one urea tanker truck trip from the supplier to the Port of Los Angeles and one barge trip to Catalina Island with the urea tanker trailer on board.

1.5.3
Construction

Construction is scheduled to begin when all permits and approvals are obtained.  SCE expects to complete work on one of the six units every three to four  weeks, for an overall construction period of 18 to 24 weeks for all six units.  Construction activities are anticipated to take place five days per week, Monday through Friday, from 6:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  However, night and/or weekend shifts may be required to maintain the construction schedule.  The construction work force will range from five to 10 workers per day.

1.5.4
Operation

Operation of the proposed project will require no additional workers at PBGS.  The project will operate whenever PBGS generates electric power, up to 24 hours per day for 365 days per year.

1.5.5
Project Termination and Decommissioning

The estimated life of the six SCR systems is 15 years.  At the end of its useful life, the equipment  may be shut down and/or decommissioned, replaced, or modified in accordance with applicable regulations and market conditions prevailing at the time of termination.  Decommissioning likely will involve salvage, disposal and site restoration in accordance with applicable federal, state and local regulatory requirements.

Figure 1.  Project Location Map
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2.0
environmental checklist form

2.1
Environmental Checklist Form

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 project.

2.2
Background

1.
Project Title:

Pebbly Beach Generating Station Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) Installation Project

2.
Lead Agency Name & Address:
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 E. Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA  91765

3.
Contact Person & Phone Number:
Kathy C. Stevens
(909) 396-3439
4.
Project Location:
Pebbly Beach Generating Station (PBGS)
1 Pebbly Beach Road
Avalon, California 90704

5.
Project Sponsor’s Name & Address:
Southern California Edison (SCE)
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770
6.
General Plan Designation:
Industrial Area
7.
Zoning: 
Utilities and Industrial 
8.
Description of Project:

SCE is proposing to install selective catalytic reduction (SCR) systems in six existing diesel-fueled internal combustion engines at the PBGS, and also to install one aboveground urea storage tank at the facility.  The SCR system will be used to reduce nitrogen oxide (NOX) emissions from the PBGS as part of SCE’s plan to meet declining facility-wide NOX emission limits required by South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) Regulation XX - Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) Program.

9.
Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings.)

The PBGS is located adjacent to the Pacific Ocean in the southeast portion of the City of Avalon on Catalina Island.  The project area is characterized primarily by industrial land uses.

10.
Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement):
The proposed project will require Permits to Construct/Operate from the SCAQMD, building permits from the City of Avalon, and Hazard Control Permits from the Los Angeles County Fire Department, Hazardous Materials Division.

2.3
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 “X” may be adversely affected by the proposed project.  An explanation relative to the determination of impacts can be found following the checklist for each environmental topic.

    
Aesthetics



      Agriculture Resources


      Air Quality

    
Biological Resources

      Cultural Resources


      Energy

    
Geology Soils


__  Hazards & Hazardous


      Hydrology/Water










Materials






Quality

    
Land Use and Planning
      Mineral Resources


      Noise

    
Population/Housing

      Public Services



      Recreation

    
Solid/Hazardous


      Transportation/Traffic


__  Mandatory Findings


Waste















Significance

2.4
Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

 FORMCHECKBOX 

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

 FORMCHECKBOX 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been added to the project.  A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

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

 FORMCHECKBOX 

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 described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR OR NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 
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Date:_March 12, 2003____________   Signature_____________________________


Steve Smith, Ph.D.


Program Supervisor, CEQA


Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

3.0
discussion of environmEntal checklist

3.1
Aesthetics

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) and b) The proposed project site is within the existing PBGS, which is located on a two-acre site in the City of Avalon.  The visual character of the station vicinity is defined primarily by its industrial land uses.  No scenic routes are located in the PBGS vicinity.  Additionally, no scenic resources including trees, rock, outcropping, etc. are located in the vicinity.  The new equipment associated with the project will not be visible from the surrounding properties, and thus will not have a substantial effect on a scenic vista.

c) The installation of six in-duct SCR units in existing diesel-fueled internal combustion engines within the boundaries of an existing power generating station will not result in a substantial visual alteration of the facility.  Few residents are located nearby. 

d) Lighting will be provided as necessary in accordance with applicable safety standards.  Additional lighting that may be required (e.g., near the new urea storage tank), will be compatible with existing lighting at the PBGS.  Because the project site is entirely within the existing PBGS boundaries, it will not create a substantial new source of light and glare in the area surrounding the facility.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse aesthetic impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.2
Agriculture Resources

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the projectl:
	
	
	

	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) - c) All proposed project activities will occur within the boundaries of the existing PBGS, and thus do not conflict with a Williamson Act contract or involve conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.  The proposed project is consistent with existing zoning, and there are no agricultural resources or operations on-site or within one-half mile of the site.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant impacts to agricultural resources, and no further discussion is required.

3.3
Air Quality

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.  Would the project:
	
	
	

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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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 which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f) Diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement resulting in a significant increase in air pollution?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) The proposed project is being undertaken to comply with SCAQMD Regulation XX annual allocation requirements to reduce NOX emissions.  Installation of the six SCR systems will substantially reduce NOX emissions from the six diesel-fueled internal combustion engines at the PBGS.  The proposed project will allow the facility to: (1) remain in compliance with the Regulation XX annual allocation requirements; (2) reduce NOX emissions consistent with the SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) strategies; (3) ensure that the engines do not cause or contribute to an exceedance of any nitrogen dioxide (NO2) ambient air quality standards; and (4) since NOX is an ozone and PM10 (particles smaller than 10 μm aerodynamic diameter) precursor, contribute to attaining and maintaining ozone and PM10 ambient air quality standards.

b) and c) Project-related air quality impacts will be considered significant if any of the SCAQMD’s Air Quality Significance Thresholds shown in Table 1 are exceeded.

Table 1.  Air Quality Significant 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)
	Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk > 10 in 1 million 

Hazard Index > 1.0 (project increment)
Hazard Index > 3.0 (facility-wide)

CAA §112(r) threshold quantities



	Odor
	Project creates an odor nuisance
 pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

	Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants

	NO2

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

	PM10

24-hour

annual geometric mean
	2.5 μg/m3

1.0 μg/m3

	Sulfate

24-hour average
	1 μg/m3

	CO

1-hour average

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

0.50 mg/m3 (= 0.45 ppm)


μg/m3 = microgram per cubic meter;  pphm = parts per hundred million;  mg/m3 = milligram per cubic meter;  ppm = parts per million; TAC = toxic air contaminant; AHM = Acutely Hazardous Material

The following paragraphs discuss the construction and operational air quality impacts of the proposed project.

Construction Impacts – Construction activities that will produce air emissions are those associated with site preparation, SCR system and urea storage tank construction, and equipment installation.  Trucks, cranes, skip loaders, and other mobile sources may be powered by diesel or gasoline and are sources of combustion emissions, which include NOX, CO, volatile organic compounds (VOC), SOX, and PM10 and small amounts of toxic air contaminants (TAC).

Construction emissions can be distinguished as either on-site or off-site.  On-site emissions during construction are anticipated to consist of CO, VOC, NOX, SOX, and PM10 from construction equipment exhaust.  Off-site emissions during the construction phase are anticipated to consist of exhaust emissions and entrained paved road dust from worker commute trips and material delivery trips to the construction site.  The proposed project will occur in an area that is paved.  Since minimal excavation is expected (i.e., for installation of foundations for the new aqueous urea storage tank), fugitive PM10 emissions from on-site activities will be minimal.

The construction equipment anticipated to be used for the proposed project includes a crane, a forklift, a concrete truck and a welding machine.  Exhaust emissions from this equipment were estimated using SCAQMD emission factors from the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993).  To estimate peak daily emissions, it was conservatively assumed that all of the construction equipment would operate simultaneously during an eight-hour period.

Off-site motor vehicle travel associated with the construction activities are anticipated to include 20 one-way construction worker commute trips and two one-way (one roundtrip) heavy-duty truck trips to deliver construction materials.  Each commute and delivery trip is anticipated to be 0.5 mile one-way.  Exhaust, tire and brake wear emissions associated with these vehicle trips were estimated using the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) on-road motor vehicle emissions inventory program, EMFAC2002, Version 2.2.  Fugitive PM10 emissions from entrained paved road dust associated with these trips were estimated using emission factors for Los Angeles County roads from CARB Emission Inventory Methodology 7.9, “Entrained Paved Road Dust” (1997).

The resulting peak daily construction emissions are summarized in Table 2, along with the CEQA significance threshold for each pollutant. Details of the emission calculations are provided in Appendix A.  As seen in the table, no exceedances of the CEQA significance thresholds are anticipated.  Therefore, construction activities associated with the proposed project are not anticipated to cause significant adverse air quality impacts for criteria pollutants.

Table 2.  Peak Daily Construction Emissions

	Source
	CO
(lbs/day)
	VOC
(lbs/day)
	NOX
(lbs/day)
	SOX
(lbs/day)
	PM10
(lbs/day)

	On-Site Construction Equipment Exhaust
	28.36
	8.03
	73.62
	6.35
	4.76

	Off-Site Motor Vehicles
	0.21
	0.02
	0.05
	0.00
	0.04

	Total
	28.56
	8.06
	73.67
	6.35
	4.80

	Significance Threshold
	550
	75
	100
	150
	150

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


Operational Impacts - The PBGS currently operates as a RECLAIM NOX facility per SCAQMD Rule 2001.  Installation of the SCR systems will substantially reduce emissions of NOX from the six existing diesel-fueled engines at the facility.  The SCR air emissions reduction technology will remove about 90 percent of the NOX emissions from the six engines.  CO emissions will also be reduced by approximately 50 percent, through reactions that occur during the conversion of urea to ammonia in the engine exhaust.

VOC and SOX emissions will not be affected by the SCR installation and will remain at current levels.  There is a potential for a slight increase in PM10 emissions when urea converts to ammonia in the exhaust duct in the presence of sulfur compounds, which are present in small quantities in diesel fuel.  While most of the fuel sulfur is converted to SO2, a small percent is converted to sulfur trioxide (SO3) in the presence of the SCR catalyst.  SO3 reacts with ammonia in the presence of water from the exhaust and forms particulate-phase ammonium sulfate [(NH4)2SO4] and/or ammonium bisulfate (NH4HSO4).  To estimate the increase in PM10 emissions, it was assumed that five percent of the SO2 in the exhaust from the engines will be converted to SO3, and that all of the SO3 will be converted to (NH4)2SO4.  The SO2 emission rate estimate was based on the 500 parts per million (ppm) limit for the sulfur content of liquid fuels specified in SCAQMD Rule 431.2.  This rule also limits the sulfur content to 15 ppm beginning June 1, 2004, which will reduce the estimated increase in PM10 emissions by 97 percent.

Aqueous urea will be produced at a manufacturing facility in northern California and transported by tanker truck approximately 500 miles to the Port of Los Angeles.  At the Port, the tanker trailer carrying the aqueous urea will be loaded onto a barge, which will deliver it to the Santa Catalina Island Company dock at Pebbly Beach.  At the dock, the tanker trailer will be transported to the PBGS, which is located about 0.3 mile from the dock.  The tanker truck and barge travel will produce emissions.  However, diesel fuel for PBGS operations is currently delivered by barge from the Port of Los Angeles, and the aqueous urea deliveries will be made at the same time as delivery of diesel fuel.  Therefore, there will not be an increase in the number of barge trips, so emissions associated with barge trips will not increase.

It is anticipated that one delivery of aqueous urea will occur every 10 to 11 days.  Therefore, peak daily off-site emissions are those associated with one one-way 500-mile tanker truck trip from northern California to the Port of Los Angeles and one 0.6-mile roundtrip from the dock to PBGS.

The changes in direct and indirect emissions during operations resulting from the proposed project are summarized in Table 3.  None of the criteria pollutant mass emission rates exceeds the significance threshold, and thus no significant adverse impacts on criteria pollutant air quality are expected during the operation of the proposed project.  Details of the emission calculations are contained in Appendix A.

Table 3.  Peak Daily Operational Emissions

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

	CO
	-611.7
	12.8
	-598.9
	550
	No

	VOC
	0.0
	1.7
	1.7
	55
	No

	NOX
	-6,291.0
	15.6
	-6,275.4
	55
	No

	SOX
	0.0
	0.1
	0.1
	150
	No

	PM10
	10.6
	0.8
	11.4
	150
	No


d) Some of the ammonia formed from the urea injected upstream of the SCR catalyst will pass the through the process un-reacted and escape into the air.  This is referred to as “ammonia slip.”  By permit conditions, the ammonia slip emissions from this project will be limited to a concentration of 10 parts per million (ppm) in the exhaust (corrected to three percent oxygen O2).

Ammonia is not a carcinogen, but it can have chronic and acute adverse human health impacts.  The nearest sensitive receptor is about 90 meters from the PBGS fence-line, and the nearest off-site worker receptor is about 25 meters from the site.  A Tier 2 health risk screening analysis was conducted pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1401 to conservatively estimate the long-term (chronic) non-cancer risk, and short-term (acute) non-cancer risk associated with the maximum ammonia emissions.  The results of these analyses show that both the chronic hazard index and acute hazard index for project operation will be less than 1.0 (the established threshold of significance), and therefore sensitive receptors will not be exposed to substantial pollution concentrations.  The health risk screeing analysis calculations are contained in Appendix A.

e) The proposed project will not create objectionable odors, because the concentration of ammonia will be below the odor detection limit.  According to dispersion estimates (Eschenroeder, et al., 1988), with an ammonia slip of 10 ppm, the buoyancy of ammonia and its dilution into the atmosphere (Benchley and Athey, 1981) will reduce the one-hour maximum ground concentration to less than one ppm.  A concentration of one ppm is well below the odor detection limit; the detection limit varies widely by individual, but is about five ppm on the lower end of the range as defined by EPA.

f) The proposed project is not expected to violate an existing air quality rule or contribute to a significant increase in air pollutants.  The project is being undertaken to comply with SCAQMD Regulation XX annual allocation requirements to reduce NOX emissions.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse air quality impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.4
Biological Resources

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	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 Dept. of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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 sties?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e) Conflict with any local policies or ordi​nances protecting biological resources such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) – f) The proposed project will be located within the boundaries of an existing industrial facility that has already been heavily disturbed as a result of previous facility construction and operation.  Project construction activities will occur in areas of the facility that are paved and will not affect biological resources.  The project will not have a substantial adverse effect on endangered, threatened, sensitive, or special status species, or on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community.  No wetlands will be affected, nor will there be substantial interference with species migration or native wildlife nursery sites.  The project also will not conflict with local policies, ordinances or conservation plans.

Although unlikely, there is the potential for an accidental release into the ocean of the 7,500 gallons of aqueous urea contained in the tanker trailer during transport to Catalina Island by barge.  Such a release would cause a short-term and localized increase in urea concentration in the ocean.  Urea has a low toxicity to aquatic life but is readily broken down by marine bacteria to ammonia, which, at high concentrations, can be toxic to aquatic organisms.  However, the rate of the urea degradation coupled with the rapid mixing of the spilled material with the seawater is expected to result in ammonia concentrations well below toxic levels.  While the additional nitrogen that would be added to the aquatic ecosystem would stimulate plant growth if it occurred regularly, a one-time spill of urea is not expected to substantially affect localized phytoplankton or kelp growth.

The design of the on-site aqueous urea storage system, which will include secondary containment that can hold 110 percent of the capacity of the storage tank, will prevent urea from entering the ocean from the PBGS site in case of an accidental release caused by a rupture of the storage tank or by an accident during storage tank loading.
The waters around Catalina Island are typically very clean and clear due to the small amount of runoff and limited phytoplankton populations.  Significantly increased nitrogen levels from increased ammonia levels conceivably could increase phytoplankton densities.  Ammonia slip from the SCR system will release approximately 23 pounds per day of, which is about 18 pounds per day of nitrogen.  However, the project will reduce nitrogen oxide emissions by about 6,000 pounds per day, which is equivalent to about 1,800 pounds per day of nitrogen.  Thus, the proposed project will result in a benefit to the natural aquatic ecosystem.  In sum, the project will no have significant adverse impacts on aquatic life.
The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on either terrestrial or aquatic biological resources, and no further analysis is required.

3.5
Cultural Resources

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to (15064.5?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) - c) Catalina Island as a whole is considered rich in cultural resources.  A record search was conducted at the Southern Central Coastal Archaeology Information Center, located at California State University at Fullerton, to determine whether there are known archaeological resources at the PBGS site.  The search found that there are no known archaeological sites within the facility property.

The proposed project will be constructed within an existing industrial facility, on a site that is already graded and developed, and project activities will involve minimal excavation, grading or other ground disturbance.  Thus, the project is not expected to adversely affect cultural resources, paleontological resources, or unique geological features.

d) Because the proposed project will be constructed on previously disturbed ground within an existing industrial facility, no disturbance of human remains is expected.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse cultural resource impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.6
Energy

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

	a) Conflict with the adopted energy conservation plans?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e) Comply with energy standards?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) and e) The existing PBGS complies with SCE’s existing energy conservation plans and standards.  The proposed project is an upgrade to existing mechanical equipment and is not expected to alter existing operational procedures or practices.  Thus, the proposed project is not expected to conflict with any existing energy conservation plans or energy standards.

b) The existing internal combustion engines at the PBGS use diesel fuel.  Diesel fuel use will not be affected by the proposed project.  The SCR systems will not involve the use of natural gas.  Project operation will result in a minor increase in electrical consumption due to the operation of blowers and pumps associated with the SCR units.  This small increase in electricity demand will be satisfied by the power generated from the existing PBGS electricity power generating equipment.  Therefore, the project will have no significant effects on power or natural gas utility systems.

c) A small, temporary increase in gasoline and diesel fuel usage will occur during construction activities (e.g., operation of construction equipment, material delivery trucks, and worker commute vehicles).  This small increase will have a minimal impact on local fuel reserves.  Electrical consumption during construction will be temporary and can be handled by the existing infrastructure.

d) Project construction will not significantly affect the peak and base period demands for energy because facility construction will be coordinated with normal equipment down time for maintenance.  Further, installation of the SCR control equipment will increase somewhat the reliability of the power generating capacity of the existing equipment during peak summer demand periods by ensuring that the facility will not exceed applicable NOX annual allocations under RECLAIM.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse energy impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.7
Geology and Soils

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	i.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	ii.  Strong seismic ground shaking?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	iii.  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	iv.  Landslides?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a)


i. Although the project site, like much of California, is located in a seismically active area, the site is not located on or adjacent to an Alquist-Priolo Act earthquake fault zone.  No known major active or potentially active faults are mapped on Catalina Island.  On the basis of this available information, the hazard from ground rupture is considered negligible.

ii.
As stated above, like most of California, the project site, is located in a seismically active area.  Thus, although there are no active or potentially active faults at the site, the potential is high for future earthquakes in the vicinity within the lifetime of the power plant.  Ground shaking is the earthquake effect that results in the vast majority of damage.  Strong shaking from an earthquake can result in landslides, ground lurching, structural damage, and liquefaction.  Strong ground shaking can also set into motion other hazards such as fire and disruption of essential utility and emergency response services.

Although no significant damage has occurred to the PBGS as a result of previous earthquakes over the life of the facility, along with the rest of southern California, the site is likely to be subject to strong seismic ground shaking during the life of the project.  However, the SCR systems and the aqueous urea storage tank would be installed on a cement pad that would be designed according to 1997 Uniform Building Code standards for the site’s seismic zone.  Therefore, these potential risks would be less than significant.

iii.
The term liquefaction describes a phenomenon in which soil loses cohesive strength and acquires a degree of mobility as a result of strong ground shaking during an earthquake.

Because project facilities, included the cement building pad for the new urea storage tank, will be designed in accordance with 1997 Uniform Building Code standards for the Seismic Zone 4, liquefaction risks are considered less than significant.

iv.
The project site is located on a relatively flat area.  Given the site topography, there is negligible potential risk of landslides or other slope stability concerns.

b) Because the proposed project will occur in an area that has been previously graded, very minor or excavation is expected, i.e., to install footings for the new urea storage tank.  Because site topography will be essentially unchanged, there will minimal change in surface runoff patterns.  Thus, soil erosion or topsoil loss will be negligible.

c) Because only minimal excavation is required, and the project will be designed to meet seismic requirements appropriate for its location, there will be no increase in the risk of landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse, and impacts are considered less than significant.

d) The U. S. Department of Agriculture designates the soil at the project site as 4M2A/75G2, which is shallow, medium grained, usually loam or silt loam soil, underlain by crystalline rock.  The potential for soil expansion of this type of soil is relatively low.

e) The proposed project does not generate wastewater.  Therefore, there are no septic tank or other wastewater disposal-related soils impacts.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse seismic or soils impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.8
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	i) Significantly increase fire hazard in areas with flammable materials?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) and b) SCR systems reduce NOX in engine flue gas by combining ammonia and oxygen with NOX in the presence of a catalyst to form nitrogen molecules (N2) and water vapor.  The proposed SCR system uses aqueous urea injection as the source of ammonia.  Aqueous urea is diluted with air and injected into the engine flue gas stream through a matrix of nozzles.  In the high temperature environment of the flue gas stream, the urea breaks down to ammonia and carbon dioxide.

There are no risks associated with the use and handling of ammonia, since the ammonia is formed in-situ inside the engine exhaust duct, and the majority of ammonia formed is consumed in the reaction process.  Although some of the ammonia will not react and will be emitted in the SCR exhaust, it is not anticipated to pose a significant adverse health risk, as demonstrated by the health risk assessment described in 3.3.

Aqueous urea is not a hazardous material.  Its transport, use and storage are not covered by federal or California regulations that address the transport of hazardous materials.  Therefore, the routine transport, use and storage of aqueous urea or reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions do not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.

c) The proposed project site is not located within one-quarter of a mile of an existing or proposed school.  Therefore, the proposed project will not emit hazardous emissions within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.

d) The proposed project is not located on property that is included on the list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.

e) and f) The proposed project site is not within two miles of an airport.  The Avalon airport is located 10 miles northwest of PBGS.  Therefore, the proposed project will not interfere with any aviation activities.

g) The proposed project is not expected to impair or physically interfere with any locally adopted emergency response or evaluation plans.  Procedures for emergency response are provided to all PBGS employees, along with training guidelines in the use of personal protective equipment.  These procedures and guidelines will be updated as necessary to encompass the new equipment associated with the project.  Project construction and operation personnel will receive safety training in accordance with applicable relevant procedures and guidelines.

h) The proposed project will not increase the risk of loss, injury or death involving wild land fires, as the project will be constructed within the boundaries of the existing PBGS and will meet all relevant fire codes.  The proposed project does not involve installation of any new combustion sources.

i) Implementation of the proposed project will not significantly increase the amount of flammable or combustible materials or create new ignition sources.  During construction activities, small amounts of flammable materials may be used as required.  Best management practices and compliance with applicable regulations regarding the handling and storage of these materials will reduce the potential for fire hazards.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.9
Hydrology and Water Quality

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e)    Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f)    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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	h)    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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	i)    Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	k)    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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	l)    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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	m)   Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources. Or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	n)    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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) Accidental spills of aqueous urea that could create water quality impacts potentially could occur from: 1) operation of the SCR system; 2) piping that transfers urea from the storage tank to the engine exhaust, 3) urea tanker truck loading, transport, and unloading; or, 4) the barge during transport from the Port of Los Angeles to Catalina Island.

The on-site aqueous urea storage and handling facility will be equipped with several safety devices.  These safety features will include continuous tank level monitors (e.g., high and low level), temperature and pressure monitors, leak monitoring and detection system, alarms, check valves, and emergency block valves.  In addition the aqueous urea storage tank will include a containment system; the containment system will be designed to contain the complete contents of the tank plus storm water, which is equivalent to 110 percent of the capacity of the tank.

The PBGS currently has a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan in place, as required by federal regulations.  The SPCC Plan, along with the Hazardous Materials Release Contingency Plan, outlines emergency procedures, operating procedures, training of employees and engineering controls (e.g. secondary containment) necessary to prevent spills, overflows, or other incidents that may discharge materials to the environment.  These plans will be updated to include the aqueous urea storage and handling.

b) and m) Water is not required as part of the SCR systems to reduce NOX emissions.  Additionally, the proposed project will not create any new permanent jobs, and thus will not lead to increased population and increased water consumption.  Thus, the proposed project will not ground water or surface water resources.

c) - e) The proposed project will not alter infiltration rates, drainage patterns, the quality and quantity of storm water runoff, or erosion rates because the project will occur within the existing PBGS Station, on an existing impervious surface, and will utilize the existing drainage system.  Surface and groundwater quality, quantity and flow rates, as well as currents or other water movements, will not be affected, since the SCR systems will be installed within the ducts of the existing diesel-fueled engines, and their operation does not use or discharge water.  Therefore, the project will not change current baseline water discharges or result in any degradation of water quality.

f) - h) The PBGS, including the project site, will continue to use its existing storm water collection system.  The project site is not within a mapped 100-year floodplain or a 100-year flood hazard area, and does not include construction of housing.  Thus, no structures will be placed within a 100-year flood hazard area, and the proposed project will not expose people or structures to flooding-related risk of loss, injury or death.

i) The PGBS is adjacent to the Pacific Ocean.  The topography of the site slopes from the western portion to the eastern portion of the facility, but the terrain is relatively flat, with  no hills or elevated ground surface within the site.  Thus, the proposed project will not result in an increased risk of seiche, tsunami, or mudflow hazards.

j), k) and n)  The PBGS currently discharges wastewater to the City of Avalon’s Avalon Wastewater Treatment Plant.  No alteration to existing wastewater discharges is associated with the proposed project, and no impacts on wastewater flows are expected. The project will not require modifications to the existing wastewater discharge permit or require construction of a new wastewater treatment facility.

l) The proposed project will be constructed at an existing facility and will not modify the facility’s existing storm water drainage patterns, nor will it require the construction or expansion of storm water or wastewater facilities.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse hydrology and water quality impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.10
Land Use and Planning

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

	a) Physically divide an established community?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b) Conflict with applicable environmental 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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) and c) The proposed project site is located within the property boundaries of the existing PBGS, which is within an area zoned for industrial use by the City of Avalon.  The project does not divide an established community or conflict with a habitat conservation or natural community conservation plan.  There are no residences or habitats regulated by environmental plans located nearby.

b) The PBGS is located in the southeast portion of the City of Avalon, in an area characterized primarily by industrial uses.  The City of Avalon is divided into 17 planning sectors and eight land use districts that correspond with the city’s zoning designations.  The applicable sector and land use districts is: Pebbly Beach, SCE Plant Site – M2, Utilities and Industrial District.

The new equipment and minor modifications to existing equipment are consistent with the existing land use and zoning of the PBGS and vicinity and will not change the character of the surrounding area.  As the proposed project is compatible with existing and planned land uses and the industrial zoning designation, no general plan or zoning modifications are needed.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse land use impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.11
Mineral Resources

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

	a) 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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) and b)  The proposed project will be constructed within the boundaries of the existing PBGS facility.  The proposed project will not interfere with development or production of a mineral resource, nor does it involve consumption of locally or regionally important mineral resources such as aggregate, shale, etc.  The proposed project also will not inhibit the future use or loss of availability of any mineral resource.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse mineral resource impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.12
Noise

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) - d) The proposed project will occur within an existing power plant (PBGS) in an industrial area.  Current operations at this facility comply with applicable local general plan and noise ordinance requirements.  The City of Avalon noise ordinance does not contain a specific noise level limit expressed in decibels (dBA), and it prohibits activities that generate noise disturbance between 10:00 p.m. and 8 a.m.

Project construction will involve noise emissions associated with the use of construction equipment (e.g., an erection crane) and motor vehicles (truck deliveries and worker vehicles).  Construction noise sources will be temporary and will cease following construction activities.  The estimated noise level during equipment installation is expected to be an average of about 80 dBA at 50 feet from the center of construction activity, which is well within the facility property.  This estimate is based on typical noise levels from construction equipment as measured by manufacturers.  In general, construction activities will occur during daylight hours when exposure to higher noise levels is more acceptable.

Operational noise will most likely be associated with the increased blower rating required to inject the urea into the engine exhaust stream.  This may produce a small increase in overall facility noise.  The proposed project is expected to have no significant effect on the character or levels of noise emissions at the property boundary.  Because the project facilities will be in the center of the facility, and because of noise attenuation due to factors such as distance and intervening structures, no significant impacts are expected to sensitive noise receptor (e.g., residents).

e) and f)  The proposed project in not located within an airport land use plan or in the vicinity of an airport and, therefore, would not have no noise impacts on people living or working in such areas.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse noise impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.13
Population and Housing

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) Construction activities for the proposed project will not involve population changes or housing impacts.  The construction work force is small (five to 10 employees), temporary and is expected to come largely from the existing labor pool in the local area.  A few specialized employees from the Los Angeles area might be needed occasionally for short periods.  Project operation will not require any new permanent employees or the construction of new housing, and thus will have no population impacts.

b) and c) The proposed project involves modifications to mechanical equipment at an existing industrial facility.  No existing homes, people or businesses will be displaced as a result of this project, and no construction of replacement housing will be necessary.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts to population and housing, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.14
Public Services

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 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 public services:
	
	
	

	a) Fire protection?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b) Police protection?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c) Schools?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d) Parks?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e) Other public facilities?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) and b) The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department provides full law enforcement services for the existing facility through the Avalon Sheriffs Station.  Fire and emergency services are provided by the Avalon Fire Department, which is well equipped and trained for responding to and dealing with fires, paramedic rescues, and certain types of hazardous materials incidents.  In the event that an incident exceeds the scope of Avalon Fire Department capabilities, the Los Angeles County Fire Department is contacted.

The proposed project requires no additional combustion sources at the facility, since the NOX reduction process does not require any fuel combustion.  (Urea is converted to ammonia by the engine exhaust heat.)  Therefore, the proposed project will not require additional fire protection services from the Avalon Fire Department.

There are no additional requirements for police protection, since the project is within the existing PBGS facility boundary.

c) - e) Because the project will not involve growth in population or employment, it will not place additional demands on local schools, parks or other public facilities.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse public services impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.15
Recreation

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) and b) The proposed project is a modification to equipment at an existing facility and thus will not result in population growth or an increase in the use of parks or other recreational facilities.  There are no recreational facilities in the PBGS vicinity that will be affected by the proposed project.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse recreation impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.16
Solid & Hazardous Wastes

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project result in a need for new systems, or substantial alterations to the following:
	
	
	

	a) Substantially increase the amount or volume of solid or hazardous waste generated?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b) Result in a need for new systems, or substantial alterations to existing solid or hazardous waste disposal facilities?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) and b) Project construction will generate a small amount (approximately 1,000 pounds of demolition/construction debris) of non-hazardous solid waste and minimal amounts of such wastes during operation.  The solid waste will be disposed of at the Pebbly Beach Disposal Site, a privately operated facility approximately one-half mile from the PBGS.  Project wastes will not represent a substantial increase in the volume handled at the disposal facility and will not result in the need for new solid waste disposal facilities.

The SCR and oxidation catalysts normally have operational lives of three to five years before needing replacement and being considered as “spent”.  The spent catalyst will be shipped to a facility for recycling or reuse.  Because recycled materials are not considered wastes, and the project will generate no other waste streams that are considered hazardous, it will have no impact on hazardous waste disposal facilities.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse solid or hazardous waste impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.17
Transportation/Traffic

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	Would the project:
	
	
	

	a) Cause increased 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)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) and b) During project construction, a very small, temporary increase in vehicular traffic is expected in the PBGS area, associated with construction workers, construction equipment, and the delivery of construction materials.  Construction equipment and materials will be delivered at the Santa Catalina Island Company’s dock and shipped by trucks to the PBGS, located one block away.  The peak on-site work force is estimated to be about 10 workers during the day shift.  The primary access road to the facility is Pebbly Beach Road.  Although there are no traffic data available for Pebbly Beach Road, the roadway leads to the industrial area of the island and away from the tourist area.  Thus, traffic counts likely are low and the project’s temporary traffic increase on Pebbly Beach Road is not expected to have a significant impact.

No permanent additional employees will be added at the PBGS as a result of the proposed project, and thus there will be no increase in worker-related vehicle traffic.  Aqueous urea delivery is estimated to involve one tanker truck delivery every 10 to 11 days.  The truck trip from the dock is a one-block trip routed away from the City of Avalon downtown area, and will have no significant impact.

c) The proposed project is not within the vicinity of a public or private airport and will not alter existing air traffic patterns or affect air safety. 

d) - g) The proposed project includes modifications to existing equipment within the existing PBGS boundaries and will not substantially increase hazards, affect emergency access or parking capacity, and will not conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation.

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse traffic impacts, and no further analysis of this topic area is required.

3.18
Mandatory Findings of Significance

	
	

Potentially Significant Impact
	

Less-Than-Significant Impact
	



No Impact

	
	
	
	

	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?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	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.)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



a) The purpose of the project is to improve air quality by installing pollution control systems on existing equipment at an existing facility.  Although temporary increases in emissions of criteria pollutants will occur during construction, these increases are below significance thresholds.  Similarly, operational increases in criteria air pollutant emissions associated with the project will be below significance thresholds.  The project will not reduce the habitat of any fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.  No important examples of history or prehistory will be affected.

b) Based on the foregoing analyses, since the proposed project will not result in project-specific significant environmental impacts, implementation of the proposed project is not expected to cause cumulative impacts in conjunction with other projects that may occur concurrently with or subsequent to the proposed project.

The effects of the proposed project will not be "cumulatively considerable" because project-specific impacts do not exceed any significance criteria used by the SCAQMD.  This conclusion is based on the fact that the analyses for each of the environmental areas concluded that the incremental effects of the proposed project would be minor and, therefore, not considered to be cumulatively considerable.  Therefore, the potential for significant cumulative or cumulatively considerable impacts will not be evaluated further.

c) The project is not expected to have substantial adverse effects on air quality visual resources, agricultural or mineral resources, noise levels, land use and planning, population and housing, public services, or recreation, and as such, will not have substantial direct or indirect adverse effects on human beings.
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