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Subject:
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Assessment

Project Title:
Proposed amended regulation xx:  regional clean air inCentives mARKeT (RECLAIM)

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), as the Lead Agency, has prepared this Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study (IS).  This NOP serves two purposes:  1) to solicit information on the scope of the environmental analysis for the proposed project, and 2) to notify the public that the SCAQMD will prepare a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to further assess potential environmental impacts that may result from implementing the proposed project.  

This letter, NOP and the attached IS are not SCAQMD applications or forms requiring a response from you.  Their purpose is simply to provide information to you on the above project.  If the proposed project has no bearing on you or your organization, no action on your part is necessary. 

Comments focusing on your area of expertise, your agency’s area of jurisdiction, or issues relative to the environmental analysis should be addressed to Ms. Barbara Radlein (c/o CEQA) at the address shown above, or sent by FAX to (909) 396-3324 or by e-mail to bradlein@aqmd.gov.  Comments must be received no later than 5:00 PM on April 9, 2004.  Please include the name and phone number of the contact person for your agency.  Questions relative to the proposed rule should be directed to Mr. Tracy Goss at (909) 396-3106.

The Public Hearing for the proposed project is scheduled for July 9, 2004.  (Note:  Public meeting dates are subject to change).

Date:      March 11, 2004


Signature:










Steve Smith, Ph.D.




Program Supervisor



Planning, Rules, and Area Sources

Reference:  California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15082(a), 15103, and 15375

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA  91765-4178

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

	Project Title:

Draft Environmental Assessment:  Proposed Amended Regulation XX – Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM)

	Project Location: 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) area of jurisdiction consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino counties), and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and the Mojave Desert Air Basin

	Description of Nature, Purpose, and Beneficiaries of Project:

SCAQMD staff is proposing amendments to Regulation XX – Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) to achieve additional emission reductions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) as outlined in the 2003 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  NOx is a precursor pollutant to both ozone and fine particulate matter as PM10 and PM2.5.  Amendments are proposed to address best available retrofit control technology (BARCT) requirements, which may require installation or modification of NOx emission control equipment.  In addition, other rule changes are proposed to address potential backstop measures including a set-aside and non-tradable credits for power plants, and to address a State Implementation Plan (SIP) issue raised by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) about potential unmitigated breakdown emissions.  Other changes proposed are administrative in nature and include clarification to the rules and protocols, including adding an alternative method of compliance demonstration for equipment with high oxygen content in the exhaust and adjustments to the testing schedule for equipment that is operated sporadically.

	Lead Agency:

South Coast Air Quality Management District
	Division:

Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

	Initial Study and all supporting documentation are available at:

SCAQMD Headquarters
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765
	or by calling:


(909) 396-2039
	or by accessing the SCAQMD’s website at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/aqmd.html

	The Public Notice of Preparation is provided through the following:

	(  Los Angeles Times (March 11, 2004)
	( AQMD Website
	( AQMD Mailing List

	Initial Study Review Period:

March 11, 2004 – April 9, 2004

	Scheduled Public Meeting Dates (subject to change):

Public Workshop & CEQA Scoping Meeting:  To be Determined
SCAQMD Governing Board Hearing:  July 9, 2004, SCAQMD Headquarters

	Send CEQA Comments to:

Ms. Barbara Radlein
	Phone:

(909) 396-2716
	Email: 

bradlein@aqmd.gov
	Fax: 

(909) 396-3324

	Direct Questions on Proposed Amendments:
Mr. Tracy Goss
	Phone: 


(909) 396-3106
	Email: 


tgoss@aqmd.gov
	Fax: 


(909) 396-3324
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introduction

The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin referred to herein as the district.  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards for the district
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  The 2003 AQMP concluded that major reductions in emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are necessary to attain the air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5).

SCAQMD staff is proposing amendments to Regulation XX – Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) to achieve additional NOx emission reductions as outlined in the 2003 AQMP.  NOx is a precursor pollutant to both ozone, and fine particulate matter as PM10 and PM2.5.  Amendments are proposed to address best available retrofit control technology (BARCT) requirements, which may require installation or modification of NOx emission control equipment.  In addition, other rule changes are proposed to address potential backstop measures including a set-aside and non-tradable credits for power plants, and to address a State Implementation Plan (SIP) issue raised by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) about potential unmitigated breakdown emissions.  Other changes proposed are administrative in nature and include clarification to the rules and protocols, including adding an alternative method of compliance demonstration for equipment with high oxygen content in the exhaust and adjustments to the testing schedule for equipment that is operated sporadically.
· Rule 2002 – Allocations for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx);
· Rule 2007 – Trading Requirements;
· Rule 2009 – Compliance Plans for Power Producing Facilities;
· Rule 2010 – Administrative Remedies and Sanctions;
· Rule 2011 – Requirements for Monitoring, Reporting, and Recordkeeping for Oxides of Sulfur (SOx) Emissions; and, Appendix A – Protocol for Oxides of Sulfur;
· Rule 2012 – Requirements for Monitoring, Reporting, and Recordkeeping for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) Emissions (Protocol); and, Appendix A – Protocol for Oxides of Nitrogen; and, 
· Rule 2015 – Backstop Provisions.
This Initial Study, prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), identifies “air quality” and “hazards and hazardous materials” as areas that may be adversely affected by the proposed project.  A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to analyze further whether the potential impacts to these environmental topics are significant.  Any other potentially significant environmental impacts identified through this Notice of Preparation/Initial Study process will also be analyzed in the Draft EA.

california environmental quality act

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

California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written documents in lieu of an environmental impact report once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program.  The SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of Resources Agency on March 1, 1989 and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.  Pursuant to Rule 110 (the rule which implements the SCAQMD's certified regulatory program), SCAQMD is preparing a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate potential adverse impacts from the proposed project.

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

project location

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10,743 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) (Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino counties) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the district, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portions of the SSAB and MDAB are bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and span eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of Riverside County and the SSAB that is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).
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Figure 1-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District

PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVE

On October 15, 1993, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted Regulation XX, referred to herein as the RECLAIM program, which is a market-based program to reduce NOx and SOx emissions and subsequently help meet air quality standards while providing facilities with the flexibility to seek the most cost-effective solution for achieving the required reductions.  Instead of setting specific limits on each piece of equipment and each process that contributes to air pollution as is stipulated by traditional ‘command-and-control’ regulations, under the RECLAIM program each facility has a NOx and/or SOx annual emissions limit (allocation) and facility operators can decide what equipment, processes and materials they will use to reduce emissions to meet or go further below their annual emission limits.  In lieu of reducing emissions, facility owners or operators may elect to use the trading market to purchase RTCs from other facilities that have reduced emissions below their annual target.  The RECLAIM program was designed to achieve by year 2003 the same level of emission reductions as would have otherwise been achieved in aggregate by implementing the command-and-control rules.

To assure a more liquid market, as well as protect RECLAIM participants from price fluctuations that may be caused if all the RTCs expire at the same time, two trading cycles were established.  Further, to balance emissions among the participating facilities in the RECLAIM program, the affected facilities were randomly divided into two cycles which vary by compliance year.  That is, the Cycle 1 compliance year spans from January 1 to December 31 while the Cycle 2 compliance year spans from July 1 to June 30.  A backstop level of $15,000 per ton was established to trigger program reevaluation.
Between compliance year 1994 and compliance year 1999, NOx emissions at RECLAIM facilities, in aggregate, were below the annual allocations, and the price of NOx RTCs remained relatively stable, ranging from $1,500 to $3,000 per ton.  However, beginning June 2000, RECLAIM program participants experienced a sharp and sudden increase in NOx RTC prices for both 1999 and 2000 compliance years.  This was mainly due to an increased demand for power generation due to the California energy situation and the delay of installing NOx control equipment by many power plant operators,  which resulted in the power-generating industry purchasing a large quantity of RTCs and depleting the supply of available RTCs.  The average price of NOx RTCs for compliance year 2000, traded in the year 2000 increased sharply to over $45,000 per ton compared to the average price of $4,284 per ton traded in 1999.  Since the RTC price for NOx exceeded the backstop price of $15,000 per ton, an evaluation of the RECLAIM program was triggered.  

The Governing Board, at its October 2000 meeting, directed staff to examine the issues affecting the high price of NOx RTCs and recommend actions to stabilize NOx RTC prices.  Additionally, the Governing Board directed the Executive Officer to form an Advisory Committee to provide input to staff regarding possible approaches to stabilize NOx RTC prices.  Fourteen power producing facilities, each with a generating capacity of 50 megawatts (MW) or greater, purchased 67 percent of the NOx RTCs that were traded during compliance year 2000, suggesting that the increased demand and high prices of NOx RTCs were primarily due to the power producers.  However, the annual allocations for all the power producers only accounted for approximately 14 percent of total RECLAIM annual allocations for compliance year 2000.  At the same time, the RECLAIM program reached the ‘cross-over point’ where emissions equal allocations because many RECLAIM facilities, relying on previously low RTC prices, did not determine that it was more cost-effective to begin installing controls until after the RTC prices had peaked.  

In recognition of the inherent lag time between the ability of facility operators to actually install and operate new control equipment, the Governing Board concluded that immediate changes to the RECLAIM program were necessary and, at the January 19, 2001 Board Meeting, directed staff to form a working group to develop and propose amendments to the RECLAIM program.  The goal of the proposed amendments was to implement realistic, effective solutions to reduce and stabilize the prices of NOx RTCs.  In May 2001, Regulation XX was amended to place trading restrictions on power producing facilities with the caveat that they could fully rejoin the trading market in the 2004 compliance year, provided that the Governing Board determined prior to July 2003 that their re-entry would not result in any negative effect on the remainder of the RECLAIM facilities or on California’s energy security needs.  In addition, the amendments also required the power plants to install BARCT and introduced credit generating rules.  Lastly, a Mitigation Fee Program was established for the power plants to make up excess emissions.

Pursuant to these requirements, staff examined the energy security needs of California and the potential impacts on the RECLAIM market and the Governing Board determined that reentry of the power plants would not be expected to have a negative affect on California’s energy security needs or on other RECLAIM facilities.  Overall, power plants equipped with BARCT have reduced their NOx emission rates by approximately 80 percent or more from previously uncontrolled levels.  
Based on these emission levels, the 14 power producing facilities are anticipated to emit a total of 1,395 tons per year of NOx and their total annual allocations are 1,705 tons per year for each year from 2003 to 2010.  Further, current RTC holdings for the compliance years beginning in 2003 up to 2010 range from 1,550 to 2,330 tons per year of NOx.  This represents a surplus in current NOx RTC holdings ranging from 155 to 935 tons per year.  When considering the data relative to the typical annual operational capacity of a power producing unit at below 30 percent, except for 2001 when in-Basin units operated at 35 percent capacity, on average it would take all units operating at a capacity of 55 percent to cause a shortage in NOx RTCs.  Therefore, based on projected excess RTCs and typical operating capacities, power producers are now considered likely to be sellers of NOx RTCs in the RECLAIM program.  For these reasons, the Governing Board at the June 6, 2003 public hearing, made the finding that lifting the trading restrictions for power producers in the RECLAIM trading market would not have a negative effect on the remainder of the RECLAIM facilities or on California’s energy security needs.  Subsequently, the Governing Board adopted proposed changes to RECLAIM Rules 2007, 2011, and 2012 at the December 5, 2003 public hearing which removed most of the trading restrictions on power producers.  As a result, effective September 2004, the power producers will have unrestricted use of RTCs.
The purpose of the proposed amendments to the RECLAIM program is to:

1) address the technical and economic feasibility of achieving additional reductions of NOx emissions for the RECLAIM program;
2) address the SIP issue regarding potential unmitigated breakdown emissions;

3) add potential backstop measures, including a set-aside and non-tradable credits for power plants;

4) address technical issues regarding emission testing and monitoring, and compliance verification for RECLAIM facilities; and 

5) make clarifications and corrections to the rules and protocols.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Over the last several months, SCAQMD staff has been working with a wide variety of individuals interested in potential amendments to the RECLAIM program.  These discussions include representatives of RECLAIM facilities, RTC brokers, the EPA, the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the California Energy Commission (CEC), and various citizen and environmental groups.  After careful consideration of the objectives of the proposed RECLAIM amendments along with the suggestions and concerns discussed, staff is proposing an integrated group of recommendations to modify the RECLAIM program.  The proposed amendments to the RECLAIM rules contain the following key elements:  
· Amend Rule 2002 to achieve reductions in NOx emissions by the year 2010 in accordance with Control Measure #2003CMB-10 in the 2003 AQMP and the BARCT requirements under state law;

· Amend Rule 2002 to establish non-tradable allocation credits for power producing facilities to be used in the event that the demand in electrical generation exhausts facility allocations and RTC holdings;

· Amend Rule 2002 by adding a new emission factor for micro-turbines and by clarifying that the ending emission factors in Table 1 are specifically for Tier 1, compliance year 2000;

· Amend Rule 2007 by coinciding the end date for using NOx RTCs to reconcile emissions to the end of a quarter and to have the trading restrictions lifted on power producing facilities become effective on the date of adoption of the proposed amendments instead of on September 1, 2004;
· Amend Rule 2009 by removing the requirement for power producers to apply and keep detailed records of environmental dispatch procedures;
· Amend Rule 2010 by clarifying the procedures for reducing annual emissions allocations in response to exceedances that violate the requirements in Rule 2004 (d);

· Amend Rules 2011 and 2012, including their respective protocols, by adjusting the schedule for Relative Accuracy Test Audits (RATA) for equipment that is operated sporadically, and by adding alternative methods of compliance testing for natural gas combustion sources with high oxygen contents in the exhaust stream.
· Amend Rules 2011 and 2012, including their respective protocols, by making administrative and other minor changes such as correcting typographical errors, clarifying the rule language, and updating the protocols;
· Amend Rule 2015 by addressing EPA’s concerns as promulgated in the Federal Register as a SIP approvability issue relative to the May 2001 RECLAIM amendments regarding mitigation of breakdown emissions; and,
· Amend Rule 2015 by creating a “set-aside” of NOx RTCs for all qualifying RECLAIM facilities as a backstop measure in the event that the annual average RTC price exceeds $15,000 per ton.
The following is a summary of each proposed rule amendment.  A copy of the proposed amended rules can be found in Appendix A.

Proposed Amended Rule (PAR) 2002

Adjustment to NOx RTC Holdings
In accordance with analysis prepared in response to Control Measure #2003CMB-10 in the 2003 AQMP which estimates an additional reduction in NOx RECLAIM emissions of three tons per day by 2010, new language is proposed for PAR 2002 in order to achieve these projected emission reductions from all RTC holders by compliance year 2010.  The actual amount of reductions will depend on the analysis of what is technically and economically feasible.  The proposed changes would also comply with the BARCT requirements applicable to market-based incentive programs, including specific requirements applicable to electric generating plants in accordance with HSC §40440.  Specifically, the BARCT adjustment that will be made to each facility’s holding will be implemented on a programmatic basis, with an equal percentage reduction to all RTC holdings in compliance year 2010.  The reductions are proposed to be implemented over a five-year period with the initial reduction (representing one-fifth of the total adjustment) occurring in compliance year 2006.  PAR 2002 proposes a specific percentage to be reduced from the 2003 RTC holdings.  The exact percentage is dependent upon the BARCT analysis, which is ongoing and is expected to range between five and 15 percent.  The decrease in allocations will be implemented between compliance years 2006 and 2010.  Total program RTCs for each compliance year after 2010 will be the same as the allocations in 2010.  During the rule development process, other methodologies to reduce the overall program allocations may be developed and their impacts will be analyzed accordingly.
Non-Tradable Allocation Credits For Power Producing Facilities
In order to address future potential spikes or increases in electrical generation demand, a new subdivision is proposed for Rule 2002 to establish non-tradable allocation credits for power producing facilities subject to the requirements of Rule 2009.  Specifically, the proposed non-tradable allocation credits will be made available to power producing facilities and they will be based on an a portion of (yet to be determined,) their RTC holdings beginning in the 2006 compliance year and for each compliance year thereafter.  The specific account of non-tradable RTCs will take into consideration CEC’s future energy forecasts.  Non-tradable allocations may only be used for emission increases associated with throughput due to higher electricity generation demand.
Emission Factors
The current version of Rule 2002 does not have an emission factor specifically for micro-turbines.  As a default, micro-turbines currently use the same emission factor as for natural gas-fired turbines which is 413 pounds of NOx per million standard cubic feet (lbs NOx/mmcf) of fuel.  A new emission factor specific to micro-turbines of 54.4 lbs NOx/mmcf of fuel is proposed to be added to Table 1 in Rule 2002.  In addition, Table 1 will be clarified to reflect that the ending emission factors are for compliance year 2000.  Additional emission factors may be proposed for other types of equipment.
PAR 2007

The current version of Rule 2007 limits power producing facilities from reconciling emissions using NOx RTCs that were purchased on or after January 12, 2001 and ending August 31, 2004, unless certain criteria are met.  The actual ending date for the compliance quarter is June 30, 2004 and not August 31, 2004.  On this basis, PAR 2007 will be changed accordingly so that the ending date coincides with the end of the compliance quarter.  In addition, to allow power producing facilities a seamless transition as they re-enter the full trading market, PAR 2007 contains a proposal to have the effective date of when the trading restrictions are lifted to occur on the date of adoption of the proposed amendments instead of on September 1, 2004.  Credits purchased on and after the date of adoption can be used for the compliance quarter on which the adoption date falls.
PAR 2009

The current version of Rule 2009 requires each power producing facility with a generating capacity of 50 MW or greater to prepare a compliance plan that ensures timely installation of BARCT at all electric generation units.  In addition, for electric generating equipment located in South Coast Air Basin and exceeding 250 MW generating capacity in aggregate, each compliance plan is required to contain ‘environmental dispatch procedures’ to establish a hierarchy or criteria for operating the lowest NOx-emitting units to the maximum extent feasible during the installation process.  Even though the environmental dispatch procedures are set to expire at the completion of the 2005 compliance year, all affected facilities are currently operating in compliance with the BARCT emission levels such that these requirements are no longer necessary.  Thus, for clarity and consistency with the current compliance status and to relieve the affected facilities of recordkeeping requirements that are no longer necessary, amendments to Rule 2009 are proposed to change the sunset date of the environmental dispatch procedures effective upon the date of adoption.

PAR 2010

The proposed amendments to Rule 2010 clarify the calculation procedures for reducing a RECLAIM facility’s annual emissions allocation whenever a determination is made that the exceedances violate the requirements in Rule 2004 (d).  Specifically, PAR 2010 clarifies that the total amount exceeded is calculated as the sum of the individual quarterly exceedances.
PAR 2011 and PAR 2012

The substantive proposed changes to both rules are as follows:
· Rule 2011 (f)(2) and Rule 2012 (h)(2) would change to the current submittal due date for monthly interim reports (e.g., by the tenth day of month) to be consistent with the due date for other types of monthly reports (e.g., by the 15th day of the month);
· The protocol for Rule 2012 would be changed to be consistent with the proposed amendments for Rule 2002 to include an emission factor specifically for micro-turbines;
· The protocol for Rule 2012 would allow compliance demonstrations to be based on total mass NOx emissions when testing the exhaust from large natural gas combustion sources and process units to determine compliance with RECLAIM concentration limits provided that all of the following conditions exist:

· the exhaust gases have an oxygen content greater than 19 percent;

· there is no other fuel or combustible material present in the process;

· the affected sources combust a single fuel; and,

· all exhaust points can be tested.
· Both protocols for Rule 2011 and Rule 2012 would allow alternative scheduling for verifying the accuracy of CEMS devices for sources that operate sporadically.  The proposed amendments also include requirements for affected facilities to comply with the following:
· demonstrate that the normal operating schedule for the source is sporadic and cyclical in nature;
· obtain prior approval for using the alternative procedures; and,
· demonstrate that the source operation remains the same during the time when postponement of the Relative Accuracy Test Audit (RATA) occurs.
The current versions of Rules 2011 and 2012, including their protocols, contain some typographical errors and administrative inconsistencies.  For simplicity, administrative corrections are proposed to both rules and they will primarily focus on Chapters 2 and 4, plus Attachment E of Rule 2011 and Chapters 2, 3, and 4, plus Attachment F of Rule 2012.
PAR 2015

Breakdown Emissions
Amendments are proposed to Rule 2015 to modify the accounting procedures for and mitigations of excess emissions that occur during a breakdown.  Specifically, Rule 2015 will be amended to: 
· Require SCAQMD to monitor excess emissions occurring during breakdowns that are not covered by facility RTCs, and to compare that amount to the quantity of available, unused RTCs each year for the entire RECLAIM program; and,
· Require the mitigation of unmitigated breakdown emissions for the following year by reducing allocations for all RECLAIM facilities, provided that the annual breakdown emissions from all RECLAIM sources exceeds the quantity of available, unused RTCs.

This proposed change is in response to EPA’s concerns about a provision in Rule 2004 (i)(3) which currently allows facilities, under certain conditions, to not count excess emissions associated with equipment breakdowns towards the facility’s RTC Allocation.  However, it should be noted that although this provision exists in Rule 2004, it has never been utilized.  Nevertheless, EPA believes that this approach conflicts with their September 20, 1999 policy that requires mitigation of all excess emissions during equipment malfunctions, startup, and shutdown.  
Potential Backstop Measures
As a backstop measure, in the event that the annual average RTC price exceeds $15,000 per ton, amendments are proposed to Rule 2015 to create a “set-aside” of non-tradable RTCs.  These set aside RTCs will be made available to qualifying RECLAIM facilities.  The set-aside would be created by deducting a fixed quantity of RTCs (the amount to be determined), in tons per year, from the total reductions required by the proposed amendments of Rule 2002, beginning with the 2006 compliance year.  PAR 2015 would make non-tradable RTCs available at a cost of $7.50 per pound on a first-come-first-served basis and would limit them to be used only to reconcile emissions pursuant to the requirements in Rule 2004.  Unused non-tradable RTCs will be retired to the benefit of the environment and monies received from non-tradable RTC transactions will be applied to funding projects that are expected to achieve real and quantifiable emission reductions.
Obsolete Language
The requirement pertaining to the review of ending emission factors as found in paragraph (c)(3) is obsolete and thus, is proposed for deletion from Rule 2015. 

ALTERNATIVES

The Draft EA will discuss and compare alternatives to the proposed project as required by CEQA and by SCAQMD Rule 110.  Alternatives must include realistic measures for attaining the basic objectives of the proposed project and provide a means for evaluating the comparative merits of each alternative.  In addition, the range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice and it need not include every conceivable project alternative.  The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decision making and public participation.  A CEQA document need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.  Suggestions on alternatives submitted by the public will be evaluated for inclusion in the Draft EA.

SCAQMD Rule 110 does not impose any greater requirements for a discussion of project alternatives in an environmental assessment than is required for an Environmental Impact Report under CEQA.  Alternatives will be developed based in part on the major components of the proposed rule.  The rationale for selecting alternatives rests on CEQA's requirement to present "realistic" alternatives; that is alternatives that can actually be implemented.  CEQA also requires an evaluation of a "No Project Alternative."  Written suggestions on potential project alternatives received during the comment period for the Initial Study will be considered when preparing the Draft EA. 
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Introduction


General Information


Potentially Significant Impact Areas


Determination


Environmental Checklist and Discussion

INTRODUCTION

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

GENERAL INFORMATION

	Name of Proponent:
	South Coast Air Quality Management District

	Address of Proponent:
	21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

	Lead Agency:
	South Coast Air Quality Management District

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

	Rule Contact Person:
	Tracy Goss (909) 396-3106

	Name of Project:
	Proposed Amended Regulation XX - RECLAIM


POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AREAS

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

	(
	Aesthetics
	(
	Geology and Soils
	(
	Population and Housing

	(
	Agricultural Resources
	(
	Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	(
	Public Services

	(
	Air Quality
	(
	Hydrology and Water Quality
	(
	Recreation

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

	(
	Cultural Resources
	(
	Mineral Resources
	(
	Transportation./Traffic

	(
	Energy
	(
	Noise
	(
	Mandatory Findings


DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

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


Date:   March 11, 2004

Signature:










Steve Smith, Ph.D.



Program Supervisor – CEQA Section



Planning, Rules, and Area Sources

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

SCAQMD staff is proposing amendments to Regulation XX – Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) to achieve additional NOx emission reductions as outlined in the 2003 AQMP.  NOx is a precursor pollutant to both ozone, and fine particulate matter as PM10 and PM2.5.  Amendments are proposed to address best available retrofit control technology (BARCT) requirements, which may require installation or modification of NOx emission control equipment.  In addition, other rule changes are proposed to address potential backstop measures including a set-aside and non-tradable credits for power plants, and to address a SIP issue raised by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) about potential unmitigated breakdown emissions.  Other changes proposed are administrative in nature and include clarification to the rules and protocols, including adding an alternative method of compliance demonstration for equipment with high oxygen content in the exhaust and adjustments to the testing schedule for equipment that is operated sporadically.
Upon initial examination of the proposed RECLAIM amendments, only the amendments proposed in Rule 2002 for the overall reductions in NOx RTC allocations, which include the anticipated feasible NOx emissions reductions due to compliance with state BARCT requirements, are expected to involve physical changes at affected facilities which may cause potentially significant impacts to “air quality” and “hazards and hazardous materials.”  Therefore, the type of emission reduction projects that may be undertaken to comply with the proposed project, primarily the reduced total amounts of credits available in the RECLAIM program, are the main focus of the analysis in this Initial Study.  
Preliminary review of the SCAQMD’s RECLAIM database indicates that some equipment at RECLAIM facilities are currently not operating at BARCT levels.  This analysis assumes that operators at RECLAIM facilities will elect to reduce emissions at their facilities through further control of emissions from equipment not operating at BARCT rather than purchasing RTCs, as is currently allowed under the RECLAIM program.  The rationale for this assumption is that controlling emissions from equipment not operating at BARCT will be the most cost effective approach.  

The physical changes involved with the type of emission control strategies that are expected to occur focus on the installation of new or the modification of existing control equipment at stationary sources to control emissions such as low-NOx burners, selective catalytic reduction, and other burner and flue gas configurations that would be considered to improve the efficiency of the combustion process.  It must be noted that the projects assumed to occur as a means of reducing NOx emissions in response to the proposed amendments could occur voluntarily under the existing RECLAIM program.  In addition, as with the current regulation or with the proposed project, affected facilities may purchase RTCs instead of implementing physical changes to achieve a reduction in NOx emissions.  However, the proposed amendments to the RECLAIM program would further induce such control strategies to occur as facility allocations are being reduced.
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	I.
AESTHETICS.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


I. a) & b)  Implementation of the proposed project is expected to involve construction activities related to the installation or modification of air pollution control equipment at industrial, commercial, and institutional facilities.  However, the construction activities are not expected to adversely impact views and aesthetics since most of the heavy equipment and activities are expected to occur within each facility and are not expected to be visible to areas outside each facility.  The majority of the construction equipment is expected to be low in height and not visible to the surrounding area due to existing fencing along the property lines and existing structures currently within the facilities that would buffer the views of the construction activities.  Further, the construction activities are expected to be temporary in nature and will cease following completion of the equipment installation or modifications.  

Depending on the control equipment, the proposed project could potentially introduce minor visual changes at some facilities.  The affected new and/or modified units, depending upon their locations within each facility, could potentially be visible to areas outside of each facility.  However, the affected new and/or modified units are expected to be about the same size profile as existing equipment present at each affected facility.  The general appearance of the affected new and/or modified units is not expected to differ significantly from other equipment units such that no significant impacts to aesthetics are expected.  Further, no scenic highways or corridors are located in the vicinities of the affected facilities such that the proposed project would not obstruct scenic resources or degrade the existing visual character of a site, including but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings.  

I. c) & d) During the course of construction activities, new sources of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views of an area are not expected as the installation or modification of add-on air pollution control equipment is expected to occur during business hours.  If additional lighting is deemed necessary, it is expected to be provided in accordance with applicable safety standards as a result of the proposed project and the lights are not expected to create light and glare impacts to areas adjacent to the facilities.  In all likelihood, the lighting is expected to be consistent with existing lighting at the affected facilities.  Further, any installation of new or replacement of existing add-on control equipment at the existing facilities, either inside or outside the existing structures, would not appreciably change the visual profile of the entire facility.

Based upon the above considerations, significant aesthetics impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	II.
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact


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


	(
	(
	(


II. a), b), & c)  All construction and operational activities that would occur as a result of the proposed project are expected to occur within the confines of the existing affected facilities.  The proposed project would be consistent with the commercial, industrial and institutional zoning requirements for the various facilities and there are no agricultural resources or operations on or near the affected facilities.  No agricultural resources including Williamson Act contracts are located within or would be impacted by construction activities at the affected facilities.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new construction of buildings or other structures that would convert farmland to non-agricultural use or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.

Based upon the above considerations, significant agricultural resource impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	III.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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

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

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

	d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
	(
	(
	(


	
	Potentially Significant Impact


	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

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

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


III. a) Upon initial examination of the proposed amendments to the RECLAIM program, the portion of the proposed project that is the main focus of this analysis can be found in PAR 2002.  Specifically, potentially significant impacts that may result from implementing PAR 2002 are related to the proposed overall reductions in NOx RTC allocations plus the anticipated feasible NOx emissions reductions due to compliance with state BARCT requirements.  Based on preliminary review of the RECLAIM database, the following types of equipment categories could feasibly undergo physical modifications in order to comply with the requirements in PAR 2002:  1) boilers and heaters; 2) heat treating furnaces; 3) metal melting furnaces; 4) fluidized catalytic cracking units (FCCUs); and, 5) other miscellaneous combustion equipment such as ovens and kilns.  

To comply with PAR 2002, operators of affected facilities may consider installing new equipment or retrofitting existing equipment with NOx control equipment to further control NOx emissions.  Specifically, the physical changes involved with the type of construction activities that may occur focus on the installation of new equipment or the modification of existing equipment by installing control equipment such as low-NOx burners, SCR, and other burner and flue gas configurations that may improve the efficiency of the combustion process, thus, reducing NOx emissions.  Further, when considering the installation of SCR equipment, the use of ammonia is involved which, depending on each affected facility’s storage availability, the installation of ammonia storage tanks must also be considered when evaluating the overall construction and operational activities.  The proposed project must comply with all applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations for new or modified sources.  New or modified emission sources associated with the proposed project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Regulation XIII – New Source Review, Rule 2005- New Source Review for RECLAIM, and Rule 1401 - New Source Review for Toxic Air Contaminants.  With the affected facilities meeting these requirements, the proposed project will be consistent with the goals and objectives of the AQMP to improve air quality in the basin.
According to CMB-10 of the 2003 AQMP, the proposed project is expected to contribute to the overall improvement of air quality in the region by reducing NOx emissions by the end of compliance year 2010 from affected facilities.  Therefore, the proposed project will contribute to the emission reduction goals of the AQMP and will assist the Basin in maintaining the state and national ambient air quality standards for nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and attaining the state and national ambient air quality standards for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5.
III. b)  The objective of the proposed project is to reduce NOx emissions from the various types of combustion equipment operated at RECLAIM facilities.  The proposed project is estimated to reduce emissions up to three tons per day of NOx by the end of 2010 from affected facilities.  However, the implementation of the proposed project (e.g., the addition of new add-on controls the  modification or replacement of existing add-on controls) could create both direct and indirect air quality impacts.  Of the differing control equipment likely to be installed or modified, past projects involving SCR installation have typically resulted in the greatest amount construction emissions for an individual project (i.e., potentially significant).  In addition to the modifications or replacement of the combustion sources typical of other NOx control technologies, SCR systems may also require the installation of one or more storage tanks for ammonia, which is a chronic and acutely hazardous toxic air contaminant.  

While the operational-related activities are simultaneously expected to reduce emissions of NOx and increase emissions of toxic air contaminants resulting from ammonia slip associated with the operation of SCR equipment, the construction-related activities are expected to generate emissions from worker vehicles, trucks, and construction equipment.  The air quality impacts associated with the construction and operational phases of the proposed project are potentially significant and will be evaluated in the Draft EA. 

III. c)  The proposed project emission reductions are expected to improve overall air quality in the Basin by enhancing the probability of attaining and maintaining state and national ambient air quality standards for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5.  However, the cumulative secondary impacts associated with reducing NOx have the potential for creating significant adverse project-specific air quality impacts that will be evaluated in the Draft EA.

III. d)  Emissions sources associated with the construction-related activities as a result of implementing the proposed project may temporarily emit air contaminants.  Further, emissions sources associated with the operational-related activities as a result of implementing the proposed project may emit toxic air contaminants.  The impact of these emissions on sensitive populations, including individuals at hospitals, nursing facilities, daycare centers, schools, and elderly intensive care facilities, as well as residential and off-site occupational areas, will be evaluated in the Draft EA.

III. e)  The proposed project is not expected to create significant objectionable odors, either during construction or during operations.  Specific to the installation of SCR equipment for various affected facilities, ammonia will be employed and it can have a strong odor.  Nonetheless, the proposed project is not expected to generate substantial ammonia odors, since the affected facilities utilizing SCR technology will likely employ aqueous ammonia which will need to be stored in enclosed pressurized tanks.  
Injection of ammonia into the flue gas often requires more ammonia than is necessary to achieve the desired NOx reduction.  Unreacted ammonia passes or “slips” through the SCR reactor vessel and is released to the atmosphere, which is referred to as ammonia slip.  Under normal operating and permitted conditions, ammonia slip is approximately five to 10 ppm.  Because exhaust gases are hot, any ammonia slip emissions would be quite buoyant and would rapidly rise to higher altitudes without any possibility of lingering at ground level.  The odor threshold of ammonia is one to five ppm, but because of the buoyancy of ammonia emissions and an average prevailing wind velocity of six miles per hour in the Basin, it is unlikely that ammonia slip emissions would exceed the odor threshold.  The maximum ground level concentration would be less than one ppm at the point of maximum impact (annual one-hour maximum
).  Permits for installing SCR equipment will be subject to conditions that would specifically limit the amount of ammonia slip emitted.  

Affected facilities employing the SCR equipment may also consider maintaining regular surveillance efforts to minimize the frequency and magnitude of odor events.  For the installation of control equipment other than SCR, the use of BARCT also reduces the emissions of compounds that could otherwise generate odors.  Therefore, no significant odor impacts are expected from the proposed project.

III. f)  The proposed project will be required to comply with all applicable SCAQMD, CARB, and EPA rules and regulations.  Thus, the proposed project is not expected to diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirements.  Further, adopting and implementing the proposed project enhances existing air pollution control rules that are expected to assist the SCAQMD in its efforts to attain and maintain with a margin of safety the state and national ambient air quality standards for NOx.

Based upon the above considerations, the air quality impacts associated with increased emissions of air contaminants during the construction phase and the increased emissions of toxic air contaminants during the operation phase of the proposed project will be evaluated further in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	IV.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	


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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


	
	Potentially Significant Impact


	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


IV. a), b), c), & d)  The proposed project would only affect existing facilities located in the district.  All of the affected existing RECLAIM facilities are located in industrial, commercial and institutional areas, which have already been greatly disturbed.  In general, these areas currently do not support riparian habitat, federally protected wetlands, or migratory corridors.  Additionally, special status plants, animals, or natural communities are not expected to be found within close proximity to the affected facilities.  Therefore, the proposed project would have no direct or indirect impacts that could adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitats on which they rely in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  The current and expected future land use development to accommodate population growth is primarily due to economic considerations or local government planning decisions.  A conclusion in the Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 2003 AQMP was that population growth in the region would have greater adverse effects on plant species and wildlife dispersal or migration corridors in the basin than SCAQMD regulatory activities, (e.g., air quality control measures or regulations).  The current and expected future land use development to accommodate population growth is primarily due to economic considerations or local government planning decisions.

IV. e) & f)  The proposed project is not envisioned to conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources or local, regional, or state conservation plans.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  Additionally, the proposed project will not conflict with any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or any other relevant habitat conservation plan, and would not create divisions in any existing communities because all activities associated with complying with the proposed project will occur at existing industrial, commercial and institutional facilities.

Based upon the above considerations, significant biological resource impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	V.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


V. a) There are existing laws in place that are designed to protect and mitigate potential impacts to cultural resources.  Since construction-related activities associated with the implementation of the proposed project are expected to be confined within the existing footprint of the affected RECLAIM facilities, no impacts to historical resources are expected to occur as a result of implementing the proposed project.  

V. b), c), & d)  Installing add-on controls and other associated equipment to comply with the proposed project will require disturbance of previously disturbed areas, i.e., existing industrial or commercial facilities.  However, since construction-related activities are expected to be confined within the existing footprint of the affected RECLAIM facilities, the proposed project is not expected to require physical changes to the environment, which may disturb paleontological or archaeological resources.  Furthermore, it is envisioned that these areas are already either devoid of significant cultural resources or whose cultural resources have been previously disturbed.  Therefore, the proposed project has no potential to cause a substantial adverse change to a historical or archaeological resource, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries.  The proposed project is, therefore, not anticipated to result in any activities or promote any programs that could have a significant adverse impact on cultural resources in the district.

Based upon the above considerations, significant biological resource impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	VI.
ENERGY.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans? 


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

	e) Comply with existing energy standards? 


	(
	(
	(


The proposed project would reduce emissions of NOx from existing combustion sources at affected RECLAIM facilities.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment.  Further, it is expected that the installation and operation of any equipment used to comply with the proposed project will also comply with all applicable existing energy standards.

VI. a) & e)  The proposed project is not subject to any existing energy conservation plans.  Further, project construction and operation activities will not utilize non-renewable resources in a wasteful or inefficient manner.

VI. b)  Installation of SCR equipment increases demand for energy used for operating pumps, fans, controllers, etc.  Existing equipment may be replaced by new equipment to comply with the proposed project.  Since new equipment is typically more energy efficient than existing equipment, any increased energy demand is expected to be small.  This conclusion is based on a 1988 SCR demonstration project performed by Southern California Edison, which indicated that increased energy demand from the SCR and associated equipment at full load was approximately 0.7 percent.  At low loads, demands increased by up to seven percent, but vendors contacted by SCAQMD staff at the time indicated that the 0.7 percent increase in energy demand was more accurate.  Any additional electricity required is typically either supplied by each affected facility’s cogeneration units or by the local electrical utility, as appropriate, so it is not anticipated that new or substantially altered power utility systems will need to be built to accommodate any additional electricity demands created by the proposed project.  No increase in natural gas use is expected for the operation of the proposed project.
VI. c) & d)  Electricity may be required for certain construction equipment.  This requirement can likely be met with the existing electrical capacity at each of the affected facilities.  Typically, a minimal amount of natural gas may also be required during construction of the proposed project and can be supplied by either the local utility or by the refineries (if applicable).  No significant impacts to electrical or natural gas utilities are expected due to construction activities.  However, operation of the proposed project could potentially increase the electricity demand at each affected facility, depending on the type of air pollution control equipment selected and the current electrical demand of the equipment being replaced or taken out of service, as applicable.  

Based upon the above considerations, the energy impacts associated with increased electricity demand during the construction and operation phases of the proposed project are not expected to be significant and, therefore, will not be evaluated further in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	VII.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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

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

	· Strong seismic ground shaking?
	(
	(
	(

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

	· Landslides?


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


VII. a)  Since the proposed project would result in construction activities in industrial, commercial, or institutional settings to install control equipment, little site preparation is anticipated that could adversely affect geophysical conditions in the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.  Southern California is an area of known seismic activity.  Since the proposed project would result in construction activities in industrial or commercial settings to install control equipment, little site preparation is anticipated that could adversely affect geophysical conditions in the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.  Accordingly, the installation of add-on controls at existing affected facilities to comply with the proposed project is expected to conform with the Uniform Building Code and all other applicable state and local building codes.  As part of the issuance of building permits, local jurisdictions are responsible for assuring that the Uniform Building Code is adhered to and can conduct inspections to ensure compliance.  The Uniform Building Code is considered to be a standard safeguard against major structural failures and loss of life.  The basic formulas used for the Uniform Building Code seismic design require determination of the seismic zone and site coefficient, which represents the foundation condition at the site.  The Uniform Building Code requirements also consider liquefaction potential and establish stringent requirements for building foundations in areas potentially subject to liquefaction.  Thus, the proposed project would not alter the exposure of people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  As a result, substantial exposure of people or structures to the risk of loss, injury, or death is not anticipated and will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.

VII. b)  Since add-on controls will likely be installed at existing facilities, during construction of the proposed project, a slight possibility exists for temporary erosion resulting from excavating and grading activities, if required.  These activities are expected to be minor since the existing facilities are generally flat and have previously been graded.  Further, wind erosion is not expected to occur to any appreciable extent, because operators at dust generating sites would be required to comply with the best available control measure (BACM) requirements of SCAQMD Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust.  In general, operators must control fugitive dust through a number of soil stabilizing measures such as watering the site, using chemical soil stabilizers, revegetating inactive sites, etc.  The proposed project involves the installation or modification of add-on control equipment for combustion sources at existing facilities, so that grading could be required to provide stable foundations.  Potential air quality impacts related to grading are addressed elsewhere in this Initial Study.  No unstable earth conditions or changes in geologic substructures are expected to result from the proposed project.

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

VII. d) & e)  Since the proposed project will affect existing facilities located in industrial, commercial or institutional zones, it is expected that people or property will not be exposed to expansive soils or soils incapable of supporting water disposal.  Further, typically each affected facility has some degree of existing wastewater treatment systems that will continue to be used and are expected to be unaffected by the proposed project.  Sewer systems are available to handle wastewater produced and treated by each affected facility.  Each existing facility affected by the proposed project does not require installation of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.  As a result, the proposed project will not require operators to utilize septic systems or alternative wastewater disposal systems.  Thus, the proposed project will not adversely affect soils associated with a septic system or alternative wastewater disposal system.

Based upon the above considerations, significant geology and soils impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact


	No Impact

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


	(
	(
	(

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

	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


VIII. a) & b)  The proposed project may alter the hazards associated with the existing affected RECLAIM facilities.  At many affected RECLAIM facilities, a number of hazardous materials are currently in use.  In general, the major types of public safety risks evaluated consist of impacts resulting from toxic substance releases, fires, and explosions.  Fire and explosion risks are not expected to be associated with the proposed project.
Exposure to a toxic gas cloud is the potential hazard associated with this type of control equipment.  A toxic gas cloud is the release of a volatile chemical such as anhydrous ammonia that could form a cloud and migrate off-site, thus exposing individuals.  Anhydrous ammonia is heavier than air such that when released into the atmosphere, would form a cloud at ground level rather than be dispersed  “Worst-case” conditions tend to arise when very low wind speeds coincide with the accidental release, which can allow the chemicals to accumulate rather than disperse.  Current policy no longer allows the use of anhydrous ammonia.  Instead aqueous ammonia, 19 percent by volume is typically required as a permit condition associated with the installation of SCR equipment.  As a result, hazards from toxic clouds are not expected to be associated with the proposed project.
New air pollution control equipment (e.g., SCRs) and related components are expected to be installed at some of the affected facilities such that their operations may increase the quantity of hazardous materials (e.g., spent catalysts) generated by the control equipment and may increase the quantity of ammonia used.  

In addition, the shipping, handling, storing, and disposing of hazardous materials inherently poses a certain risk of a release to the environment.  Thus, the routine transport of hazardous materials, use, and disposal of hazardous materials may increase as a result of implementing the proposed project.  Further, if the control option chosen by each affected facility is SCR, the proposed project may alter the transportation modes for feedstock and products to/from the existing facilities such as ammonia and catalyst.  The potential hazards impacts related to implementing the proposed project are potentially significant and will be addressed in the Draft EA.

VIII. c)  Some RECLAIM facilities may be located within one-quarter mile of a sensitive receptor (a day care center).  Therefore, a potential for significant impacts from hazardous emissions or the handling of acutely hazardous materials, substances and wastes near sensitive-receptors may occur and will be addressed in the Draft EA.

VIII. d)  Government Code §65962.5 refers to hazardous waste handling practices at facilities subject to the Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).  The proposed project will be constructed within the confines of the existing affected facilities.  Some of the affected facilities are included on the list of the hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5.  Hazardous wastes from these existing facilities are managed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local rules and regulations.  The types of additional waste expected to be generated from the proposed project will consist primarily of additional catalyst used by the new control devices.  For those affected facilities which already use catalyst, the additional collected spent catalyst will continue to be handled in the same manner as currently handled such that it will be disposed/recycled at approved facilities.  Further, for the other affected facilities which are new to handling the catalyst waste, the same disposal/recycling procedures are expected to be followed.  Accordingly, significant hazards impacts from the disposal/recycling of hazardous materials are not expected and will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.
VIII. e) & f)  The proposed project is expected to be constructed within the existing confines of the affected facilities.  However, some of these facilities may be located within two miles of an airport (either public or private) and are located within an airport land use plan.  The installation of control technologies is expected to be constructed and operated according to the all appropriate building, land use and fire codes.  Such codes are designed to protect the public from hazards associated with normal operation.  In addition, any affected facility that will be utilizing over 500 pounds of ammonia (facility-wide) in coordination with the construction of SCR control devices, will be required to prepare an offsite consequence analysis and hazards analysis in accordance with the requirements of the California Accidental Release Prevention Program (CalARP) prior to beginning construction activities.  Because the hazards analysis will thoroughly evaluate the entire ammonia system to minimize to the maximum extent feasible the possibility for potential accidental releases.  Therefore, this project is not expected to result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area even within the vicinity of an airport and as such, will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.
VIII. g)  Emergency response plans are typically prepared in coordination with the local city or county emergency plans to ensure the safety of not only the public (surrounding local communities), but the facility employees as well.  The proposed project would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with any adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  Any existing commercial, institutional or industrial facilities affected by the proposed project would typically already have their own emergency response plans in place.  However, for those operators of affected facilities who elect to install SCR units may need to update their emergency response plan to reflect the new or increased use of ammonia on-site.  Thus, this project is not expected to impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan and as such, will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.

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

The proposed project will not increase the existing risk of fire hazards in areas with flammable brush, grass, or trees.  Additional natural gas may be used during the construction phase of the proposed project.  Natural gas is currently used at several of the affected facilities.  The hazards associated with natural gas would result in a torch fire in the event that a release occurred and caught fire.  Because of the locations of each facility that would be affected by the proposed project, a torch fire would be expected to remain on-site so that there would be no public exposure to the fire hazards.  No substantial or native vegetation typically exists on or near the affected facilities (specifically because they could be a fire hazard) so the proposed project is not expected to expose people or structures to wild fires.  Therefore, no significant increase in fire hazards are expected any of the affected facilities associated with the proposed project.

Based on the above considerations, the potential hazards impacts related to the operations at each affected facility and the transport of hazardous materials associated with the proposed project will be addressed in the Draft EA.
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	IX.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
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	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)?
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	c)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
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	d)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?
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	e)
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
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	f)
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
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	g)
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
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	h)
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flaws?  
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	Less Than Significant Impact


	No Impact

	i)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
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	j)
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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	k)
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
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	l)
Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
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	m)
Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
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	n)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
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	o)
Require in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?
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IX. a), f), k), l) & o)  Facilities affected by the proposed project are expected to install new or modify their existing air pollution control equipment, such as SCR and low NOx burners.  However, no additional water demand or wastewater generation results from the operation of SCR systems or low NOx burners at stationary sources because these control technologies do not entail the use of water in the NOx control process.  Construction activities associated with the proposed project may require the use of water as a dust suppressant if grading is required.  However, the installation of these types of air pollution control equipment at existing facilities is not expected to require additional grading.  Other than possible grading for installing ammonia storage tanks as part of the installation of SCR units, most of the modifications would occur to existing equipment (i.e., adding burners and flue gas ductwork).  Initial estimates show that approximately 15 facilities may choose to install SCR units and ammonia storage tanks.  For a worst-case analysis, if all of these facilities require grading of one acre or less on an existing site, one 6,000 gallon capacity water truck per day per facility can be assumed as sufficient for dust control.  Thus, the maximum amount of water which could potentially be used for dust control during construction would be 90,000 gallons per day.  The proposed project does not increase demand for water by more than significance threshold of 5,000,000 gallons per day.  Therefore, a minimal amount of water, if at all, is expected to be used for this purpose.  Additionally, water used for dust suppression does not have to be of potable quality, but can be reclaimed water.  Reclaimed water is currently available in many areas of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  Thus, the impacts of the proposed project on each affected facility’s wastewater discharge and the Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit are expected to be less than significant.

IX. b)  The proposed project is not expected to significantly adversely affect the quantity or quality of groundwater in the area of each affected facility.  No significant adverse impacts are expected to ground water quality from the proposed project because:  1) wastewater will continue to be collected and treated in each of the affected facility’s wastewater treatment systems or in compliance with the current wastewater discharge permits, as applicable; 2) no underground storage tanks are expected to be constructed as part of the proposed project; 3) containment berms will be required or may already exist around the new or modified units to minimize the potential for an ammonia spill to contaminate soil and groundwater; and, 4) any new storage tanks that may be proposed will be required to comply with BACT and other safety requirements such as double bottom and monitoring requirements.

IX. c), d), e) & m)  Changes to each affected facility’s storm water collection systems are expected to be less than significant since most of the changes will occur within existing units (i.e., replacement of existing equipment with new equipment or installing control equipment on existing equipment).  Further, typically most of the areas likely to be affected by the proposed project are currently paved and are expected to remain paved.  Any new units constructed will be curbed and the existing units will remain curbed to contain any runoff.  Any runoff occurring will continue to be handled by each affected facility’s wastewater system and sent to an on-site wastewater treatment system prior to discharge.  The surface water runoff is expected to be handled with each facility’s current wastewater treatment system.  Storm water runoff will be collected and discharged in accordance with each facility’s discharge permit terms and conditions.

IX. g), h), & i)  The proposed project is expected to involve construction and modification activities located within the confines of existing facilities and does not include the construction of any new housing so it would not place new housing within a 100-year flood hazard area.  It is likely that most affected facilities are not located within a 100-year flood hazard area.  Any affected facilities that may be located in a 100-year flood area could impede or redirect 100-year flood flows, but this would be considered part of the existing setting and not an effect of the proposed project.  The proposed project would not require locating new facilities within a flood zone, so it is not expected to expose people or property to any known water-related flood hazards.

IX. j)  The proposed project does not require construction of new facilities in areas that could be affected by tsunamis.  Of the facilities affected by the proposed project, some are located near the Ports of Long Beach, Los Angeles, and San Pedro.  The port areas are protected from tsunamis by the construction of breakwaters.  Construction of breakwaters combined with the distance of each facility from the water is expected to minimize the potential impacts of a tsunami or seiche so that no significant impacts are expected.  The proposed project does not require construction of facilities in areas that are susceptible to mudflows (e.g., hillside or slope areas).  Existing affected facilities that are currently located on hillsides or slope areas may be susceptible to mudflow, but this would be considered part of the existing setting.  As a result, the proposed project is not expected to generate significant adverse mudflow impacts.
IX. n)  Each affected facility is expected to have sufficient water supplies available for the proposed project.  Since the type of air pollution control equipment that would be installed at affected facilities does not use water as part of the control process, and limited water demand increases may occur for dust suppression during limited grading activities, the need for new or expanded water supply entitlements is not expected.  Should any additional demand for clean water arise, the increase in water demand is expected to be within the available water supply for each affected facility as indicated by the MWD projections.

While it is not possible to predict water availability in the future, existing entitlements and resources in the district provide sufficient water supplies that currently exceed demand.  According to the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), the largest supplier of water to California, MWD expects to be able to meet 100 percent of its member agencies’ water needs for the next ten years, even during times of critical drought.  MWD and its member agencies have identified and are implementing programs and projects to assure continued reliable water supplies for at least the next 20 years.  MWD is expected to continue providing a reliable water supply through developing a portfolio of diversified water sources that includes: cooperative conservation; water recycling; and groundwater storage, recovery, and replenishment programs.  Other additional water supplies will be supplied in the future as a result of water transfer from other water agencies, desalination projects and state and federal water initiatives, such as CALFED and California’s Colorado River Water Use Plan.  (Metropolitan Water District Annual Progress Report to the California's State Legislature, February 2002.)

Based on the above considerations, the potential hydrology and water quality impacts, especially those associated with wastewater discharge, storm water discharge, and water demand are expected to be less than significant and will not be evaluated in the Draft EA.
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	X.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a) 
Physically divide an established community? 
	(
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	Potentially Significant Impact


	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	b) 
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 
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	c) 
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation or natural community conservation plan? 
	(
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X. a)  The proposed project does not require construction of new facilities, but any physical effects will occur at existing RECLAIM facilities and, thus, it will not result in physically dividing any established communities.

X. b) & c)  There are no provisions in the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  Further, the proposed project would be consistent with the typical industrial, commercial, and institutional zoning of the affected RECLAIM facilities.  Typically, all proposed modifications are expected to occur within the confines of the existing facilities.  The proposed project would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  Further, no new development or alterations to existing land designations will occur as a result of the implementation of the proposed project.  Therefore, present or planned land uses in the region will not be affected as a result of the proposed project.

Based upon the above considerations, significant land use planning impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project, and thus, will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.
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	XI.
MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(


	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact


	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? 
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XI. a) & b) There are no provisions of the proposed project that would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the state such as aggregate, coal, clay, shale, et cetera, or of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. 

Based upon the above considerations, significant mineral resource impacts are not expected from the implementation of proposed project, and thus, will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.
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	XII.
NOISE.  Would the project result in:


	
	
	

	a)
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
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	b)
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
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	c)
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
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	d)
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
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	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?
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	f)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airship, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
	(
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XII. a), b), c), & d)  Modifications or changes associated with the implementation of the proposed project will take place at existing facilities that are located in industrial, commercial and institutional settings.  The existing noise environment at each of the affected facilities is typically dominated by noise from existing equipment onsite, vehicular traffic around the facilities, and trucks entering and exiting facility premises.  Construction activities for the proposed project may generate some noise associated with the use of construction equipment and construction-related traffic in the event that grading for the installation of new ammonia tanks, fore example, is necessary.  However, noise from the proposed project is not expected to produce noise in excess of current operations at each of the existing facilities.  Depending on the air pollution control technology installed, replaced, or modified, the operations phase of the proposed project may add new sources of noise to each affected facility.  However, it is expected that each facility affected will comply with all existing noise control laws or ordinances.  Further, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and California-OSHA (Cal/OSHA) have established noise standards to protect worker health.  These potential noise increases are expected to be small, if at all, and thus less than significant.  Therefore, potential noise impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.

XII. e) & f)  Though some of the facilities affected by the proposed project are located at sites within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport, the addition of new or modification of existing control equipment would not expose people residing or working in the project area to the same degree of excessive noise levels associated with airplanes.  All noise producing equipment must comply with local noise ordinances and applicable OSHA or Cal/OSHA workplace noise reduction requirements.
Based upon the above considerations, significant noise impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.
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	XIII.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a)
Induce substantial growth in an area either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 
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	b)
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
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	c)
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
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XIII. a)  Minor construction activities associated with the proposed project at each affected facility are not expected to involve the relocation of individuals, require new housing or commercial facilities, or change the distribution of the population.  The reason for this conclusion is that operators of affected facilities who need to perform any construction activities to comply with the proposed project can draw from the existing labor pool in the local southern California area.  Further, it is not expected that replacing existing equipment with new equipment or installing air pollution control equipment will require new employees during operation of the equipment.  In the event that new employees are hired, it is expected that the number of new employees at any one facility would be small.  Human population within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing the proposed project.  As a result, the proposed project is not anticipated to generate any significant adverse effects, either direct or indirect, on population growth in the district or population distribution. 

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

Based upon these considerations, significant population and housing impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.
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	XIV. 
 PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the proposal result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the following public services:


	
	
	

	
a)
Fire protection?
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b)
Police protection?
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c)
Schools?
	(
	(
	(

	
d)
Parks?
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e)
Other public facilities?
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XIV. a) & b)  Implementation of the proposed project by installing new or modifying existing add-on controls is anticipated to continue current operations at existing affected facilities.  The proposed project may result in greater demand for ammonia, which will need to be transported to the affected facilities that install SCR and stored onsite prior to use.  In the event of an accidental release fire departments are typically first responders for control and clean-up and police may be need to be available to maintain perimeter boundaries.  The proposed project is not expected significantly adversely affect fire or police departments because of the low probability of accidents during transport as explained below.

The factors that enter into accident statistics include distance traveled and type of vehicle or transportation system.  Factors affecting automobiles and truck transportation accidents include the type of roadway, presence of road hazards, vehicle type, maintenance and physical condition, and driver training.  A common reference frequently used in measuring risk of an accident is the number of accidents per million miles traveled. Complicating the assessment of risk is the fact that some accidents can cause significant damage without injury or fatality and some accidents result in little or no property damage or personal injury.  Additionally, not every truck accident result in an explosion or a release of hazardous substances.

Every time hazardous materials are moved from the site of generation, there is the potential for accidental release.  A study conducted by the EPA indicates that the expected number of hazardous materials spills per mile shipped ranges from one in 100 million to one in one million, depending on the type of road and transport vehicle used.  The EPA analyzed accident and traffic volume data from New Jersey, California, and Texas, using the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Risk/Cost Analysis Model and calculated the accident rates presented in Table 2-1 (Los Angeles County, 1988).

Table 2-1
Truck Accident Rates for Cargo On Highways
	Highway Type
	Accidents Per 1,000,000 Miles

	Interstate
	0.13

	U.S. and State Highways
	0.45

	Urban Roadways
	0.73

	Composite*
	0.28


Source:  Environmental Protection Agency, 1984.

*  Average number for transport on interstates, highways, and urban roadways.

Based on the low probability of accidents occurring, as shown in Table 2-1, the proposed project is not expected to increase the need or demand for additional public services (e.g., fire departments, police departments, schools, parks, government, et cetera) above current levels.  

XIV. c) & d)  As noted in the “Population and Housing” discussion above, the proposed project is not expected to induce population growth in any way because the local labor pool (e.g., workforce) is expected to be sufficient to accommodate any construction activities that may be necessary at affected facilities and operation of new or modified equipment is not expected to require additional employees.  Therefore, there will be no increase in local population and thus no impacts are expected to local schools or parks.

XIV. e)  The proposed project is expected to result in the use of new add-on control equipment.  Besides permitting the equipment or altering permit conditions by the SCAQMD, there is no need for other types of government services.  The proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives.  There will be no increase in population and, therefore, no need for physically altered government facilities.

Based upon these considerations, significant public services impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.
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	XV.
RECREATION.  


	
	
	

	a)
Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
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	b)
Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
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XV. a) & b)  As discussed under “Land Use” above, there are no provisions to the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments; no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  Further, the proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities or include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment because the proposed project is not expected to induce population growth. 

Based upon these considerations, significant public services impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	XVI.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a)
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
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	b)
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?
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XVI. a)  The proposed project is expected to slightly increase the quantity of waste generated at the affected facilities that replace existing burners with low NOx burners and install new SCR units.  The waste is associated with solid materials from construction activities associated with any air pollution control equipment or other related components being replaced, as applicable, and spent catalysts generated from SCR units, et cetera, and may result in an incremental increase in the total waste generated by each affected facility.  
Solid or hazardous wastes generated from construction-related activities would consist primarily of materials from the demolition of existing air pollution control equipment and construction associated with new air pollution control equipment.  Construction-related waste would be disposed of at a Class II (industrial) or Class III (municipal) landfill.  There are 48 Class II/Class III landfills within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  The estimated total capacity of these landfills is approximately 111,198 tons per day (SCAQMD, 2000).  

However, it is expected that some affected facilities will address the increase in waste through existing waste minimization plans.  In addition, other affected facilities that have existing catalyst-based operations currently regenerate, reclaim or recycle the catalysts, in lieu of disposal.  Moreover, due to the heavy metal content and its relatively high cost, catalyst recycling can be a lucrative choice.  
Although it is expected that spent catalysts would be reclaimed and recycled, it is possible that spent catalysts could be disposed of.  The composition of the catalyst will determine in which type of landfill a catalyst would be disposed.  There are two main types of catalysts: one in which the catalyst is coated onto a metal structure and a ceramic-based catalyst onto which the catalyst components are calcified. 
Catalysts with a metal structure would not normally be considered a hazardous waste.  Instead, it would be considered a metal waste, like copper pipes, and, therefore, would not be a regulated waste requiring disposal in a Class I landfill unless it is friable or brittle.  Ceramic-based catalysts are not considered friable or brittle because they typically include a fiber binding material in the catalyst material.  In both cases, spent catalyst would not require disposal in a Class I landfill.  Furthermore, typical catalyst materials are not considered to be water soluble, which also means they would not require disposal in a Class I landfill.

Based on the above information, it is likely that spent catalysts would be considered a “designated waste,” which is characterized as a non-hazardous waste consisting of, or containing pollutants that, under ambient environmental conditions, could be released at concentrations in excess of applicable water objectives, or which could cause degradation of the waters of the state (California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Chapter 3 Subparagraph 2522(a)(1)).  Depending on its actual waste designation, spent catalysts would likely be disposed of in a Class II landfill or a Class III landfill that is fitted with liners.  According to the Program EIR for the 2003 AQMP (SCAQMD, 2003), total Class III landfill waste disposal capacity in the district is approximately 101,340 tons per day, many of which have liners and can handle Class II and Class III wastes.
Disposal of spent catalyst would typically involve crushing the material and encasing it in concrete prior to disposal.  Since it is expected that most spent catalysts will be recycled and regenerated, it is anticipated that there will be sufficient landfill capacity in the district to accommodate disposal of any spent catalyst materials.
Thus, the potential increase of solid waste generated by the air pollution control equipment may not necessarily be disposed of and, therefore, is not expected to exceed the capacity of designated landfills available to each affected facility.  

XVI. b)  Implementing the proposed project is not expected to hinder in any way any affected facility’s ability to comply with existing federal, state, and local regulations related to solid and hazardous wastes.

Based upon these considerations, significant solid/hazardous waste impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.
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	XVII.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

	e)
Result in inadequate emergency access?


	(
	(
	(

	f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


XVII. a) & b)  Construction activities resulting from implementing the proposed project may generate a slight, albeit temporary, increase in traffic in the areas of each affected facility associated with construction workers, construction equipment, and the delivery of construction materials.  However, the proposed project is not expected to cause a significant increase in traffic relative to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street systems surrounding the affected refineries.  Also, the proposed project is not expected to exceed, either individually or cumulatively, the current level of service of the areas surrounding the affected facilities.  The work force at each affected facility is not expected to significantly increase as a result of the proposed project and operation-related traffic is expected to be minimal.  Thus, the traffic impacts will not be evaluated further in the Draft EA.

XVII. c)  Though some of the facilities that will affected by the proposed project are 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, actions that would be taken to comply with the proposed project, such as installing new air pollution control equipment, are not expected to significantly influence or affect air traffic patterns.  Further, the size and type of air pollution control devices that would be installed would not be expected to affect navigable air space.  Thus, the proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns including an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks.  

XVII. d) & e)  The siting of each affected facility is consistent with surrounding land uses and traffic/circulation in the surrounding areas of the affected facilities.  Thus, the proposed project is not expected to substantially increase traffic hazards or create incompatible uses at or adjacent to the affected facilities.  Aside from the temporary effects due to a slight increase in truck traffic for those facilities that will undergo construction activities during installation or modification of air pollution control equipment, the proposed project is not expected to alter the existing long-term circulation patterns.  The proposed project is not expected to require a modification to circulation, thus, no long-term impacts on the traffic circulation system are expected to occur.  The proposed project does not involve construction of any roadways, so there would be no increase in roadway design feature that could increase traffic hazards.  Emergency access at each affected facility is not expected to be impacted by the proposed project.  Further, each affected facility is expected to continue to maintain their existing emergency access gates.

XVII. f)  Each affected facility will be required to provide parking for the construction workers, as applicable, either on or within close proximity to each facility.  No additional parking will be needed after completion of the construction phase because the work force at each facility is not expected to significantly increase as a result of the proposed project.

XVII. g)  Construction and operation activities resulting from the proposed project are not expected to conflict with policies supporting alternative transportation since the proposed project does not involve or affect alternative transportation modes (e.g. bicycles or buses) because the construction and operation activities related to the proposed project will occur solely in existing industrial, commercial, and institutional areas.

Based upon these considerations, significant transportation/traffic impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.
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	XVIII.   MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
	
	
	

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


	(
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	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)


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


XVIII. a)  The proposed project is not expected to reduce or eliminate any plant or animal species or destroy prehistoric records of the past.  Each site affected by the proposed project is part of an existing facility, which has been previously graded, such that the proposed project is not expected to extend into environmentally sensitive areas.

XVIII. b)  The Environmental Checklist indicates that the proposed project has potentially significant adverse impacts on air quality and hazards and hazardous materials.  The potential for cumulative impacts on these resources will be evaluated in the Draft EA.

XVIII. c)  The proposed project may result in emissions of regulated air pollutants and may also increase the hazards at some of the affected facilities.  The potential for these impacts to have adverse impacts on human beings, either directly or indirectly, will be evaluated in the Draft EA.

A P P E N D I X   A

P R O P O S E D   A M E N D E D   R E G U L A T I O N   X X :

Rule 2002 – Allocations for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx);
Rule 2007 – Trading Requirements;
Rule 2009 – Compliance Plans for Power Producing Facilities;
Rule 2010 – Administrative Remedies and Sanctions;
Rule 2011 – Requirements for Monitoring, Reporting, and Recordkeeping for Oxides

  of Sulfur (SOx) Emissions; and, Appendix A – Protocol for Oxides of

  Sulfur;
Rule 2012 – Requirements for Monitoring, Reporting, and Recordkeeping for Oxides 
  of Nitrogen (NOx) Emissions (Protocol); and, Appendix A – Protocol 

  for Oxides of Nitrogen; and, 
Rule 2015 – Backstop Provisions.
�  The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 1976 Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safety Code, §§40400-40540).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).


� Dispersion estimate obtained from Eschenroeder, et al., 1987.  “A Preliminary Screening Study of the Potential Health Risks of Selective Catalytic Reduction Systems Applied to Gas Turbine cogeneration Plants.  August 31, 1987.
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