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1.0
INTRODUCTION

To comply with the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Regulation XX – Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM), and as part of a legally binding compliance agreement with the SCAQMD, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) proposed modifications at its Valley Generating Station (VGS) in the Sun Valley area of the City of Los Angeles.  The proposed modifications included installing a combined cycle generating facility (CCGF) to replace four existing utility boilers and install ancillary equipment such as selective catalytic reduction (SCR) control equipment, a new steam turbine generator (STG) and cooling tower.  
As lead agency, the SCAQMD prepared an environmental impact report (EIR) that was circulated for public review, finalized, and certified January 25, 2002.  Subsequent to certifying the EIR for the CCGF project, LADWP proposed modifications to the proposed project.  The SCAQMD has reviewed the proposed modifications and has determined that an addendum is the appropriate document to address the proposed modifications as explained below.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code 21000 et seq., this document constitutes an Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the LADWP’s Installation of a CCGF at the VGS [certified January 25, 2002].  

2.0
BASIS FOR DECISION TO PREPARE AN ADDENDUM

The SCAQMD is the lead agency for the proposed project.  CEQA Guidelines §15164(a) allows a lead agency to prepare an addendum to an EIR if all of the following conditions are met:

· Changes to the project do not require major revisions to the previously prepared EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects.

· Changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken do not require major revisions to the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects.

· No new information becomes available which shows new significant effects, significant effects substantially more severe than previously discussed, or additional or modified mitigation measures.

· Only minor technical changes or additions are necessary to make the EIR under consideration adequate under CEQA.

· The changes to the EIR made by the Addendum do not raise important new issues about the significant effects on the environment.

An addendum was determined to be the appropriate CEQA document to evaluate the potential significant adverse impacts associated with the proposed revision to the project in the FEIR because all of the above conditions have been met.

3.0
BACKGROUND CEQA DOCUMENTS

The activities associated with the installation of a CCGF and ancillary equipment at the LADWP VGS have been evaluated sequentially in the following CEQA documents.  A summary of each of the CEQA documents prepared for the proposed project is presented below.

Initial Study/Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report, May 2001

On May 7, 2001 the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation (IS/NOP) of an EIR for the LADWP’s Installation of a CCGF at the VGS facility was released for a 30-day public review and comment period.  The IS/NOP contained a project description and an environmental checklist, which contained a preliminary analysis of the potential environmental effects that may result from implementing the proposed project.  The IS/NOP concluded that an EIR evaluating impacts to the following environmental topics was necessary: air quality, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, noise, and transportation/traffic impacts.

Draft EIR, November 2001

The draft EIR for the LADWP’s Installation of a CCGF at the VGS was released for a 45-day public review and comment period on November 29, 2001.  The draft EIR evaluated potential air quality, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, noise, and transportation/traffic impacts, and determined that only air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, and transportation/traffic impacts were significant and could not be mitigated to insignificance.

FEIR, January 2002

The FEIR included applicable changes to the text of the draft EIR, and the responses to comments received during the public review and comment period.  Six comment letters were received during the draft EIR public review and comment period and responses to these comments can be found in Appendix G of the FEIR.  Based on the findings of significance (e.g. for air quality, hazards/hazardous materials and transportation/traffic), a Statement of Findings, a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring Plan were prepared.  The FEIR was certified on January 25, 2002 (SCH No. 2001051035).

4.0
PROJECT LOCATION

The LADWP VGS is an existing facility located at 11801 Sheldon Street located in the Sun Valley area of the City of Los Angeles.  The facility is bounded by Glenoaks Boulevard to the northeast and San Fernando Road to the southwest.  Union Pacific Railroad parallels San Fernando Road to the southwest of the site.  The land use surrounding the facility is primarily commercial and industrial.  All aspects of the current project proposal discussed in this Addendum will occur within the boundaries of this existing facility.

5.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

5.1 Project Analyzed in the FEIR

To help LADWP comply with its annual RECLAIM allocations for future years and improve in-Basin power reliability, LADWP entered into a compliance agreement with the SCAQMD to repower the VGS.  The compliance agreement requires that LADWP abate its violation of Rule 2004 by implementing specific mitigation measures, such as repowering the VGS.  The VGS repowering project included installing a new CCGF.  The CCGF will replace four existing utility boilers with two combustion turbine generators (CTGs), a new steam turbine generator (STG), two heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs) and associated SCR units, cooling towers, and ancillary equipment.  Two new 20,000-gallon aqueous ammonia aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) will be constructed, and an existing fuel oil AST will be converted to diesel/distillate service (FEIR Chapter 2.0 Project Description, pages 2-1 through 2-8).


5.2
Current Project Analyzed in this Addendum
The purpose of this Addendum includes three parts:  (1) the correction of a typographical error; (2) clarification of a discussion associated with the change in service of an existing 171,000 barrel AST; and (3) the analysis of the current project proposal.  These three parts are summarized below and discussed in more detail in Section 6.0. 

1) The January 2002 FEIR states that the “proposed project will also include a change in service of one existing 20,000 gallon AST which will be used to store distillate fuel.”  (FEIR, Page 2-2, Section 2.4)  This statement is incorrect in that the size of the existing AST which was identified for this change of service is actually 171,000 barrels.  

2) The activities involved in the change of service of the existing 171,000 barrel AST include a change to the product contents from fuel oil to ultra low sulfur diesel fuel and the installation of new pumps, valves, flanges and threaded connectors.  These components are broken down into five pumps, 90 valves, and 314 flanges and threaded connectors.  No construction equipment, or subsurface activities, would be required to replace these components, as all work would be performed manually and above ground.  As a result, no construction emissions are expected from the change in service of this AST.  
Other emissions associated with the change of service would include tanker truck trips associated with the delivery and unloading of product into the AST.  Approximately 10 tanker truck trips (with a capacity of 9,000 gallons) per day would be expected (10 round-trips at 40 miles per trip).  The emissions from these daily truck trips would be 12.40 pounds per day (lbs/day) of NOx; 0.21 lbs/day PM10; 10.20 lbs/day of CO; 0.10 lbs/day of SOx; and 1.34 lbs/day of VOC.  The emissions were calculated based on the EMFAC Burden 2002 Model factors derived by SCAQMD.  The emission factors are the same as those used for the tanker truck emissions associated with filling the new 60,000 barrel AST (see Table 6-6).  The BURDEN 2002 model incorporates vehicle activity data such as truck idling (heavy-duty trucks idle for 105 minutes per vehicle per day).  According to LADWP, onsite idling per truck trip is approximately 60 minutes (23 minutes to unload the contents of the tanker truck and approximately 40 minutes to mobilize and demobilize hoses and pumping equipment).  As a result, the analysis of tanker truck emissions slightly overestimates actual haul truck emissions. 
Operational emissions associated with the change of service would include fugitive emissions (working losses) from the tank, five pumps, 90 valves, and 314 flanges and threaded connectors.  These working losses total 1,205 pounds per year, or 3.3 lbs/day of fugitive emissions (Sources: SCAQMD Permit to Construct/Operate Application Evaluation and Calculations, dated August 22, 2003; and USEPA’s TANKS 4.0G emission estimation computer program).
It is important for the reader to note that this change of service activity did not occur, nor will it occur, as part of the current project proposal.  The purpose of the above discussion is to disclose information which was not included in the FEIR.  The primary focus of the evaluation in this Addendum is the current project proposal discussed in number 3). below.

3) Subsequent to the certification of the EIR, it was determined that the existing 171,000 barrel AST was in poor condition and not seismically sound.  As a result, a decision was made to demolish the existing 171,000-barrel AST instead of performing a change in service, and construct a new 60,000-barrel AST in the same location.  The new tank would be used to store fuel for emergency backup purposes only.  The analysis in this Addendum assumes that the construction of the new tank will also require the installation of five pumps, 90 valves, and 314 flanges and threaded connectors.  However, no construction equipment, or subsurface activities, would be required to install these components, as all work would be performed manually and above ground.  Construction emissions specifically include those from construction equipment; worker commutes and tank coating.  Other emissions would include tanker truck trips associated with the delivery and unloading of product into the AST.  Approximately 10 tanker truck trips (with a capacity of 9,000 gallons) per day would be expected (10 round-trips at 40 miles per trip).  The initial filling of the 60,000-barrel tank with ultra low sulfur diesel fuel will occur once the tank is constructed and all coatings have been applied.  Operational emissions include the fugitive emissions (working losses) associated with the tank, pumps, valves, and flanges and threaded connectors.  These emissions are presented in the Air Quality discussion Section 6.0 of this addendum.

6.0
IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The IS for the proposed project analyzed in the January 2002 FEIR evaluated 17 environmental topics and concluded that six of the 17 required further analysis in an EIR.  These six topics (Air Quality, Geology/Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology/Water Quality, Noise and Transportation/Traffic) were evaluated in the EIR and mitigation measures were identified where applicable.  The FEIR concluded that three environmental areas affected by the proposed project remained significant, even after mitigation:  (1) air quality construction emissions; (2) hazards from risk of catastrophic failure of storage tanks, tank cars, and increased use of hazardous materials; and (3) traffic during construction.  Table 6-1 presents a summary of the evaluation of the six potential significant impact areas evaluated in the FEIR.

Table 6-1
Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts
Evaluated in the FEIR

	Topic Area
	Potential Impacts
	Level of Significance

	Air Quality
	Construction emissions
	S

	
	Increased chronic non-cancer risk from air toxic emissions
	N

	
	Acute risk from air toxic emissions
	N

	
	Operation criteria emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM10)
	S

	
	Operation emission of oxides of sulfur (SOX) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
	M

	
	Operational emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOX)
	N

	Geology/Soils
	Risk of slope instability
	M

	Hazards/Hazardous Materials
	Increased risk from catastrophic failure of storage tanks, tank cars, and increased use of hazardous materials
	S

	Hydrology/

Water Quality
	Increased Wastewater discharge
	N

	
	Decreased surface water quality
	N

	Noise
	Increase in noise from construction or operation
	N

	Transportation/ Traffic
	Increased traffic during construction
	S

	
	Increased traffic during operation
	N

	Level of Significance:

N – No significant impacts from the project

M – Impacts mitigated to a level of insignificance 

S – Significant impacts even after mitigation


Source: FEIR, Page 1-9, Table 1.5-1.

As discussed in sub-section 5.2, this Addendum includes three parts: (1) the correction of a typographical error; (2) clarification of emissions associated with the change in service of an existing AST; and (3) the analysis of the current project proposal.  The impact analysis section of this Addendum will provide a brief discussion of (1) and (2), but mainly focus on (3). 
The Correction of a Typographical Error

The January 2002 FEIR states that the “proposed project will also include a change in service of one existing 20,000 gallon AST which will be used to store distillate fuel.”  (FEIR, Page 2-2, Section 2.4)  This statement is incorrect in that the size of the existing AST which was proposed for this change in service is actually 171,000 barrels.  This aspect of the Addendum requires no impact analysis, as it is administrative in nature, and is not a direct or indirect emission source. 
Emissions Associated with the Change-in-Service of an existing 171,000-Barrel AST

The January 2002 did not specifically address potential adverse impacts as a result of the change in service for this tank for the following reasons.

The activities involved in the change of service of the existing 171,000 barrel AST would include a change to the product contents, in this case, from fuel oil to ultra low sulfur diesel fuel; and the installation of new pumps, valves, flanges and threaded connectors.  These components are broken down into five pumps, 90 valves, and 314 flanges and threaded connectors.  No construction equipment, or subsurface activities, would be required to replace these components, as all work would be performed manually and above ground.  As a result, no construction emissions are expected from the change in service of this AST.  

Other emissions associated with the change of service would include tanker truck trips associated with the delivery and unloading of product into the AST.  Approximately 10 tanker truck trips (with a capacity of 9,000 gallons) per day would be expected (10 round-trips at 40 miles per trip).  The emissions from these daily truck trips would be 12.40 pounds per day (lbs/day) of NOx; 0.21 lbs/day PM10; 10.20 lbs/day of CO; 0.10 lbs/day of SOx; and 1.34 lbs/day of VOC.  The emissions were calculated based on the EMFAC Burden 2002 Model factors derived by SCAQMD.  The emission factors are the same as those used for the tanker truck emissions associated with filling the new 60,000 barrel AST (see Table 6-6).  The BURDEN 2002 model incorporates vehicle activity data such as truck idling (heavy-duty trucks idle for 105 minutes per vehicle per day).  According to LADWP, onsite idling per truck trip is approximately 60 minutes (23 minutes to unload the contents of the tanker truck and approximately 40 minutes to mobilize and demobilize hoses and pumping equipment).  As a result, the analysis of tank truck emissions slightly overestimates actual haul truck emissions. 

Operational emissions associated with the change of service would include fugitive emissions (working losses) from the tank, five pumps, 90 valves, and 314 flanges and threaded connectors.  These working losses total 1,205 pounds per year, or 3.3 lbs/day of fugitive emissions (Source: SCAQMD Permit to Construct/Operate Application Evaluation and Calculations, dated August 22, 2003; and USEPA’s TANKS 4.0G emission estimation computer program).
It is important for the reader to note that this change of service activity did not occur, nor will it occur, as part of the current project proposal.  The purpose of the above discussion is to clarify the effects associated with the change in service of the existing 171,000 barrel AST.  This activity is no longer planned or part of the current project proposal.  The current project proposal is to demolish the existing 171,000-barrel AST and construct a new 60,000-barrel AST.


The Current Project Proposal

Subsequent to the certification of the January 2002 FEIR, it was determined that the existing 171,000 barrel AST was in poor condition and not seismically sound.  A decision was made to demolish the existing 171,000-barrel AST instead of performing a change in service, and construct a new 60,000-barrel AST in the same location.  This tank will be used to store fuel for emergency backup purposes only.  Construction would include the erection of the new tank, the installation of new pumps, valves, flanges and threaded connectors, and the coating of the tank.  

For the purposes of the construction analysis in this addendum, construction is divided into three phases: demolition; construction of a new tank; and post-construction activities.  Demolition will require construction workers to demolish the existing AST, as well as the necessary equipment to demolish the AST and haul away the debris to be recycled.
Construction of the new 60,000 barrel AST includes the installation of five pumps, 90 valves, and 314 flanges and threaded connectors.  No construction equipment, or subsurface activities, would be required to install the pumps, valves, flanges and threaded connectors, as all work would be performed manually and above ground.  Construction of the AST itself will require construction equipment to erect the tank and construction workers to perform the construction.  
Post-construction activities can be further divided into two sub-phases:  coating the tank to protect the interior metal from the tank contents and the exterior metal from weathering; and truck emissions associated with the initial filling of the 60,000 barrel AST with ultra low sulfur diesel fuel.

Operational impacts would primarily include fugitive VOC emissions (working losses) from the tank, pumps, valves, flanges and threaded connectors. 

The January 2002 FEIR evaluated six environmental topics to the proposed project: Air Quality, Geology/Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology/Water Quality, Noise and Transportation/Traffic.  This Addendum also includes an evaluation of the current proposed modifications on these six environmental topics.  

Air Quality

To determine whether air quality impacts will be significant or not, emissions are evaluated and compared to the SCAQMD daily significance thresholds identified in Table 6-2.  If emissions equal or exceed any of the following criteria, they are considered significant.

TABLE 6-2
SCAQMD AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

	Mass Daily Thresholds

	Pollutant
	Construction

(lbs/day)
	Operation

(lbs/day)

	NOx
	100
	55

	VOC
	75
	55

	PM
	150
	150

	SOx
	150
	150

	CO
	550
	550


TABLE 6-2 (CONTINUED)

SCAQMD AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

	Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) and Odor Significance Thresholds

	TAC
	Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ( 10 in 1 million

Hazard Index ( 1.0 (project increment)

Hazard Index ( 3.0 (facility-wide)

	Odor
	Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

	Ambient Air Quality Significance Thresholds

	NO2

1-hour average

annual average
	500 µg/m3 (25 parts per hundred million)

100 µg/m3 (5.3 parts per hundred million)

	PM10

24-hour average

annual geometric mean
	2.5 µg/m3
1.0 µg/m3

	Sulfate

24-hour average
	25 µg/m3

	CO

1-hour average

8-hour average
	1.1 mg/m3 (1.0 parts per million)

0.50 mg/m3 (0.45 parts per million)

	µg/m3 =  microgram per cubic meter
mg/m3 =  milligram per cubic meter


Emissions associated with the current project proposal are presented in phases:  

· Demolition

· Construction; 

· Post-construction activities; and
· Operational.

Demolition

Demolition emissions include exhaust from off-road construction equipment, on-road mobile source emissions from worker commute trips, and on-road mobile source emissions from delivery/haul truck traffic.  The existing tank will be dismantled and removed from the site in sections.  It is estimated that a total of 20 motor vehicle trips per day will be associated with demolition activities.  This number includes worker commute vehicles, light-duty trucks and heavy-heavy duty trucks.  A portion of the truck trips during demolition will be associated with the delivery of materials to the site and the hauling of materials away for recycling.  
Appendix A provides the equations, calculations and methodology for the assumptions used in this analysis.  Total peak daily demolition emissions are summarized in Table 6-3 below:  

TABLE 6-3
PEAK DAILY DEMOLITION EMISSIONS

	Source
	CO

(lbs/day)
	VOC

(lbs/day)
	NOx

(lbs/day)
	SOx

(lbs/day)
	PM10

(lbs/day)

	Construction equipment
	10.98
	2.40
	17.76
	1.72
	1.20

	Fugitive dust (unpaved roads)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	3.5

	Fugitive dust (paved roads)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	0.73

	Motor vehicle emissions (a)
	8.48
	0.99
	7.20
	---
	0.28

	TOTALS
	19.46
	3.39
	24.96
	1.72
	5.71

	CEQA Significance Threshold
	550
	75
	100
	150
	150

	Significant (Yes/No)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No


(a) Includes a combination of worker commute vehicles, light-duty trucks and heavy-heavy duty trucks.

Construction

In general, the same types of construction equipment used to demolish the existing tank will be used to construct the new tank.  Construction emissions include exhaust from off-road construction equipment, on-road mobile source emissions from worker commute trips and truck traffic, and fugitive dust emissions.  It is estimated that a total of 20 motor vehicle trips per day will be associated with construction activities.  This number includes worker commute vehicles, light-duty trucks and heavy-heavy duty trucks.  The majority of truck trips during construction will be associated with the delivery of materials to the site.  

Appendix B provides the equations, calculations and methodology for the assumptions used in this analysis.  Total peak daily construction emissions are summarized in Table 6-4 below:  

TABLE 6-4
PEAK DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

	Source
	CO

(lbs/day)
	VOC

(lbs/day)
	NOx

(lbs/day)
	SOx

(lbs/day)
	PM10

(lbs/day)

	Construction equipment
	10.98
	2.40
	17.76
	1.72
	1.20

	Fugitive dust (unpaved roads)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	18.27

	Fugitive dust (paved roads)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	1.08

	Motor vehicle emissions (a)
	10.04
	1.41
	12.50
	---
	0.49

	TOTALS
	21.02
	3.81
	30.26
	1.72
	21.04

	CEQA Significance Threshold
	550
	75
	100
	150
	150

	Significant (Yes/No)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No


(a) Includes a combination of worker commute vehicles, light-duty trucks and heavy-heavy duty trucks.

The construction phase of the proposed project modifications results in the highest peak daily emissions.  Since the peak daily construction emissions from the current proposed project modifications do not exceed any of the SCAQMD’s daily construction significance thresholds, construction emission increases are not considered substantial.  Further, when added to the peak daily construction emissions from the January 2002 FEIR, the conclusions regarding construction air quality impacts do not change as shown in Table 6-5 below.

TABLE 6-5
COMPARISON OF TOTAL DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS IN THE FEIR TO THE CURRENT PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
	Source
	CO

(lbs/day)
	VOC

(lbs/day)
	NOx

(lbs/day)
	SOx

(lbs/day)
	PM10

(lbs/day)

	FEIR Construction Emissions
	1,642.7
	162.5
	547.1
	32
	237.8

	CEQA Significance Threshold
	550
	75
	100
	150
	150

	Significant (Yes/No)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Addendum Construction Emissions
	21.02
	3.81
	30.26
	1.72
	21.04

	TOTALS
	1,663.72
	166.31
	577.36
	33.72
	258.84

	Change in Significance (Yes/No)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No


Post-Construction

Post-construction activities include two non-overlapping sub-phases: (1) applying architectural coatings to the interior and exterior of the new AST; and (2) performing the initial filling of the ultra low sulfur diesel into the AST.  The emission sources from these two sub-phases are from the architectural coatings and from the tanker truck emissions.  Peak daily architectural coating emissions were calculated to be slightly more than 11 pounds per day of VOC.  Refer to Appendix B for the equations, calculations and assumptions used to derive these results.  Eleven pounds per day of VOC emissions is substantially less than the daily construction significance threshold of 55 pounds per day.
Post-construction emissions from tanker trucks filling the 60,000 barrel AST were also calculated.  Tanker truck emissions were derived using the BURDEN 2002 model which takes into account activity patterns such as idling.  Table 6-6 provides the equations, calculations and methodology for the assumptions used in this analysis and the emissions summarized in Table 6-7:  
TABLE 6-6
CALCULATIONS TO SUPPORT TANKER TRUCK EMISSIONS

ASSOCIATED WITH FILLING THE NEW AST
	Pollutant
	Emission Factor (pounds/mile)
	Number of Trips (a)
	Vehicle Miles per Trip
	Vehicle Miles Traveled
	Emissions (pounds/day) (b)

	CO
	0.025508
	10
	40
	400
	10.20

	NOx
	0.031208
	10
	40
	400
	12.40

	VOC
	0.003362
	10
	40
	400
	1.34

	SOx
	0.000241
	10
	40
	400
	0.10

	PM10
	0.000540
	10
	40
	400
	0.21


Source: EMFAC Burden 2002 Model, Scenario year 2003, Winter emissions inventory, delivery trucks.

(a) Assumes 10 trucks per day during construction, and each trip is a round-trip.

(b) Emissions are derived by multiplying the emission factor by the vehicle miles traveled.
TABLE 6-7
PEAK DAILY POST-CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
	Source
	CO

(lbs/day)
	VOC

(lbs/day)
	NOx

(lbs/day)
	SOx

(lbs/day)
	PM10

(lbs/day)

	Tanker truck emissions 
	10.20
	1.34
	12.40
	0.10
	0.21

	CEQA Significance Threshold
	550
	75
	100
	150
	150

	Significant (Yes/No)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No



Operational

Operational emissions are the VOC fugitive emissions (working losses) from the tank itself, and the associated pumps, valves, flanges and threaded connectors.  These daily operational VOC fugitive emissions are derived from the applicant’s Permit to Construct/Operate, and the SCAQMD’s Engineering and Compliance Evaluation and Calculations.  The tank fugitive emissions in the applicant’s Permit to Construct/Operate were estimated using the USEPA’s TANKS 4.0G emission estimation computer program. 
Appendix C provides the calculations, assumptions and methodology associated with the components and emission factors used to calculate the operational VOC fugitive emissions summarized in Table 6-8 below:  
TABLE 6-8
DAILY OPERATIONAL VOC FUGITIVE EMISSIONS
(WORKING LOSSES)
	Emission Source
	VOC

(lbs/day)

	Pumps, valves, flanges and threaded connectors
	3.14

	60,000 barrel AST
	0.078

	TOTAL
	3.22

	CEQA Significance Threshold
	55

	Significant (Yes/No)
	No


Based on the results of the analysis, the additional fugitive VOC emissions do not exceed the SCAQMD’s daily operational VOC significance threshold of 55 pounds per day, and, therefore, are not considered to be a substantial increase in emissions.  An additional 3.22 pounds per day of VOC emissions when added to the total operational VOC emissions calculated in the January 2002 FEIR do not change the conclusions regarding operational VOC emissions for the project at the VGS facility.  Table 6-9 below presents a comparison of daily operational emissions in the January 2002 FEIR to the current project modifications.  
TABLE 6-9

COMPARISON OF TOTAL DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS IN THE FEIR TO THE CURRENT PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
	Source
	CO

(lbs/day)
	VOC

(lbs/day)
	NOx

(lbs/day)
	SOx

(lbs/day)
	PM10

(lbs/day)

	FEIR Operational Emissions
	1,681
	0
	----
	95
	845

	CEQA Significance Threshold
	550
	55
	55
	150
	150

	Significant (Yes/No)
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	Addendum Operational Emissions
	---
	3.22
	---
	---
	---

	TOTALS
	1,681
	3.22
	----
	95
	845

	Change in Significance (Yes/No)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No


Geology/Soils

Geologic, soil and seismic impacts will be considered significant if any of the following conditions are met:

· Earthquake induced ground motion capable of inducing catastrophic structural failure of the major components of the proposed project;

· Secondary seismic effects occur (e.g. earthquake-induced ground or slope failure, slope failure, or liquefaction-related failure); or 

· Topographic alterations result in significant changes that affect soil erosion and/or drainage.

The construction of the 60,000-barrel AST would occur in the same location as the existing 171,000-barrel AST, on the existing concrete pad.  No subsurface construction or topographic alternation activities are expected.  In addition, the new 60,000 barrel AST will be constructed in accordance with the current structural and building code requirements for seismic safety (Uniform Building Code or UBC) and the current environmental requirements for construction of ASTs (including a Permit to Construct from the SCAQMD).  
The UBC is considered to be a standard safeguard against major structural failures and loss of life.  The goal of the UBC is to provide structures that will: (1) resist minor earthquakes without damage; (2) resist moderate earthquakes without structural damage but with some non-structural damage; and (3) resist major earthquakes with collapse but with some structural and non-structural damage.  The UBC bases seismic design on minimum lateral seismic forces (“ground shaking”).  The UBC requirements operate on the principle that providing appropriate foundations, among other aspects, helps to protect buildings from failure during earthquakes.  The basic formulas used for the UBC seismic design require determination of the seismic zone and site coefficient, which represents the foundation conditions at the site.

As a result, no significant adverse environmental impacts to geology and soils are expected to occur as a result of the construction of the new 60,000-barrel AST.  

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Hazards or risk of upset scenario impacts will be considered significant if any of the following conditions are met:

· Noncompliance with any applicable design code of regulation;

· Nonconformance to National Fire Protection Association standards;

· Increased use of natural gas;

· Nonconformance to regulations or generally accepted industry practices related to operating policies and procedures concerning the design, construction, security, leak detection, spill containment, or fire protection;

· Increased risk of offsite fatality or serious injury;

· Substantial human exposure to a hazardous chemical; or

· Significant exceedance of the U.S. EPA risk management exposure endpoints offsite. 

The current project proposal involves the demolition of an existing 171,000‑barrel fuel oil AST and the construction of a new 60,000‑barrel low sulfur diesel fuel AST.  The FEIR concluded that potential significant hazards were associated with accidental releases related to the delivery, handling, and storage of aqueous ammonia used for the SCR systems associated with the new HRSGs.  The potential impacts from an increased risk of catastrophic failure of aqueous ammonia storage tanks, tank cars, and increased use of hazardous materials was determined to be significant, even after mitigation.

The current project proposal does not affect, change or include any aspects, which involve the delivery, handling or storage of aqueous ammonia.  In addition, the 60,000 barrel low sulfur diesel fuel AST will be built and operated in accordance with the applicable industry practices and procedures concerning the design, construction, security, leak detection, spill containment and fire protection.  As a result, the current project proposal is not expected to have a significant adverse environmental impact on hazards or hazardous materials, or result in changing the significance determination for hazards or hazardous materials in the January 2002 FEIR 

Hydrology/Water Quality

Hydrology and water quality impacts will be considered significant if any of the following conditions are met:

· The project will cause degradation of depletion of groundwater resources and surface water substantially affecting current or future uses;

· The project will result in a violation of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination system (NPDES) permit requirements; 

· The project creates a substantial increase in mass inflow to public wastewater treatment facilities;

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

· The capacities of existing or proposed wastewater treatment facilities and the sanitary sewer system are not sufficient to meet the needs of the project.

The current project proposal involves the demolition of an existing 171,000‑barrel fuel oil AST and the construction of a new 60,000‑barrel low sulfur diesel fuel AST in the same location as the existing tank.  No subsurface construction activities or surface alterations are expected, so no increases in impervious surface areas are anticipated.  The project proposal will not affect groundwater resources, require a NPDES permit, cause wastewater increases at the facility, or increase surface flows in the project site because the project modifications do not increase the demand for water resources or produce additional wastewater streams.  As a result, potential significant adverse environmental impacts to hydrology and water quality are not expected from the current project proposal. 

Noise

Noise impacts will be considered significant if any of the following conditions are met:

· The project increases the ambient noise levels at the nearest receptors above the “normally acceptable” Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) or maximum allowable noise level based on the land use classification; 

· The project increases the ambient noise levels more than three dBA (decibels using “A” weighted sound level) at the nearest sensitive receptors;  

· The project results in exceedance of noise standards of the local jurisdictions; or

· The noise levels exceed the standards designed to address issues related to worker safety.

Sources expected to generate noise during demolition and construction could include a crane, forklift, generator, compressor and welding torch.  None of these sources are expected to exceed 85 dBA at 50 feet.  At the nearest residential receptor, approximately one-half mile from the project site, noise from construction equipment would be further attenuated to 52 dBA.  This noise level is predicted to comply with the normally acceptable residential land use class of 60 to 65 dBA In accordance with the noise element of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, this sound level is normally acceptable for industrial land uses.  The current project proposal will occur within an existing industrial facility, within an urbanized industrial area of the city of Los Angeles.  In addition, noise levels will not exceed standards designed to address worker safety.  The installation of pumps, valves and flanges to support the movement of product from the tank to the turbines during emergency situations are not expected to exceed noise standards as this work is being performed manually.  Further, since the AST will store emergency backup fuel, it is not expected that substantial noise impacts will occur when the pumps are operational.  Since the nearest residential noise receptors are located one-half mile from the project site, noise from pumps are not expected to exceed local noise standards for residential areas.  As a result, the proposed demolition and construction activities are not expected to exceed ambient noise levels or cause noise-related significant adverse environmental impacts. 

Transportation/Traffic

This section describes the potential transportation/traffic impacts associated with the current project proposal.  Impacts to transportation/traffic will be considered significant if the current project proposal will:

· create a need for 350 new employees;

· result in an increase in the vehicle to capacity ratio at any intersection with an LOS rating of D or worse of two percent or more;

· increase heavy-duty transport truck traffic to and/or from the facility by more than 350 truck round-trips per day; or

· increase customer traffic by more than 700 visits per day.
Since the proposed modifications will generate a different number of vehicle trips for each construction phase and operation, the transportation/traffic analysis for the proposed modifications will be presented in the same phases as set forth in the Air Quality section.

· Demolition

· Construction;

· Post-construction activities; and

· Operational.


Demolition

Demolition activities will include transportation/traffic issues related to the number of on-road mobile source emissions from worker commute trips, and on-road mobile source emissions from delivery/haul truck traffic.  The existing tank will be dismantled and removed from the site in sections.  It is estimated that a total of 20 motor vehicle trips per day will be associated with demolition activities.  This number includes worker commute vehicles, light-duty trucks and heavy-heavy duty trucks.  A portion of the truck trips during demolition will be associated with the delivery of materials to the site and the hauling of materials away for recycling.  Although an increase in vehicular movements will occur at the project site temporarily during the demolition phase, it is not expected that these additional trips will cause a significant transportation impact or impact traffic circulation in the area of the existing VGS.  Based on the number of trips generated during demolition, none of the significance criteria will be exceeded.


Construction

In general, the same types of transportation/traffic issues will occur during construction as they did during demolition activities.  Construction activities will include transportation/traffic issues related to the number of commute trips and truck delivery trips to the site.  During the peak construction period there will be an estimated 20 additional daily passenger vehicle trips to the VGS facility from worker commutes (based on a 1.0 vehicle occupancy which is “worst case” for construction workers).  Although an increase in vehicular movements will occur at the project site during the demolition phase, it is not expected that these additional trips will cause a significant transportation impact or impact traffic circulation in the area of the existing VGS.  The number of trips identified during the construction phase does not exceed any transportation/traffic significance criteria.  


Post-Construction
Once the construction of the tank is complete, and all coatings have been applied, it is expected that 10 9,000-gallon tanker trucks per day will arrive at the site to fill the AST with product for approximately 40 days.  Once the tank is filled no other tanker truck trips or tank filling activities are expected for at least 12 months.  This AST will be used to store fuel to be used for the turbines on an emergency basis only.  Ten additional vehicle trips per day will not exceed any of the transportation/traffic significance criteria.


Operational
Once operational, the new 60,000 barrel AST is not expected to generate any vehicle trips to the LADWP VGS facility.
It should be noted that the FEIR concluded that traffic during construction would be significant, even though project-related construction traffic was estimated to only contribute less than two percent of the daily traffic volume on local roadways surrounding the VGS. This conclusion is based on over 600 workers per day and 70 truck trips per day.  As stated above, the current project modifications assume substantially lower motor vehicle trips.  As a result, it is not expected that construction activities due to the current project proposal in this Addendum will cause significant transportation/traffic impacts, or change any of the conclusions regarding traffic impacts in the January 2002 FEIR.  
7.0
TOPIC AREAS FOUND NOT TO BE POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT

In addition to analyzing the effects of the currently proposed modifications on the six environmental topics analyzed in the January 2002 FEIR, the 11 environmental topics for which it was concluded in the original NOP/IS that no significant adverse impacts would occur, were also evaluated to determine if the currently proposed modifications might create significant adverse impacts to these environmental topic areas.

This Addendum evaluated all of these 11 environmental topics to determine if the current project proposal would alter any of the conclusions in the IS.  Based on the following discussions, none of the 11 environmental topics were found to be significantly adversely affected by the current project proposal evaluated in this Addendum.

Aesthetics – The existing LADWP VGS facility is located within an area of industrial and commercial mixed uses.  All currently proposed activities are proposed to occur within the boundaries of the existing facility, are expected to blend within the existing surroundings, and are not expected to affect scenic vistas or resources, or create new sources of substantial light or glare.

Agriculture Resources – The proposed project includes improvements and modifications to an existing industrial facility.  No agricultural resources are present or in close proximity to the site.  Further, no conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses is required. 

Biological Resources - The proposed project includes improvements and modifications to an existing industrial facility.  No biological resources are present and no special status plants, animals or natural communities are found in proximity to the LADWP VGS (California Natural Diversity Database June 15, 2000).

Cultural Resources - The proposed project includes improvements and modifications to an existing industrial facility.  According to a Phase I Archaeological Investigation of limited areas within the VGS, dated October 26, 2000, no historically significant sites were identified within the confines of the VGS facility.  

Energy – The current project proposal will provide emergency back up fuel to run gas turbines which replaced inefficient boilers.  The overall intent of the project is to comply with an Order of Abatement between the LADWP and the SCAQMD and to respond to the need for additional electrical power in California.  As a result, the current project proposal is expected to support the effort to provide the energy necessary to meet increased demands.  Finally, no increase in the demand for energy resources was identified as being associated with the current project modifications.  

Land Use and Planning - The existing LADWP VGS facility is located within an area of industrial and commercial mixed uses.  All project activities are expected to occur within the boundaries of this existing facility and will not divide an established community or conflict with any land use plans or zoning ordinances.  The current project modifications will also not require changes in zoning or land use designations. 
Mineral Resources – The proposed project activities will occur within the boundaries of an existing industrial facility.  There are no known mineral resources within this existing facility, thus, the current project proposal will not result in the loss of any mineral resources or increased demand for mineral resources.

Population and Housing – The proposed project includes improvements and modifications to an existing industrial power generating facility located in a highly urbanized area.  The current project proposal project will not require additional permanent personnel, induce population growth, displace housing or people, or require the construction of new or replacement housing.  

Public Services – The proposed change involves modifications and improvements to an existing industrial power generating facility.  These modifications and improvements will not require additional fire, police or emergency services over and above those currently available to respond to the facility in the case of an emergency.  Replacing a seismically unsafe AST with a new state-of-the-art AST will serve to reduce the potential for future emergency situations, thus, providing safety benefits.
Recreation - The proposed project includes improvements and modifications to an existing industrial power generating facility located in a highly urbanized area.  No recreational facilities are located within the vicinity of the project site.  Further, no recreational facilities will be required to be constructed or expanded as a result of the current project proposal.

Solid/Hazardous Waste – The proposed project includes activities within an existing industrial facility that currently generates non-hazardous solid waste and small amounts of hazardous waste (spent catalyst from the SCR process).  The current project proposal specifically evaluated in this Addendum (the construction of a 60,000 barrel AST) will temporarily generate solid waste (e.g. construction debris) during construction, but is not expected to generate hazardous waste.  Landfill capacity is expected to be adequate to accept the non-hazardous solid waste related to construction/demolition activities and would not present a significant impact.  Any materials from the existing tank to be demolished which can be recycled, will be salvaged appropriately. 

8.0
CONCLUSION

Based on the preceding analysis of potential adverse impacts, it was determined that an Addendum should be prepared to evaluate the potential significant environmental impacts associated with the current project proposal.  Once this analysis was performed, the results were reviewed to determine if any impacts from the current project proposal in the Addendum exceeded SCAQMD daily significance thresholds.  

The results in the Addendum were then compared with the results in the FEIR.  The results from the Addendum were added to the results in the FEIR to determine if (1) any new issues triggered significance; (2) any impacts which were not significant in the FEIR were now considered significant; and (3) there was a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects.  The results of the analysis of the currently proposed project demonstrates that no new significant impacts would be generated, nor would existing significant adverse impacts be made substantially worse.

