BAY AREA
AIR QUALITY
MANAGEMENT

DiIsTRICT

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
REGULAR MEETING

August 1, 2018

A meeting of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Board of Directors will be held at 9:30
a.m. in the 1% Floor Board Room at the Air District Headquarters, 375 Beale Street, San Francisco,

California 94105.

Questions About
an Agenda Item

Meeting Procedures

The name, telephone number and e-mail of the appropriate staff
Person to contact for additional information or to resolve concerns is
listed for each agenda item.

The public meeting of the Air District Board of Directors begins at 9:30
a.m. The Board of Directors generally will consider items in the order
listed on the agenda. However, any item may be considered in any
order.

After action on any agenda item not requiring a public hearing, the
Board may reconsider or amend the item at any time during the
meeting.

This meeting will be webcast. To see the webcast, please visit
www.baagmd.gov/bodagendas at the time of the meeting. Closed
captioning may contain errors and omissions, and are not certified for
their content or form.




Public Comment
Procedures

Persons wishing to make public comment must fill out a Public
Comment Card indicating their name and the number of the agenda item
on which they wish to speak, or that they intend to address the Board on
matters not on the Agenda for the meeting.

Public Comment on Non-Agenda Matters, Pursuant to
Government Code Section 54954.3 Speakers wishing to address the
Board on non-agenda matters will be heard at the end of the agenda,
and each will be allowed up to three minutes to address the Board at
that time.

Members of the Board may engage only in very brief dialogue
regarding non-agenda matters, and may refer issues raised to District
staff for handling. In addition, the Chairperson may refer issues raised
to appropriate Board Committees to be placed on a future agenda for
discussion.

Public Comment on Agenda Items The public may comment on each
item on the agenda as the item is taken up. Public Comment Cards for
items on the agenda must be submitted in person to the Clerk of the
Boards at the location of the meeting and prior to the Board taking up
the particular item. Where an item was moved from the Consent
Calendar to an Action item, no speaker who has already spoken on that
item will be entitled to speak to that item again.

Speakers may speak for up to three minutes on each item on the
Agenda. However, the Chairperson or other Board Member presiding
at the meeting may limit the public comment for all speakers to fewer
than three minutes per speaker, or make other rules to ensure that all
speakers have an equal opportunity to be heard. The Chairperson or
other Board Member presiding at the meeting may, with the consent of
persons representing both sides of an issue, allocate a block of time
(not to exceed six minutes) to each side to present their issue.




BOARD OF DIRECTORS REGULAR MEETING

AGENDA
WEDNESDAY
AUGUST 1, 2018 BOARD ROOM
9:30 A.M. 15T FLOOR
CALL TO ORDER Chairperson, David Hudson

Opening Comments
Roll Call
Pledge of Allegiance

The Chair shall call the meeting to order and make opening comments. The Clerk of the
Boards shall take roll of the Board members. The Chair shall lead the Pledge of Allegiance.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA MATTERS

2.

Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items, Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.3
For the first round of public comment on non-agenda matters at the beginning of the agenda,
ten persons selected by a drawing by the Clerk of the Boards from among the Public Comment
Cards indicating they wish to speak on matters not on the agenda for the meeting will have two
minutes each to address the Board on matters not on the agenda. For this first round of public
comments on non-agenda matters, all Public Comment Cards must be submitted in person to
the Clerk of the Board at the location of the meeting and prior to commencement of the
meeting.

CONSENT CALENDAR (ITEMS 3-6) Staff/Phone (415) 749-

Minutes of the Regular Board of Directors Meeting of June 6, 2018
Clerk of the Boards/5073

The Board of Directors will consider approving the draft minutes of the Board of Directors
Meeting of June 6, 2018.

Board Communications Received from June 6, 2018 through July 31, 2018
J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

A copy of communications directed to the Board of Directors received by the Air District from
June 6, 2018 through July 31, 2018, if any, will be at each Board Member’s place.



Air District Personnel on Out-of-State Business Travel J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

In accordance with Section 5.4 (b) of the Air District’s Administrative Code, Fiscal Policies
and Procedures Section, the Board is hereby notified that the attached memorandum lists Air
District personnel who have traveled on out-of-state business in the preceding month.

Notices of Violations Issued and Settlements in Excess of $10,000 in the months of May and
June 2018 J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

In accordance with Resolution No. 2012-08, the Board of Directors will receive a list of all
Notices of Violations issued, and all settlements for amounts in excess of $10,000 during the
months of May and June 2018.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

7.

Report of the Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee Meeting of April 25,
2018 CHAIR: C. Chavez J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

The Committee received the following reports:

A) Clean Cars for All: New Incentives Program for Low Income Consumers

1) None; receive and file.

B) Mission and Customer Discovery

1) None; receive and file.

C) Proposed Loan Partnership

1) None; receive and file.

D) Update on Technology Assessment Rules

1) None; receive and file.

For the full Committee agenda packet and materials, click on the link below:
www.baagmd.gov/bodagendas




Report of the Personnel Committee Meeting of July 12, 2018
CHAIR: J. Spering J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

The Committee received the following reports:

A) Consider Reappointment of the Incumbent to the Air District’s Hearing Board;
Conduct Interviews: and Consider Recommending Board of Directors Approval of
Candidates for Appointment to the Air District’s Hearing Board

1) Consider reappointment of the incumbent to the Air District’s Hearing Board. Conduct
interviews and consider recommending Board of Directors approval of candidates for
appointment to the Air District’s Hearing Board.

For the full Committee agenda packet and materials, click on the link below:
www.baagmd.gov/bodagendas

Report of the Advisory Council Meeting of July 19, 2018
BOARD LIAISON: R. Sinks J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baaqgmd.gov

The Committee received the following reports:

A) Introduction of New Members to the Air District’s Advisory Council

1) None; receive and file.

B) Update on Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617)

1) None; receive and file.

C) Health Impacts and Assessments of Diesel Particulate Matter in the Bay Area

1) None; receive and file.

D) Update on the Air District’s Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions Reduction Strategy

1) The Advisory Council will consider providing input to the Air District Board of
Directors in support of voluntary diesel emissions reduction efforts.

For the full Committee agenda packet and materials, click on the link below:
www.baagmd.gov/ADVagendas




10.

Report of the Executive Committee Meeting of July 23, 2018
CHAIR: D. Hudson J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baaqmd.gov

The Committee received the following reports:

A) Hearing Board Quarterly Report: April — June 2018

1) None; receive and file.

B) Recommended Assembly Bill (AB) 617 Communities for Community Plans

1) Recommend Board of Directors approve staff recommendations for community air
monitoring and community emission reduction plans under the state’s Community Air
Protection Program.

C) Update on the Governor’s Global Climate Action Summit

1) Seek support from their jurisdictions for the Diesel Free by 33 Statement of Purpose
and encourage signatures from Mayor’s both within and outside the Bay Area; and

2) Encourage participation from cities, counties and businesses Request at the Climate
Technology Showcase event.

D) Technology Implementation Office Update and Summary of Steering Committee
Meeting

1) Authorize the Executive Officer/APCO to negotiate and execute an agreement with the
IBamk not to exceed $4,185,000 to fund a loan program for Bay Area industrial
facilities.

E) Status Update on the Air District’s Advisory Council

1) None; receive and file.

F) Amendments to Air District Administrative Code Addressing Resolutions

1) Recommend Board of Directors consideration and approval of language amending the
Air District’s Administrative Code to address introduction and amendment of
resolutions to be adopted by the Board of Directors. If approved by the Committee, in
accordance with the Air District’s Administrative Code, language amending the
Administrative Code will be noticed in an upcoming Board of Directors meeting
agenda, and placed on the Agenda for adoption at a subsequent meeting.

G) Discussion of Procedures for Receiving Public Comment on Non-Agenda Topics

1) The Committee will discuss procedures for receiving public comment on topics not
included in an item on a posted agenda.

For the full Committee agenda packet and materials, click on the link below:
www.baagmd.gov/bodagendas




1.

12.

Report of the Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee Meeting of July 25, 2018
CHAIR: C. Chavez J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

The Committee received the following reports:

A) Trends in Crude QOil Imports, Petroleum Refining, Crude Oil Transportation and an
Outlook for Future Petroleum Markets

1) None; receive and file.

B) Issues and Concerns Regarding Future Refinery Crude Slates

1) None; receive and file.

C) The Legal Framework for the Air District

1) None; receive and file.

For the full Committee agenda packet and materials, click on the link below:
www.baagmd.gov/bodagendas

Report of the Mobile Source Committee Meeting of July 26, 2018
CHAIR: S. Haggerty J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

The Committee received the following reports:

A) Projects and Contracts with Proposed Grant Awards Over $100.000 and a Request
for a Waiver for Fiscal Year Ending 2018 Transportation Fund for Clean Air
Regional Fund Policies from the Town of Los Gatos

1) Approve Carl Moyer Program and Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) projects
with proposed grant awards over $100,000 as shown in Attachment 1;

2) Approve a policy waiver to allow the Town of Los Gatos to be eligible for funding from
the Fiscal Year Ending 2018 TFCA Regional Fund for a bikeway improvement project
that will upgrade an existing Class Il bicycle lane to a separated Class 1V bikeway; and

3) Authorize the Executive Officer/APCO to enter into all necessary agreements with
applicants for the recommended projects.

B) Approval of Contract for Clean Cars for All Program Case Managers

1) Authorize the Executive Officer/APCO to execute a contract with GRID Alternatives at
a cost not to exceed $250,000 for services performed in Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2018
and FYE 20109.



C) New_Grant Program Revenues and Request to Increase Staffing in the Strategic
Incentives Division

1) Authorize the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) to accept,
amend the Fiscal Year Ending 2019 budget to account for new funding, obligate, and
expend up to:

A) $130 million in funding from the Volkswagen Environmental Mitigation
Trust (VW Trust); and

B) $1,160,311 in funding from the United States Environmental Protection
Agency.

2) Authorize the Executive Officer/APCO to enter into all agreements necessary to accept,
obligate, and expend this funding; and

3) Authorize the creation of eight (8) additional full-time equivalent (FTE) positions in the
Strategic Incentives and Compliance and Enforcement Divisions and Finance Section.

For the full Committee agenda packet and materials, click on the link below:
www.baagmd.gov/bodagendas

13.  Report of the Stationary Source Committee Meeting of July 30, 2018
CHAIR: J. Gioia J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

The Committee will receive the following reports:

A) Air Pollution Complaint Process Overview

1) None; receive and file.

B) Overview of Regulation 7: Odorous Substances Rule Amendment Concepts

1) None; receive and file.

C) Update on Implementation of AB 617 Community Air Protection

1) None; receive and file.

For the full Committee agenda packet and materials, click on the link below:
www.baagmd.gov/bodagendas




14.

Report of the Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee Meeting of August 1, 2018
CHAIR: M. Ross J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagqmd.gov

The Committee will receive the following reports:

A) CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATOR - (Government Code
Section 54956.8) The Committee will meet in closed session pursuant to Government Code
Section 54956.8 to confer with real property negotiators to discuss acquisition of real
property.

Property: 4102, 4104, 4108, 4114, 4124 Lakeside Drive, Richmond, CA
94806

Air District Negotiators: Jack P. Broadbent, Executive Officer/APCO
Rex Sanders, Chief Administrative Officer

Negotiating Parties: Bay City Mechanical
Under Negotiation: Price and Terms

For the full Committee agenda packet and materials, click on the link below:
www.baagmd.gov/bodagendas

PRESENTATION

15.

Recommended Assembly Bill (AB) 617 Communities for Community Plans
J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

The Board of Directors will consider approving staff recommendation for community air
monitoring and community emission reduction plans under the State’s Community Air
Protection Program.

PUBLIC HEARING

16.

Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Proposed Regulation 6, Particulate Matter - Common
Definitions and Test Methods; Proposed Amendments to Regulation 6, Particulate Matter,
Rule 1: General Requirements; Proposed Regulation 6, Particulate Matter, Rule 6: Prohibition
of Trackout; and Approval of a CEQA, Negative Declaration
J. Broadbent/5052
jbradbent@baaqmd.gov

The Board of Directors will consider adopting proposed new Regulation 6: Common
Definitions and Test Methods, proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General
Requirements, new Regulation 6, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout, Adopt proposed
amendments to Volume 1: Enforcement Procedures, Part 1: Assessment of Visible Emissions
Opacity, and the adoption of a Negative Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).



CLOSED SESSION

A) CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATOR - (Government Code
Section 54956.8) The Board will meet in closed session pursuant to Government Code Section
54956.8 to confer with real property negotiators to discuss acquisition of real property.

Property: 4102, 4104, 4108, 4114, 4124 Lakeside Drive, Richmond, CA
94806

Air District Negotiators: Jack P. Broadbent, Executive Officer/APCO
Rex Sanders, Chief Administrative Officer

Negotiating Parties: Bay City Mechanical

Under Negotiation: Price and Terms

OPEN SESSION

PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA MATTERS

17.

Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items, Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.3

Speakers who did not have the opportunity to address the Board in the first round of
comments on non-agenda matters will be allowed two minutes each to address the Board on
non-agenda matters.

BOARD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS

18. Any member of the Board, or its staff, on his or her own initiative or in response to questions
posed by the public, may: ask a question for clarification, make a brief announcement or
report on his or her own activities, provide a reference to staff regarding factual information,
request staff to report back at a subsequent meeting concerning any matter or take action to
direct staff to place a matter of business on a future agenda. (Gov’t Code § 54954.2)

OTHER BUSINESS

19.  Report of the Executive Officer/APCO

20. Chairperson’s Report

21. Time and Place of Next Meeting:

Wednesday, September 5, 2018, at 375 Beale Street, San Francisco, CA 94105 at 9:30 a.m.

22.  Adjournment

The Board meeting shall be adjourned by the Board Chair.



CONTACT:

MANAGER, EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS (415) 749-4941
375 BEALE STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 FAX: (415) 928-8560
vjohnson@baaqmd.gov BAAQMD homepage:

www.baagmd.gov

e To submit written comments on an agenda item in advance of the meeting. Please note that all
correspondence must be addressed to the “Members of the Board of Directors” and received at
least 24 hours prior, excluding weekends and holidays, in order to be presented at that Board
meeting. Any correspondence received after that time will be presented to the Board at the
following meeting.

o To request, in advance of the meeting, to be placed on the list to testify on an agenda item.

e Any writing relating to an open session item on this Agenda that is distributed to all, or a
majority of all, members of the body to which this Agenda relates shall be made available at
the District’s offices at 375 Beale Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94105, at the time such

writing is made available to all, or a majority of all, members of that body.

Accessibility and Non-Discrimination Policy

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) does not discriminate on the basis of
race, national origin, ethnic group identification, ancestry, religion, age, sex, sexual orientation,
gender identity, gender expression, color, genetic information, medical condition, or mental or
physical disability, or any other attribute or belief protected by law.

It is the Air District’s policy to provide fair and equal access to the benefits of a program or
activity administered by Air District. The Air District will not tolerate discrimination against any
person(s) seeking to participate in, or receive the benefits of, any program or activity offered or
conducted by the Air District. Members of the public who believe they or others were unlawfully
denied full and equal access to an Air District program or activity may file a discrimination
complaint under this policy. This non-discrimination policy also applies to other people or entities
affiliated with Air District, including contractors or grantees that the Air District utilizes to provide
benefits and services to members of the public.

Auxiliary aids and services including, for example, qualified interpreters and/or listening devices,
to individuals who are deaf or hard of hearing, and to other individuals as necessary to ensure
effective communication or an equal opportunity to participate fully in the benefits, activities,
programs and services will be provided by the Air District in a timely manner and in such a way as
to protect the privacy and independence of the individual. Please contact the Non-Discrimination
Coordinator identified below at least three days in advance of a meeting so that arrangements can
be made accordingly.

If you believe discrimination has occurred with respect to an Air District program or activity, you
may contact the Non-Discrimination Coordinator identified below or visit our website at
www.baaqmd.gov/accessibility to learn how and where to file a complaint of discrimination.

Questions regarding this Policy should be directed to the Air District’s Non-Discrimination
Coordinator, Rex Sanders, at (415) 749-4951 or by email at rsanders@baaqmd.gov.




BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
375 BEALE STREET, SAN FraNCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94105

FOR QUESTIONS PLEASE CALL (415) 749-4941

EXECUTIVE OFFICE:

MONTHLY CALENDAR OF AIR DISTRICT MEETINGS

JULY 2018
TYPE OF MEETING DAY DATE TIME ROOM
Board of Directors Stationary Source Monday 30 9:30 a.m. 1%t Floor Board Room
Committee (Meets on the 3™ Monday of every other
Month)
AUGUST 2018
TYPE OF MEETING DAY DATE TIME ROOM
Board of Directors Special Meeting as The Wednesday 1 9:00 a.m. 1 Floor Board Room
Sole Member of The Bay Area Clean Air
Foundation (At the Call of the Chair) - CANCELLED
Board of Directors Ad Hoc Building Wednesday 1 9:00 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room
Oversight Committee Meeting
(At the Call of the Chair)
Board of Directors Regular Meeting Wednesday 1 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room
(Meets on the 1% & 3™ Wednesday of each Month)
Board of Directors Regular Meeting Wednesday 15 9:30 a.m. 1t Floor Board Room
(Meets on the 1% & 3™ Wednesday of each Month)
- CANCELLED
Board of Directors Budget & Finance Wednesday 22 9:30 a.m. 1st Floor, Yerba Buena
Committee (Meets on the 4" Wednesday of each Month) Room #109
- CANCELLED
Board of Directors Mobile Source Thursday 23 9:30 a.m. 1t Floor Board Room
Committee (Meets on the 4" Thursday of each Month)
- CANCELLED
SEPTEMBER 2018
TYPE OF MEETING DAY DATE TIME ROOM
Board of Directors Regular Meeting Wednesday 5 9:30 a.m. 1%t Floor Board Room
(Meets on the 1% & 3™ Wednesday of each Month)
Board of Directors Stationary Source Monday 17 9:30 a.m. 1t Floor Board Room
Committee (Meets on the 3™ Monday of every other
Month)
Board of Directors Regular Meeting Wednesday 19 9:30 a.m. 1t Floor Board Room
(Meets on the 1% & 3™ Wednesday of each Month)
Board of Directors Climate Protection Thursday 20 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room

Committee
(Meets on the 3™ Thursday of every other Month)




TYPE OF MEETING

Board of Directors Budget & Finance
Committee (Meets on the 4™ Wednesday of each Month)

Board of Directors Mobile Source
Committee (Meets on the 4" Thursday of each Month)

TYPE OF MEETING

Board of Directors Regular Meeting
(Meets on the 1% & 3™ Wednesday of each Month)

Board of Directors Regular Meeting
(Meets on the 1% & 3™ Wednesday of each Month)

Board of Directors TIO Steering Committee
(At the Call of the Chair)

Board of Directors Budget & Finance
Committee (Meets on the 4" Wednesday of each Month)

Board of Directors Mobile Source
Committee (Meets on the 4" Thursday of each Month)

HL -7/27/18 — 8:10 a.m.

SEPTEMBER 2018

DAY DATE
Wednesday 26
Thursday 27

OCTOBER 2018

DAY DATE
Wednesday 3
Wednesday 17
Monday 22
Wednesday 24
Thursday 25

TIME

9:30 a.m.

9:30 a.m.

TIME

9:30 a.m.

9:30 a.m.

9:30 a.m.

9:30 a.m.

9:30 a.m.

ROOM

1st Floor, Yerba Buena
Room #109

1st Floor, Yerba Buena
Room #109

ROOM

1%t Floor Board Room

1%t Floor Board Room

1%t Floor Board Room

1st Floor, Yerba Buena
Room #109

1%t Floor Board Room

G/Board/Executive Office/Moncal



AGENDA: 3

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 18, 2018

Re: Minutes of the Board of Directors Regular Meeting of June 6, 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve the attached draft minutes of the Board of Directors Regular Meeting of June 6, 2018.
DISCUSSION

Attached for your review and approval are the draft minutes of the Board of Directors Regular
Meeting of June 6, 2018.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Marcy Hiratzka
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson

Attachment 3A: Draft Minutes of the Board of Directors Regular Meeting of June 6, 2018



AGENDA 3A - ATTACHMENT

Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Regular Meeting of June 6, 2018

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
375 Beale Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 749-5073

Board of Directors Regular Meeting
Wednesday, June 6, 2018

DRAFT MINUTES

Note: Audio recordings of the meeting are available on the website of the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District at
www.baagmd.gov/bodagendas

CALL TO ORDER

1. Opening Comments: Board of Directors (Board) Chairperson, David Hudson, called the
meeting to order at 9:32 a.m.

Roll Call:

Present: Chairperson David Hudson; Vice Chair Katie Rice; Secretary Rod Sinks; and Directors
Margaret Abe-Koga, Teresa Barrett, John J. Bauters, David Canepa, Cindy Chavez,
John Gioia, Scott Haggerty, Tyrone Jue, Doug Kim, Liz Kniss, Nate Miley, Karen
Mitchoff, Hillary Ronen, Mark Ross, Jim Spering, Brad Wagenknecht, and Shirlee
Zane.

Absent: Directors Pauline Russo Cutter, Carole Groom, and Pete Sanchez.

CONSENT CALENDAR ATEMS2-17)

2. Minutes of the Board of Directors Special Meeting Budget Hearing of May 2, 2018 and Regular
Meeting of May 2, 2018

3. Board Communications Received from May 2, 2018 through June 5, 2018

4. Air District Personnel on Out-of-State Business Travel

5. Notices of Violations Issued and Settlements in excess of $10,000 during the month of April 2018

6. Quarterly Report of the Executive Office and Division Activities for the Months of January 2018
to March 2018

7. Authorization to Execute Contract Amendments for Production System Office

Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

None.



Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Regular Meeting of June 6, 2018

Board Action:

Director Haggerty made a motion, seconded by Director Kniss, to approve the Consent Calendar Items
2 through 7 inclusive; and the motion carried by the following vote of the Board:

AYES: Abe-Koga, Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Chavez, Gioia, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue,
Kim, Kniss, Mitchoff, Rice, Ross, Sinks, Spering, and Wagenknecht.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.
ABSENT: Cutter, Groom, Miley, Ronen, Sanchez, and Zane.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

8. Report of the Personnel Committee Meeting of May 7, 2018
Personnel Committee Chair, Director Jim Spering, read the following Committee report:
The Committee met on Monday, May 7, 2018, and approved the minutes of February 7, 2018.

The Committee discussed two vacancies on the Air District’s Advisory Council, as former Council
members, Robert Harley and Tam Doduc, declined consideration for reappointment at the expiration
of their two-year term on the Council. The Committee then discussed the District’s recruitment process.
The Committee then interviewed five candidates. The Committee recommends the Board approve:

1. The reappointment of the five incumbent Council members who wish to continue serving:
Chair Stan Hayes, Vice Chair Michael Kleinman, and members Severin Borenstein, Tim
Lipman, and Jane Long;

2. The appointment of Gina M. Solomon, Medical Doctor, Master of Public Health, to the
Advisory Council for a two-year term; and

3. The appointment of Linda Rudolph, Medical Doctor, Master of Public Health, to the
Advisory Council for a two-year term.

The next meeting of the Personnel Committee will be held on Thursday, July 12, 2018, at 9:30 a.m., at
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Office, 375 Beale Street, Board Room, San Francisco,
California 94105. 1 move that the Board approve the Personnel Committee recommendations. This
concludes the Chair Report of the Personnel Committee.

Public Comments:

Public comments were given by Jan Warren, Interfaith Climate Action Network of Contra Costa County
(ICANCCCO); Richard Gray, Jed Holtzman, and Janet Stromberg, 350 Bay Area.

Board Comments:

The Committee and staff discussed the original recruitment and appointment processes in 2015 of the
five current Advisory Council members and their subsequent reappointment to the Advisory Council in
2018; and the Board’s appreciation for the service of the five current Advisory Council members.



Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Regular Meeting of June 6, 2018

NOTED PRESENT: Director Zane was noted present at 9:44 a.m.
Board Action:

Director Spering made a motion, seconded by Director Wagenknecht, to approve the recommendations
of the Personnel Committee; and the motion carried by the following vote of the Board:

AYES: Abe-Koga, Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Chavez, Gioia, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue,
Kim, Kniss, Mitchoff, Rice, Ross, Sinks, Spering, Wagenknecht, and Zane.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.
ABSENT: Cutter, Groom, Miley, Ronen, and Sanchez.

9. Report of the Stationary Source Committee Meeting of May 21, 2018
Stationary Source Committee Chair, Director John Gioia, read the following Committee report:
The Committee met on Monday, May 21, 2018, and approved the minutes of March 19, 2018.

The Committee reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Update on the Assembly Bill 617-
Required Best Available Retrofit Control Technology Review.

The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Update on the Air District’s Basin-
Wide Methane Strategy.

Finally, the Committee reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Implementation Update on
Regulation 11, Rule 18 - Reduction of Risk from Air Toxic Emissions at Existing Facilities.

The next meeting of the Committee is at the call of the Chair. This concludes the Chair report of the
Stationary Source Committee.

Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

None.

Board Action:

None; receive and file.

10.  Report of the Mobile Source Committee Meeting of May 24, 2018

Mobile Source Committee Chair, Director Scott Haggerty, read the following Committee report:

The Committee met on Thursday, May 24, 2018, and approved the minutes of April 26, 2018.

3



Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Regular Meeting of June 6, 2018

The Committee reviewed and discussed the staff presentation, Projects and Contracts with Proposed
Grant Awards Over $100,000. The Committee recommends the Board:

1. Approve Carl Moyer Program and Transportation Fund for Clean Air projects with
proposed grant awards over $100,000 as shown in Attachment 1; and

2. Authorize the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer to enter into all necessary
agreements with applicants for the recommended projects.

The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Fiscal Year Ending 2019
Transportation Fund for Clean Air Regional Fund Policies and Evaluation Criteria. The Committee
recommends the Board:

1. Approve the proposed Fiscal Year Ending 2019 Transportation Fund for Clean Air
Regional Fund Policies and Evaluation Criteria presented in Attachment A.

Finally, the Committee reviewed and discussed the staff presentation New Program: Clean and Electric
Vehicle Adoption in Disadvantaged Communities.

The next meeting of the Mobile Source Committee will be held on Thursday, July 26, 2018, at 9:30 a.m.,
at the Bay Area Air Quality Management District office, 375 Beale Street, San Francisco, CA 94105. |
move that the Board approve the Mobile Source Committee’s recommendations. This concludes the
Chair Report of the Mobile Source Committee

Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

None.
Board Action:

Director Haggerty made a motion, seconded by Director Ross, to approve the recommendations of the
Mobile Source Committee; and the motion carried by the following vote of the Board:

AYES: Abe-Koga, Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Chavez, Gioia, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue,
Kim, Kniss, Mitchoff, Rice, Ross, Sinks, Spering, Wagenknecht, and Zane.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.
ABSENT: Cutter, Groom, Miley, Ronen, and Sanchez.

11.  Report of the Climate Protection Committee Meeting of June 4, 2018
Climate Protection Committee Chair, Teresa Barrett, read the following Committee report:

The Climate Protection Committee met on Monday, June 4, 2018, and approved the minutes of March
15, 2018.



Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Regular Meeting of June 6, 2018

The Committee received and discussed the staff presentation Climate Protection Grant Program. The
Committee recommends the Board:

1. Approve proposed projects for the 2018 Climate Protection Grant Program and
authorization for the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer to execute grant
agreements for the recommended projects.

Finally, the Committee received and discussed the staff presentation Consumption-Based Greenhouse
Gas (GHG) Emissions Inventory.

The next meeting of the Committee will be at the call of the Chair. | move that the Board approve the
Climate Protection Committee’s recommendations. Also, based on the Grants Projects we are
recommending today — The Committee has asked the staff to give a brief presentation to the Full Board
regarding the program. This concludes the Chair report of the Climate Protection Committee.

At this time, Abby Young, Climate Protection Manager, gave staff presentation 2018 Climate
Protection Grant Program, including: results; kick-starting regional transformation; and high-level
outcomes.

NOTED PRESENT: Director Ronen was noted present at 9:53 a.m.

Public Comments:

Public comments were given by Janet Stormberg, 350 Bay Area.

Board Comments:

The Board and staff discussed the Board’s appreciation for project applications serving multiple
counties; the District’s outreach process when advertising this program to prospective applicants; the
number of applications that were received and the District’s application evaluation process; whether a
formula to more accurately estimate GHG emission reductions within a project is needed;
recommended projects that are anticipated to produce long-term benefits; the request that public
documents listing awarded projects specify that matching funds are associated with applicable projects;
finding the balance between funding technology versus incentives to modify human behavior; the
metrics the District plans to use to measure the progress and success of the projects; and concerns about
the project application from Contra Costa County regarding web-based community engagement.

Board Action:

Director Barrett made a motion, seconded by Director Sinks, to approve the recommendations of the
Climate Protection Committee; and the motion carried by the following vote of the Board:

AYES: Abe-Koga, Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Chavez, Gioia, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue,
Kim, Kniss, Mitchoff, Rice, Ronen, Ross, Sinks, Spering, Wagenknecht, and
Zane.

NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.
ABSENT: Cutter, Groom, Miley, and Sanchez
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12. Report of the Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee Meeting of June 6, 2018

Ad Hoc Building Oversight Chair, Director Mark Ross, read the following Committee report:
The Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee met on Wednesday, June 6, 2018, and approved the minutes
of April 18, 2018.

The Committee received and discussed the staff presentation Discussion of Space on the Eighth Floor
of 375 Beale Street and Recommendation to Purchase. The Committee met in Closed Session to receive
an update on the Richmond Property, but there is no reportable action. The Committee recommends
the Board:

1. Approve the purchase of approximately 11,400 rentable square feet, but not more than 13,000
rentable square feet, on the 8" Floor of 375 Beale Street, in substantially the form of Attachment
A, Purchase and Sale Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions, at a price of $385/rentable
square feet, with a total purchase price not to exceed $5,005,000, and authorize the Executive
Officer to negotiate and execute the Purchase and Sale Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions
with the Bay Area Headquarters Authority, and to negotiate and execute amended Covenants,
Conditions, and Restrictions.

The next meeting of the Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee will be at the call of the Chair. I move
that the Board approve the Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee’s recommendations. This concludes
the Chair report of the Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee.

Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

None.
Board Action:

Director Ross made a motion, seconded by Director Kniss, to approve the recommendations of the Ad
Hoc Building Oversight Committee; and the motion carried by the following vote of the Board:

AYES: Abe-Koga, Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Chavez, Gioia, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue,
Kim, Kniss, Mitchoff, Rice, Ronen, Ross, Sinks, Spering, Wagenknecht, and
Zane.

NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.
ABSENT: Cutter, Groom, Miley, and Sanchez.
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PRESENTATION

13. Governor’s Global Climate Action Summit 2018

Jack Broadbent, Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer, introduced Lisa Fasano,
Communications Officer, who, with Ms. Young, gave the staff presentation Governor’s Global Climate
Action Summit and Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Affiliated Event, including:
Governor’s Global Climate Action Summit; BAAQMD affiliated forum; forum agenda; and Diesel-
Free by 33 Pledge.

Public Comments:

Public comments were given by Jed Holtzman and Janet Stromberg, 350 Bay Area.

Board Comments:

The Board and staff discussed the request for more defined information, talking points, resolution
language that includes county health data/health impacts, and associated action that can affect
behavior/diesel use regarding the Diesel-Free by 33 pledge; stakeholders whose compliance with the
pledge may be the most difficult to achieve; the anticipated pledge-compliance timelines of jurisdictions
outside of the Bay Area; the District’s plans to produce a publication regarding the benefits of banning
diesel; the need for outreach to County Health Officers and Bay Area jurisdictions’ sister cities about
the pledge; the request that the pledge not focus solely on diesel, but other emissions as well; the request
that the District publicly specifies that efforts to address highly-impacted communities will commence
prior to 2033; and the California Air Resources Board’s rule development that would require transit
agencies to have all zero-emission bus fleets.

NOTED PRESENT: Director Miley was noted present at 10:49 a.m.
Board Action:
None; receive and file.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

14. Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Proposed Amendments to Air District 3: Fees,
and Approval of the Filing of a Notice of Exemption for the California Environmental
Equality Quality Act

Dr. Jeff McKay, Chief Financial Officer, stated that the first of two required Public Hearings regarding
this item was held on April 18, 2018. He stated that no public comments were given at the first hearing,
and none were submitted at the second Public Hearing. Dr. McKay asked if the Board wished to see his
presentation that was given during the first Public Hearing, and at the consensus of the Board members
present, Dr. McKay was not required to repeat the presentation. Dr. McKay stated that, if approved by
the Board, the proposed amendments to Air District Regulation 3: Fees would become effective on July
1,2018.
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Chair Hudson opened the Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Proposed Amendments to Air District
3: Fees, and Approval of the Filing of a Notice of Exemption for the California Environmental Equality
Quality Act.

Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

None.

Chair Hudson closed the Public Hearing.

Board Action:

Director Wagenknecht made a motion, seconded by Director Mitchoff, to adopt the proposed
amendments to Air District Regulation 3: Fees, which would become effective on July 1, 2018, and

approve a Notice of Exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act; and the motion carried
by the following vote of the Board:

AYES: Abe-Koga, Barrett, Bauters, Chavez, Gioia, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue, Kim, Kniss,
Miley, Mitchoff, Rice, Ronen, Sinks, Spering, Wagenknecht, and Zane.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.
ABSENT: Canepa, Cutter, Groom, Ross, and Sanchez.

15. Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of the Air District’s Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year
Ending 2019

Dr. Jeff McKay, Chief Financial Officer, stated that the first of two required Public Hearings regarding
this item was held on May 2, 2018. He stated that no public comments were given at the first hearing,
and none were submitted at the second Public Hearing. Dr. McKay asked if the Board wished to see his
presentation that was given during the first Public Hearing, and at the consensus of the Board members
present, Dr. McKay was not required to repeat the presentation.

Chair Hudson opened the Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of the Air District’s Proposed Budget
for Fiscal Year Ending 2019.

Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

None.

Chair Hudson closed the Public Hearing.
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Board Action:

Director Mitchoff made a motion, seconded by Director Wagenknecht, to adopt a resolution to approve
the Proposed Budget for FYE 2019 and various budget-related actions; and the motion carried by the
following vote of the Board:

AYES: Abe-Koga, Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Chavez, Gioia, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue,
Kim, Kniss, Miley, Mitchoff, Rice, Ronen, Ross, Sinks, Spering, Wagenknecht,
and Zane.

NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.
ABSENT: Cutter, Groom, and Sanchez.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA MATTERS

16. Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items, Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.3
Public comments were given by Richard Gray, 350 Bay Area; and Jan Warren (ICANCCC)

BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS

17.  The following comments were made by Board members:

— Director Zane announced that she was recently asked to serve on the Board of Directors of the
National Council for Science and the Environment in Washington DC.

— Director Jue thanked District staff for addressing the smoke and odor complaints about
Espetus Churrascaria steakhouse in San Francisco in conjunction with his and Director Ronen’s
offices. He said he looks forward to potential amendments to existing District Regulation.

— Director Kniss announced that many city council members may be attending the League of
California Cities’ Annual Conference, which conflicts with the Governor’s Global Climate
Action Summit in September 2018.

— Director Sinks, Barrett, and Gioia spoke about an advertisement that has been on Facebook since
January 2018.

OTHER BUSINESS

18. Report of the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer
Mr. Broadbent announced the following:

— Staff will report back to the Board regarding the District’s diversity efforts.

— Thanks to Dr. McKay and the Finance Office for preparing the FYE 2019 Proposed Budget.

— The District has not yet reached national ozone exceedances in 2018.

— Compliance and Enforcement staff will give a status update on the smoke and odor complaints
about the steakhouse in San Francisco; there are similar complaints from a grill in Petaluma.

— The District’s Executive Office hired new Executive Assistants, Karen Wiess and Justine
Buenaflor.
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19. Chairperson’s Report
Chair Hudson announced the following:
— District staff and Stationary Source/Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee members will take
a tour of the Athabasca oil sands in Alberta, Canada on August 13.
— Congratulations to Directors Gioia, Groom, Mitchoff, Spering, and Wagenknecht for being
reelected to serve in their current Supervisorial roles in the primary election.
— The following meetings have been cancelled: June 20, July 4, July 18 Board meetings; and July
19 Climate Protection Committee meeting.
20. Time and Place of Next Meeting
Wednesday, August 1, 2018, at 375 Beale Street, San Francisco, CA 94105 at 9:30 am.

21. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 11:34 a.m.

Marcy Hiratzka
Clerk of the Boards
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AGENDA: 4

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 17, 2018

Re: Board Communications Received from June 6, 2018 through July 31, 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

DISCUSSION

Copies of communications directed to the Board of Directors received by the Air District from
June 6, 2018, through July 31, 2018, if any, will be at each Board Member’s place at the August
1, 2018, Board meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Aloha de Guzman




AGENDA: 5

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 25, 2018

Re: Air District Personnel on OQut-of-State Business Travel

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

In accordance with Section 5.4 (b) of the Air District’s Administrative Code, Fiscal Policies and
Procedures Section, the Board is hereby notified of District personnel who have traveled on out-
of-state business.

The report covers the out-of-sate business travel for the month of January 2018. The monthly
out-of-state business travel report is presented in the month following travel completion.

DISCUSSION
The following out-of-state business travel activities occurred in the month of June 2018:

111" Annual Air & Waste Management Association Conference and Exhibition in Hartford,
Connecticut, June 25-28. 2018 Attendees:

= John Bauters, Board of Directors (Director)

= David Hudson, Board of Directors (Chair)

= Mark Ross, Board of Directors (Director)

= Brad Wagenknecht, Board of Directors (Director)
= Stan Hayes, Advisory Council (Chair)

=  Michael Kleinman, Advisory Council (Member)

= Jack Broadbent, Executive Officer

= Brian Bunger, Counsel

= Damian Breen, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer
=  Wayne Kino, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer
= Rex Sanders, Chief Administrative Officer

= Ranyee Chiang, Director

= Jeff Gove, Director



= Henry Hilken, Director

=  Maricela Martinez, Director

= Eric Stevenson, Director

= Ken Mak, Acting Supervising Staff Specialist
= (arol Allen, Assistant Manager

The 26™ International Conference on Modeling, Monitoring and Management of Air Pollution,
Naples, Italy, June 19 — June 21, 2018 Attendee:

= Jack P. Broadbent, Executive Officer/APCO

Roadmap 11 Conference, Portland, Oregon, June 17 — June 20, 2018 Attendee:

» Mark Tang, Administrative Analyst

World Health Organization Health in All Policies Workshop, Washington, DC, June 17 — June
20, 2018 Attendee:

* Luz Gomez, Air Quality Program Manager

STEM Career Fair, Washington, DC. June 7 — June 11. 2018 Attendee:

= David Minuk, Human Resources Analyst

EPA Workshop: Deliberating Performance Targets for Air Quality Sensors, Durham, NC, June
23 —June 27. 2018 Attendee:

= Katherine Hoag, Principal Air Quality Engineer

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Stephanie Osaze
Reviewed by: Jeff McKay




AGENDA: 6

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 25, 2018

Re: Notices of Violations Issued and Settlements in excess of $10,000 during the months
of May and June 2018
RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.
DISCUSSION

In accordance with Resolution No. 2012-08, attached to this Memorandum is a listing of all
Notices of Violations issued, and all settlements for amounts in excess of $10,000 during the
calendar months prior to this report.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

The amounts of civil penalties collected are included in the Air District’s general fund budget.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Brian C. Bunger

Attachments 6A: Notices of Violations for the Month of May 2018
Attachments 6B: Notices of Violations for the Month of June 2018



NOTICES OF VIOLATION ISSUED

AGENDA 6A - ATTACHMENT

The following Notice(s) of Violation were issued in May 2018:

Alameda
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
PC 9668 Pt 10perating S-
A B & I Foundry | A0062 Oakland A56401A | 5/3/2018 2-6-307 | 25 without abatement
Lam Research Unapproved run
Corporation - time(P/C#22820-2); RCA#
Fremont Campus | A3152 Fremont AS57010A | 5/31/2018 2-1-307 07H18, 07H21
P.W. Stephens
Environmental,
Inc. Y5159 Fremont A58036A | 5/14/2018 | 11-2-401.3 | Improper notification
Failure to conduct annual
vapor recovery 2017
source testing within 12
Royal Gas 74281 Oakland A57423A | 5/2/2018 2-1-307 | months.
PC #26027, Sections E.10
Tesla, Inc A1438 Fremont AS5789A | 5/7/2018 2-6-307 & G.10
Tesla, Inc A1438 Fremont AS55790A | 5/7/2018 2-1-301 No A/C and no P/O.
Tesla, Inc Al1438 Fremont AS55790B | 5/7/2018 2-1-302 No A/C and no P/O.
Waste
Management of Failure to continuously
Alameda County | A2066 | Livermore | A57386A | 5/15/2018 2-6-307 | abate emissions
Contra Costa
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Failed to inspect R650 as
Chevron Products required in 40 CFR
Company A0010 | Richmond | AS57552A | 5/17/2018 10 60.592(a) Dev 4719.-




Failed to inspect R650 as

Chevron Products required in 40 CFR
Company A0010 | Richmond | A57552B | 5/17/2018 | 8-18-401.2 | 60.592(a) Dev 4719.-
1 flare sample were not
Chevron Products 12-11- compliant with reg. 12-11
Company A0010 | Richmond | AS58129A | 5/17/2018 502.3.1 Dev #4724.
Failed source test on
4/7/17 and 5/3/17; 4814
Chevron Products related to settlement
Company A0010 | Richmond | AS58131A | 5/17/2018 2-6-307 | agreement signed 1/18/18.
Installed burner tips
without AC: Dev 4814
Chevron Products related to settlement
Company A0010 | Richmond | AS58132A | 5/17/2018 2-1-301 agreement signed 1/18/18.
P/C #4780 Part 3 —
Dow Chemical Ammonia Emissions <
Company A0031 Pittsburg | AS57639A | 5/21/2018 2-6-307 0.02 lbs/day
Gateway
Generating NOx excess at S#41
Station B8143 Antioch AS56925A | 5/7/2018 2-6-307 exceeded P/C#18138 limit
Violation of P/C#15474:
Kellog Creek No records for sand
Agregates,Inc A6330 Byron A56924A | 5/18/2018 2-1-307 | throughput.
Ringelmann No. 1
New NGC, Inc A0706 | Richmond | AS56497A | 5/1/2018 6-1-301 Limitation
Phillips 66 Emissions not abated by
Carbon Plant A0022 Rodeo AS57710A | 5/10/2018 2-6-307 | baghouse A-10.
Pinole Rodeo
Auto Wreckers B9653 Rodeo AS57711A | 5/22/2018 2-1-301 No A/C and no P/O.
Pinole Rodeo
Auto Wreckers B9653 Rodeo AS57711B | 5/22/2018 2-1-302 | No A/C and no P/O.
Shell Chemical
LP B2870 | Martinez | AS57594A | 5/15/2018 | 8-5-306.2 | Not gas tight.
Shell Martinez EO7F78 PC#12271 Part
Refinery A0011 | Martinez | AS7593A | 5/2/2018 2-6-307 | 35 NOx>10 ppm/ 3hr avg




Tesoro Refining

& Marketing Did not meet p/c #8535.2.
Company LLC B2758 | Martinez | A56273A | 5/3/2018 2-6-307 Late reporting.
Tesoro Refining Incomplete vessel
& Marketing depressurization records.
Company LLC B2758 | Martinez | AS6274A | 5/3/2018 8-10-302 | 2017
Tesoro Refining Incomplete vessel
& Marketing depressurization records.
Company LLC B2758 | Martinez | AS56274B | 5/3/2018 8-10-503 | 2017
Tesoro Refining
& Marketing Gap discovered on sec.
Company LLC B2758 | Martinez | AS56275A | 5/3/2018 | 8-5-322.1 | seal of IFR Tk-696
Tesoro Refining
& Marketing Gap discovered on sec.
Company LLC B2758 Pacheco A56275A | 5/3/2018 | 8-5-322.1 | seal of IFR Tk-696
Tesoro Refining
& Marketing Exceeded p/c > 19199 H4.
Company LLC B2758 | Martinez | A56276A | 5/3/2018 2-6-307 | NOx>ppm/3
West Contra
Costa County Prohibited fire at compost
Landfill A1840 | Richmond | A56039A | 5/21/2018 5-301.1 operation curing pile.
Santa Clara
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Weld seam failure at S#8
Chevron Products (tank#148). Linked to
Company A0049 | SanlJose | AS57506A | 5/8/2018 | 8-5-305.5 | Breakdown#07G45.
ENS Technology
LLC B6870 | Santa Clara | A57505A | 5/3/2018 2-1-307 | NOV voided.
Solano
Issuance

Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Valero Refining Failure to report
Company - inoperative monitor on
California B2626 Benicia A57341A | 5/14/2018 1-522.4 time.




Valero Refining Four pinhole leaks
Company - discovered on regulated
California B2626 Benicia A57342A | 5/14/2018 8-5-304 | tank shell

Valero Refining

Company - PV valve leak >500 ppm
California B2626 Benicia AS57344A | 5/14/2018 | 8-5-306.2 | on regulated tank.

Valero Refining

Company - No monthly engine hours
California B2626 Benicia A57343A | 5/4/2018 9-8-530 records.

SETTLEMENTS FOR $10,000 OR MORE REACHED

There were 3 settlement(s) for $10,000 or more completed in May 2018.

1) On May 10, 2018, the District reached settlement with Phillips 66 Company for $99,400,
regarding the allegations contained in the following 13 Notices of Violation:

Issuance Occurrence
NOV # Date Date Regulation Comments from Enforcement
A52552A 3/24/16 9/1/15 2-6-307 5324 inspections per p/c 1440 port 4a net complete
A52553A 3/28/16 3/28/16 8-8-303 7 leaks total on afterbay & forebay hatches
A53834A 1/13/15 1/12/15 8-18-301 | Total organic compound leak > 100 ppm at Venturi
Source 465 vapors vented to atmosphere in violation
AS53836A 2/26/15 10/17/14 2-6-307 of p/c 22964, part 3
Deviation 4042, p/c 23724, 12 tanks vented to
A53838A 3/11/15 10/29/14 2-6-307 atmosphere instead of to A7
8-5-306.2 Pressure vacuum valve on tank 294 not gas-
AS53841A 6/17/15 6/17/15 8-5-306 tight
8-5-306.2 PVV and gauge hatch on Tank 269 not gas
A53842A 6/17/15 6/17/15 8-5-306 tight
AS53843A 8/11/15 8/6/15 8-5-306 | PVV on TANK 223 not gas tight
DEV 4239. P/C 12122, PT 14, POC source test results
AS53844A 9/30/15 12/20/14 2-6-307 submitted late
AS53845A 9/30/15 7/1/15 2-6-307 Dev 4264, NOC in excess of p/c 21097 pt 3b limit
AS53848A 1/12/16 8/12/15 1-522.6 Failed FAT test O2, deviation 4299




DEV 4332 CO emissions in excess of p/c 23125, part

A53849A 2/9/16 9/24/15 2-6-307 76 limit.
NOx in excess of P/C 1694, E4 limit. Deviation
A56354A 7/21/16 11/4/15 2-6-307 4359,

2) On May 15, 2018, the District reached settlement with SFPP, LP for $70,000, regarding
the allegations contained in the following 5 Notices of Violation:

Issuance Occurrence
NOV # Date Date Regulation Comments from Enforcement

A56252A 5/11/17 2/8/16 8-5-320.3 | Inaccessible openings on internal floating tanks
A56491A 9/6/17 9/6/17 8-5-403 Failure to inspect valves
A56506A 9/22/16 3/30/16 8-33-301 | Failed source test OS-6314 on Vapor Burner

No permanently installed H20 pressure gauge for
A56513A 5/3/17 5/1/17 2-6-307 Sources 21-25, Loading Racks

Loading racks not vapor & liquid leak tight . Sources
A56514A 5/5/17 5/1/17 8-33-309.6 | 21,23, & 25.

Loading racks not vapor & liquid leak tight . Sources
A56514B 5/5/17 5/1/17 8-33-309.5 | 21,23, & 25.

3) On May 31, 2018, the District reached settlement with Criterion Catalysts &
Technologies, LP for $13,000, regarding the allegations contained in the following 4
Notices of Violation:

NOV # Issuance Occurrence | Regulation Comments from Enforcement
Date Date
AS54529A 3/28/16 9/25/15 2-1-307  |CO Excess over limit (06W41)
AS56381A 10/25/16 2/27/16 2-6-307 |[RCA 06Y18 Condition 15672.8 Exceeded CO
A56382A 10/25/16 3/3/16 2-6-307 [RCA 06Y26, Exceeded CO
AS57678A 10/17/17 3/6/17 1-522.7  |Failure to report excess within 96 hours




NOTICES OF VIOLATION ISSUED

AGENDA 6B - ATTACHMENT

The following Notice(s) of Violation were issued in June 2018:

Alameda
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments

Draft pressure below 3 hour
A B & I Foundry | A0062 Oakland AS57878A | 6/28/18 2-6-307 | average.

No annual source
Alameda County test/Initial demonstration of
GSA A8996 Dublin AS57387A | 6/28/18 9-7-403 compliance.

No annual source
Alameda County test/Initial demonstration of
GSA A8996 Dublin A57387B | 6/28/18 9-7-506 | compliance.

Torn hose (>50%

Arco Gas Station | U1758 Hayward | A57272A | 6/12/18 8-7-302.1 | circumference) #1 & #6
Nozzle operation
instructions not posted

Au Energy LLC 71937 Fremont | A58240A | 6/13/18 8-7-307 | (after NTC A46671)

Demo prior to 10 day

EJR Construction | Z4471 | San Lorenzo | A58042A | 6/21/18 | 11-2-401.3 | notification.

Green Petroleum Out of tolerance leak rate of

LLC 74365 | Livermore | A57274A | 6/13/18 8-7-301.6 | drop tube and drain valve.
11-2-401.3 Failure to

SFD 74417 Oakland AS58405A | 6/20/18 | 11-2-401.3 | notify.

Southwest Hazard

Control, Inc G2514 | San Leandro | AS8043A | 6/26/18 | 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date

Synergy RACM waste not in leak-

Enterprises L3268 Hayward | A58044A | 6/28/18 | 11-2-304.1 | tight containers.

T4 Company 74421 Oakland A58040A | 6/5/18 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date.




Tesla, Inc Al1438 Fremont AS5791A 6/4/18 2-1-301 No P/O and No A/C.
Tesla, Inc A1438 Fremont A55791B | 6/4/18 2-1-302 | No P/O and No A/C.
Contra Costa
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Ameresco Keller RCA not notified in
Canyon LLC B7667 | BayPoint | A57641A | 6/20/18 1-523.1 time/late reporting.
Ameresco Keller RCA not notified in
Canyon LLC B7667 | BayPoint | A57641B | 6/20/18 2-6-307 | time/late reporting.
Antioch Building
Materials
Company A0092 | Bay Point | A56926A | 6/28/18 2-1-301 | No P/O.
No current valid VP
Operability test results.
Missing nozzle
instruction/compl number
Gas City 74462 Antioch AS58242A | 6/26/18 2-1-307 | on 11 pumps.
No current valid VP
Operability test results.
Missing nozzle
instruction/compl number
Gas City 74462 Antioch A58242B | 6/26/18 8-7-307 | on 11 pumps.
1)Failed to complete 2017
annual tests 2)Pressure
Harbour Way sensor tubing disconnected
Mini Mart 74461 | Richmond | A58244A | 6/28/18 2-1-307 | from vapor riser
1)Failed to complete 2017
annual tests 2)Pressure
Harbour Way sensor tubing disconnected
Mini Mart 74461 | Richmond | A58244B | 6/28/18 8-7-302.2 | from vapor riser
Mt Diablo
Unified School Failure to notify. No
District E3675 Concord AS58058A | 6/29/18 | 11-2-401.3 | survey.
Mt Diablo
Unified School Failure to notify. No
District E3675 Concord A58058B | 6/29/18 | 11-2-303.8 | survey.




1)Failed district source test
#18141 2)CAS Missing Air
breather/lock on ball valve

NK Gas 74265 Antioch A58363A | 6/29/18 8-7-302.3 | as required
1)Failed district source test
#18141 2)CAS Missing Air
breather/lock on ball valve
NK Gas 74265 Antioch A58363B | 6/29/18 8-7-302.2 | as required
Phillips 66 Emissions not abated by
Carbon Plant A0022 Rodeo AS57713A | 6/7/18 2-6-307 | baghouse A-4
Uncertified breakaway/not
Pittsburg Shell 74465 | Bay Point | A58337A | 6/27/18 8-7-302.1 | factory VST rebuilt
Shell Martinez
Refinery A0011 Martinez | AS7595A | 6/14/18 9-1-307 | E07G29 SO2 >250 ppm
Tesoro Refining
& Marketing S0O2 > 300ppm @ 12% O2.
Company LLC B2758 Martinez | A58278A | 6/1/18 9-1-309 | RCA #07F60
Tesoro Refining
& Marketing Nox > 60ppm @ 3% 02/
Company LLC B2758 Martinez | A58279A | 6/1/18 2-6-307 | 8hr avg. RCA #07F72
Tesoro Refining
& Marketing S0O2 >250 ppm @0% O2.
Company LLC B2758 Martinez | A58280A | 6/28/18 9-1-307 | RCA 07G05
Failed Source Test: Torque
(#18119), drop tube
Top Food and (#18120), static pressure
Gas 74346 | Hilltop Mall | A58306A | 6/19/18 8-7-301 (#18121)
Failed Source Test: Torque
(#18119), drop tube
Top Food and (#18120), static pressure
Gas 74346 | Hilltop Mall | A58306B | 6/19/18 8-7-302.5 | (#18121)
Surpass permitted through
Unocal #2705704 | V4180 | Bay Point | A58336A | 6/26/18 2-1-307 | put limit of 1.13M
Weitekamp
Remodeling &
Construction 74438 Antioch AS55934A | 6/25/18 | 11-2-401.3 | 10 day notification not met.




Marin

Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
2" gauge port is hooked up
Novato Builders in place of pre-EVR fill
Supply 74467 Novato A58364A | 6/29/18 8-7-301.1 | adapter & cap
Skywalker Missed annual source test
Properties 74466 Nicasio AS58243A | 6/27/18 2-1-307 | in 2016.
Napa
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Condition #23223
Incomplete test in 2016 for
vapor to liquid & ISD
Flyers 74470 Napa A58361A | 6/27/18 2-1-307 | operability.
Static pressure performance
test not completed in 2017.
Above grnd tank product
Napa Jet Center B1900 Napa AS58358A | 6/12/18 2-1-307 | fill cap not install
Static pressure performance
test not completed in 2017.
Above grnd tank product
Napa Jet Center B1900 Napa A58358B | 6/12/18 8-7-301.2 | fill cap not install
Napa Valley Failure to conduct annual
Country Club C0359 Napa AS58307A | 6/27/18 2-1-307 | source test. P/C #16516
Vapor pressure valve not
Redwood Auto operating as specified by
Service 76 74418 Napa AS58335A | 6/20/18 8-7-302.3 | CARB.
San Francisco
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Ace Drilling & San
Excavation R3799 Francisco | A58479A | 6/28/18 | 11-2-401.3 | Failure to notify.




San Failure to revise completion
Azul Works Inc. W2615 | Francisco | A58480A | 6/28/18 | 11-2-401.5 | date.
Central Concrete San Failed to conduct annual
Supply Inc B2124 | Francisco | AS7563A | 6/26/18 2-1-307 | source test (PC# 1829-14)
Central Concrete San Failed to conduct annual
Supply Inc B2124 | Francisco | A57565A | 6/26/18 2-1-307 | source test (PC#1829-14)
Central Concrete San Failed to conduct annual
Supply Inc B2124 | Francisco | AS7566A | 6/26/18 2-1-307 | source test (PC# 1829-14)
San
Romkon, Inc. H9084 | Francisco | A56901A | 6/20/18 | 11-2-401.3 | Failure to notify, no survey.
San
Romkon, Inc. H9084 Francisco | A56901B | 6/20/18 | 11-2-303.8 | Failure to notify, no survey.
San Mateo
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Coating exceeded 5 tons
per yr & 3.5Ib/gal. Pressure
Gimbal's Fine South San drop exceeded on
Candies Inc E0267 Francisco | AS56523A | 6/1/18 2-1-307 | baghouse.
Coating exceeded 5 tons
per yr & 3.51b/gal. Pressure
Gimbal's Fine South San drop exceeded on
Candies Inc E0267 Francisco | A56523B | 6/1/18 8-4-302 | baghouse.
Gimbal's Fine South San Failure to meet permit
Candies Inc E0267 Francisco | A56524A | 6/6/18 2-1-307 conditions.
Reliance
Construction N4905 | Burlingame | A58041A | 6/15/18 | 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date.




Santa Clara

Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Alliance
Environmental
Group Y8752 San Jose | A56902A | 6/21/18 | 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date.
City of San Jose
(Singleton Road 17 CCR & annual report
Landfill) A4175 San Jose AS55713A | 6/21/18 8-34-411 late submission.
City of San Jose
(Singleton Road 17 CCR & annual report
Landfill) A4175 San Jose AS55713B | 6/21/18 CCR late submission.
Joseph J.
Albanese R1659 | Santa Clara | A56900A | 6/15/18 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date
JTC Construction
& Management 74435 San Jose A58406A | 6/25/18 | 11-2-401.5 | Failure to revise.
Solano
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
No current PO. Incomplete
Exxon 74410 Vallejo A58634A | 6/19/18 2-1-301 application, unpaid fees.
No current PO. Incomplete
Exxon 74410 Vallejo A58634B | 6/19/18 2-1-302 application, unpaid fees.
Uncertified OPW PV valve
Exxon 74410 Vallejo AS58636A | 6/19/18 8-7-301.2 | on vent pipe.
Steve Harder 73571 Fairfield AS58054A | 6/19/18 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date.
Gasoline throughput
exceedance: 8/2017-
6/27/18. Permit condition:
W Texas Valero 74456 Fairfield AS58362A | 6/28/18 2-1-307 100013




Work continues past
Yelton Co Inc 74434 Vacaville | AS8057A | 6/26/18 | 11-2-401.5 | completion date
CA Dept of No current static pressure
Forestry 74419 | Santa Rosa | A58241A | 6/20/18 2-1-307 | test.

Failure to comply with
Oak Mont 74385 | Santa Rosa | A58334A | 6/14/18 8-7-301.2 | NTC A46727

Failure to comply with
Oak Mont 74385 | Santa Rosa | A58334B | 6/14/18 | 8-7-503.2 | NTC A46727
District Wide

Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments

No rotation on 91 UNL fill
Safeway Inc 74398 Phoenix A58305A | 6/18/18 8-7-301.5 | adapter
Central Valley
Demolition W1803 Modesto AS58055A | 6/19/18 | 11-2-401.3 | Failure to notify.

SETTLEMENTS FOR $10.000 OR MORE REACHED

There were 2 settlement(s) for $10,000 or more completed in June 2018.

1) On June 11, 2018, the District reached settlement with Air Liquide Large Industries U.S.
LP for $16,000, regarding the allegations contained in the following 3 Notices of

Violation:
Issuance Occurrence
NOV # Date Date Regulation Comments from Enforcement

Dev 4236, 4237 & 4328, SO2 CEM giving

A53850A 3/4/16 5/21/15 1-522 .4 unreliable SO2 readings
Exceeded P/C 23179 limits for CO. Deviation

A56353A 6/23/16 9/4/15 2-6-307 4313.

A56407A 2/9/17 8/11/16 2-6-307 CO concentration excess for 1 hour. RCA 07A06.




2) On June 25, 2018, the District reached settlement with Timberline Engineering, LLC for
$17,000, regarding the allegations contained in the following 3 Notices of Violation:

Issuance | Occurrence
NOV # Date Date Regulation Comments from Enforcement
A55645A 11/28/17 11/3/17 11-2-303 | Sections 303.3, 303.8, 303.9
A55645B 11/28/17 11/3/17 11-2-304 | Sections 304.1
A55646A 11/28/17 11/3/17 11-2-401 | Sections 401.3, 401.5




AGENDA: 7

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 3, 2018

Re: Report of the Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee

RECOMMENDED ACTION

The Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee (Committee) received only
informational items and has no recommendations of approval by the Board of Directors.

BACKGROUND

The Committee met on Thursday, June 21, 2018, and received the following reports:
A) Clean Cars for All: New Incentives Program for Low Income Consumers;

B) Mission and Customer Discovery;
C) Proposed Loan Relationship; and
D) Update on Technology Assessment Rules

Chairperson Cindy Chavez will provide an oral report of the Committee meeting.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

A) None. Funding for this contract comes from a $5M grant from the California Air Resources
Board and is supported by the “California Climate Investments” (CCI) program;

B) None;
C) None; and

D) None



Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Aloha de Guzman
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson

Attachment 7A: 06/21/18 - Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee Agenda #4
Attachment 7B:  06/21/18 - Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee Agenda #5
Attachment 7C:  06/21/18 - Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee Agenda #6
Attachment 7D:  06/21/18 - Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee Agenda #7



AGENDA 7A - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 4
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson Cindy Chavez and Members

of the Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/APCO
Date: June 7, 2018
Re: Clean Cars for All: New Incentives Program for Low Income*€onsumers

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

In March 2018, the Air District and Califernia/Air Resources Bgard (CARB) finalized an
agreement to implement the Clean Cars goxdAll Progfam in the Bay ‘Area. Clean Cars for All
provides incentives for low income heusehelds (up to 400% e@fthe)Federal Poverty Level) in
disadvantaged communities to retire oldew, high-palluting vehiclesand replace them with a newer,
cleaner vehicle or with alternative transportation‘eptions (e.g. Cligper card). Eligible vehicles for
purchase or lease include hybrid eleetric, plug-in hybrid, orelectric vehicles.

By replacing older, highef-emitting vehicles and yeplacing them with cleaner cars or alternative
transportation options, this,prograpr Will yéduce-critenia pollutants in disadvantaged communities
throughout the Bay,Area. £lean,Cars for All alse supports the Bay Area and California’s goals for
reductions in greebhouse gas €mission (8@% below 1990 levels by 2050) and zero-and near-zero
emission vehicle ‘deployment(90% ofsthe Bay Area passenger vehicles by 2050 and 5 million
vehicles statewide by 2030).

The agreement with CARB proyvides $5M for the two-year program, 5% of which may be used to
subcontract with‘third-party entities to address issues associated with participation of low-income
gonsuprers indisadvantaged'eommunities. Air District staff are setting up the program components
thatare ne€ded to openthesprogram to the public, including:

applicatiof system and website

case managers to support applicants through the application and incentive process
partnexships with dealers, vehicle scrappers, and alternative transportation programs
materials for stakeholder engagement and outreach to disadvantaged communities



DISCUSSION

The Air District issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for Case Managers to support Clean Cars
for All on April 3, 2018. The RFP provides up to $250,000 to provide one-on-one assistance and
support to eligible consumers that apply to the Clean Cars for All Program. Two proposals were
received by the May 17, 2018 deadline from GRID Alternatives and Opus Inspection, Inc. A panel
of four Air District staff, from the Technology Implementation Office, Strategic Incentives
Division and Community Engagement Office, and one community represeptative performed a
thorough evaluation of proposals based on the criteria including Expertise, Approach, Cost,
Conflicts of Interest, and whether the organization is a local or green business,

The panelists average scores are summarized in Table 1 below:

Table 1. Scoring of Proposals

Criteria Total GRID Opus
Points Alternatives Inspection, Inc.
Possible

Expertise 30 24,2 21.6

Approach 30 24.4 18.6

Cost 30 25 17.8

Conflicts of Interests 5 4.4 5

Organization’s Specialty Focus Area 5 2.5 0

Total points 100 80:5 63

GRID Alternatives receivedthe highest.combined ,score,,0f 80.5 for their proposal. GRID
alternatives, headquartered_in,_Oagkland £CAwis the ‘country’s largest nonprofit providing clean
energy solutions to lowtincame families™ GRID has over 10 years of experience providing
multilingual and multicultural cas€é mandgemefitssupport for various grant programs in the Bay
Area. Panelists notedthat the strengths of this'proposal included expertise in working with low
income consumers,in disadvantaged comimuhities in the Bay Area, a thoughtful approach that
included anticipated challenges and mitigation strategies, and a cost proposal that included
significant cast, Sharinge

A summaryof this(T10sSteering\Cemmittee meeting will be presented to the Executive Committee
opduly 23, 2018. “Atthat tinte, staff will recommend GRID Alternatives to the Board of Directors
for a‘eOntraet'mot to exceed $250,000 to be case managers for Clean Cars for All in Fiscal Year
Ending (FYE) 2019 and FYE 2020.

BUDGET-CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None. Fundingfor this contract comes from a $5M grant from the California Air Resources Board
and is supported by the “California Climate Investments” (CCI) program.



Respectfully submitted,

utive Officer/APCO

Jack P. Broadbent

Exec

Prepared by: TinLe

Reviewed by: Ranyee Chiang



AGENDA 7B - ATTACHMENT
AGENDA: 5

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson Cindy Chavez and Members
of the Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO %
Date: June 7, 2018 O

Re: Mission and Customer Discovery '&\ / y4

?\ M A V4
RECOMMENDED ACTION & &
None; receive and file. @

DISCUSSION @ @
'%celerate climate action by
eloper om

The Technology Implementation Office (TIO)“mission
cultivating partnerships between technology, stomers and offering grants and
' tors. Air District staff

loans for low-carbon technologies for the i ortatio
i g IudVQt esults of interviews with

Sa

will provide updates on the customer dis
stationary facilities and potential finaK

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/H‘%NCIAI. CT \\
O &

None. O @ b\

Respectfully su bmitte\/ ,&

g,
o,

Derri ang and Ranyee Chiang
ianvBreen




AGENDA 7C - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 6
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson Cindy Chavez and Members

of the Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Date: June 7, 2018

Re: Proposed Loan Relationship

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.
DISCUSSION

Air District staff will provide an update on the newfelationship\being developed between the Air
District and the California Infrastructure anthEconomic Deyelopment Bank (IBank). This
prospective relationship would enable loahs/and loan™ guarantees, to{bg offered to Bay Area
stationary facilities through the IBank’s\‘existing proeesses. LAir ‘District staff will provide
matchmaking and technical evaluations~that eXpand the JBank}s customer base and push
implementation of eligible greenhause gas reduetiontechnologies. The Air District funding will
leverage IBank monies in a ratio"asthigh as 10M0™1"to exegute'selected projects.

The goal of the Air Distriet=IBank loan refationship is to/Create a revolving loan fund so that as
project implementers payiback their, Ieans,funding,can‘be reinvested in additional greenhouse gas
technology projects. When Air District*and 1Bank staff finalize all the terms of this relationship,
they will be preseritedto‘the ExXecutive Committee and Board for approval.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.

Respecifully stbmitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by:  Derrick Tang and Ranyee Chiang
Reviewed by: Damian Breen




AGENDA 7D - ATTACHMENT
AGENDA: 7

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson Cindy Chavez and Members
of the Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Date: June 7, 2018

Re: Update on Technology Assessment Results

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.
DISCUSSION

The Technology Implementation Office has workeddwith other, AirDistrict Divisions and engaged
a consultant to evaluate technology options_for, loan projects.) The valuation criteria include
technology readiness, costs, technical and martket barriefs, andpotential for emissions reductions.
The product will be a matrix of technologiesithat the Air'Bistrict gan maintain and use to prioritize
the technologies supported through the financing and gellaboration program. Air District staff will
share preliminary results of this study with the Steering Committee.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/EINANCIAL MPACT

None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jacke® . Broadbent
Executive @fficer/ APCO

Prepared by: Derrickvang and Ranyee Chiang
Reviewed by: ®amidn Breen




AGENDA: 8

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 13, 2018

Re: Report of the Personnel Committee Meeting of July 12, 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

A) Consider Reappointment of the Incumbent to the Air District’s Hearing Board; Conduct
Interviews; and Consider Recommending Board of Directors’ Approval of Candidates for
Appointment to the Air District’s Hearing Board

1) Consider reappointment of the incumbent to the Air District’s Hearing Board. Conduct
interviews and consider recommending Board of Directors’ approval of candidates for

appointment to the Air District’s Hearing Board.

BACKGROUND

The Committee met on Thursday, July 12, 2018, and received the following reports:
A) Consider Reappointment of the Incumbent to the Air District’s Hearing Board; Conduct
Interviews; and Consider Recommending Board of Directors’ Approval of Candidates for
Appointment to the Air District’s Hearing Board

Chairperson Jim Spering will provide an oral report of the Committee meeting.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

A) None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Aloha de Guzman
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson

Attachment 8A: 07/12/18 — Personnel Committee Agenda #3



AGENDA 8A - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 3
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson Jim Spering and Members
of the Personnel Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO
Date: July 2, 2018
Re: Consider Reappointment of the Incumbent to the Air DistiCts Hearing Board,

Conduct Interviews; and Consider Recommending Board{of Directors Approval of
Candidates for Appointment to the Air District’s Hearing\Board

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Consider reappointment of the incumbent to the Ain, BiStrict’s-Heating Board. Conduct
interviews and consider recommending Board ofsDirectors\ approval of candidates for
appointment to the Air District’s Hearing Board.

BACKGROUND

Pursuant to Section 40800 of the CaliferniaHealth and*Safety Code, the Air District is required
to maintain a Hearing Board consistifig/0f fiy€ members including, one member who is a
professional engineer registered a§rsuch pursuant(to the Professional Engineers Act (Chapter 7
(commencing with Section 6Z00W0f Division 3 of the Business and Professions Code), one
member from the medical prefession whose Specialized skills, training, or interests are in the
fields of environmental medicine, commtinity medicine, or occupational/toxicologic medicine,
one member admitted torsthe practicenof law in this state, and two public members. The Air
District Board of Difegtors may alsoappoint one alternate for each member. The alternate shall
have the same quédlifications, §pecified in Section 40801, as the member for whom such person is
the alternate. Thedaltérnate/may serve only in the absence of the member, and for the same term
as the member,

Pursuant to Divisien }, ‘Section 8.6 of the Air District’s Administrative Code, Hearing Board
Member terms are limited to fifteen (15) consecutive years, with reappointment possible after a
three-year absence.



DISCUSSION

The terms of office for the incumbent in the Attorney (Principal) category will expire on July
28, 2018. Staff is recommending the reappointment of Ms. Valerie Armento, the current Chair
of the Hearing Board.

On December 18, 2017, the Board of Directors appointed an alternate member in the
Professional Engineer category to a principal position. As a result, there is one vacancy in the

alternate position. Staff initiated a recruitment effort to fill the position.

After extensive recruitment and outreach efforts, staff received a total of four applications. Staff

have assessed the candidates’ experience and education relative to t sitton for which the
candidates applied and have selected the top two candidates with the evant qualifications
to interview with the Personnel Committee. &

Interviews of the candidates will occur during the Person é\‘&umit eting of July 12,
2018. The length of each interview will be approximately_ 15, mihutes plication materials
of the candidates will be provided to you for your revie

Respectfully submitted,

q>‘1/

Jack P. Broadbent &
Executive Officer/APCO %




AGENDA: 9

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 23, 2018

Re: Report of the Advisory Council Meeting of July 19, 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

The Advisory Council (Council) considered the following items:
A) Introduction of New Members to the Air District’s Advisory Council
1) None; receive and file.
B) Update on Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617)
1) None; receive and file.
C) Health Impacts and Assessments of Diesel Particulate Matter in the Bay Area
1) None; receive and file.
D) Update on the Air District’s Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions Reduction Strategy

1) Consider providing input to the Air District Board of Directors in support of voluntary
diesel emissions reduction efforts.

BACKGROUND

The Council met on Thursday, July 19, 2018 and received the following reports:
A) Introduction of New Members to the Air District’s Advisory Council;

B) Update on Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617);

C) Health Impacts and Assessments of Diesel Particulate Matter in the Bay Area; and
D) Update on the Air District’s Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions Reduction Strategy

Board Liaison, Rod Sinks, will provide an oral report of the Council meeting.



BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

A) Noneg;
B) None;
C) None; and
D) None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Aloha de Guzman
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson

Attachment 9A:  07/19/18 — Advisory Council Meeting Agenda #4
Attachment 9B:  07/19/18 — Advisory Council Meeting Agenda #5
Attachment 9C:  07/19/18 — Advisory Council Meeting Agenda #6
Attachment 9D:  07/19/18 — Advisory Council Meeting Agenda #7



AGENDA 9A - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 4
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson Stan Hayes and Members

of the Advisory Council
From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/APCO
Date: July 9, 2018
Re: Introduction of New Members to the Air District’s Advisory Cofineil

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

Senate Bill 1415 (SB 1415), effective July 1, 2015,geeonstituted the membership of the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) Advisory Council to include seven
appointed members “skilled and experienced in_the fields of air pollution, climate change, or the
health impacts of air pollution. Members shall be selected to include a diversity of perspectives,
expertise and backgrounds.” The CouncilNis “to advise and consult with the bay district board
and the bay district air pollution controf officer in effectuating the purposes of” the Air District.

MEMBERSHIP

At its May 7, 2018 meetingsthe Personpel, Committee recommended, and the Board subsequently
approved the appointment©f“Gina~\\_Solomon, M.D., M.P.H., and Linda Rudolph, M.D.,
M.P.H., to the Council for & two-yéar tegm.

Respectfully submitted;

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officér/APCO

Prepared by: Jeff McKay



AGENDA 9B - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 5
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson Stan Hayes and Members
of the Advisory Council

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Date: July 9, 2018

Re: Update on Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617)

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

The Advisory Council has been previously informed ‘of Assembly Bill 617. The California
Legislature passed, and Governor Jerry Brown Sigred, a number of key legislative actions that
included AB 617. This bill specifically address€sconcerns about local air quality by requiring:

Emission reduction plans for ovérburdeéned communities;

Additional air monitoring indmpacted communities;

A state-wide clearing housesfor Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT);
Adoption of rules requiring the latest'BARCT for all criteria pollutants for which an area
has not achieved attainment of California Ambient Air Quality Standards; and

e Uniform state-wideweporting.efemissions inventories.

DISCUSSION

Staff last updated the Adwisary £ouncil in March of this year. Staff will describe early progress
regarding AB617 implementation, including discussions with the California Air Resources Board
and how this/moves\the, Air District’s program beyond the target of attainment for criteria
pollutants.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Jeff McKay



AGENDA 9C - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 6

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Memorandum
To: Chairperson Stan Hayes and Members

of the Advisory Council
From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/APCO
Date: July 9, 2018
Re: Health Impacts and Assessments of Diesel Particulate Matterinthe,Bay Area

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

Diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) remains a sighificant contributor to health impacts from air
pollution in the Bay Area, especially for disadvantaged communities living near freeways and
industrial areas.

DISCUSSION

Diesel PM consists of over 40 known toxic air contaminants and has been classified as a potent
carcinogen by CalEPA’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. Health studies show
that exposure to fine PM (witidiameter less, thian 2.5 micrometers, PM2s), including diesel PM,
is associated with an incréased-risk of ‘cardiovascular and respiratory disease. In the Bay Area,
areas with the highest”cimulative impact from air pollution were identified through regional
modeling and othegsstudies conducted“under the Air District’s Community Air Risk Evaluation
(CARE) program,to-focus agency-resources in these areas. Staff will summarize the health impacts
from exposures to tiesel PM,andpresent regional and local analyses and measurement studies that
further our_ understanding ‘of'diesel PM emissions and exposures in the Bay Area. Such studies
show that‘diesel PM contgibutes about 65% of the regional cancer risk from air pollution and about
15% of\regional PM:s.

Respectfully gubmitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Phil Martien
Reviewed by: Jeff McKay and Greg Nudd




AGENDA 9D - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 7
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson Stan Hayes and Members

of the Advisory Council
From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/APCO
Date: July 9, 2018
Re: Update on the Air District’s Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions\Reduction Strategy

RECOMMENDED ACTION

The Advisory Council will consider providing input to the fAIr\District Board of Directors in
support of voluntary diesel emissions reduction efforts.

BACKGROUND

Several Air District initiatives including the Commubnity Air Risk Reduction (CARE), Community
Health Protection, Mobile Source, regulatorysane” permitting programs have identified diesel
particulate matter (diesel PM) as being a-significant concern relative to climate, air quality and
public health. To address this pollutant; the*Air District has devised a multilayered approach to
reducing and eliminating diesel PM _from Bay Area industries and communities.

DISCUSSION

At the previous Advisory¢Ceuncil meeting, “Air District staff discussed a focus on aggressively
curbing diesel transport’emissions in Bay Area communities, and sought concurrence on a process
to evaluate and possib\wimplement ‘a vériety of strategies, including strategies that use incentives
and other non-regulatory methods!

As part of thisagenda item, staff will update the Council on the scope of the Air District’s current
diesel emissions reductions program and will seek advice and direction on additional areas of focus
that shoUtg.be considered:

Respectfully gubmitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Damian Breen
Reviewed by: Jeff McKay



AGENDA: 10

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

To:

Memorandum

Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 23, 2018

Re:

Report of the Executive Committee Meeting of July 23, 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

The Executive Committee (Committee) recommends Board of Directors’ approval of the
following items:

A) Hearing Board Quarterly Report: April — June 2018
1) None; receive and file.
B) Recommended Assembly Bill (AB) 617 Communities for Community Plans
1) Recommend Board of Directors approve staff recommendation for community air
monitoring and community emission reduction plans under the state’s Community Air
Protection Program.

C) Update on the Governor’s Global Climate Action Summit

1) Seek support from their jurisdictions for the Diesel Free by 33 Statement of Purpose
and encourage signatures from Mayor’s both within and outside the Bay Area; and

2) Encourage participation from cities, counties and business Request at the Climate
Technology Showcase event.

D) Technology Implementation Office Update and Summary of Steering Committee Meeting

1) Authorize the Executive Officer/APCO to negotiate and execute an agreement with the

IBank not to exceed $4,185,000 to fund a loan program for Bay Area industrial
facilities.

E) Status Update on the Air District’s Advisory Council

1) None; receive and file.



F) Amendments to the Air District Administrative Code Addressing Resolutions

1) Recommend Board of Directors consideration and approval of language amending the
Air District’s Administrative Code to address introduction and amendment of
resolutions to be adopted by the Board of Directors. If approved by the Committee, in
accordance with the Air District’s Administrative Code, language amending the
Administrative Code will be noticed in an upcoming Board of Directors meeting
agenda, and placed on the Agenda for adoption at a subsequent meeting.

G) Discussion of Procedures for Receiving Public Comment on Non-Agenda Topics

1) Discuss procedures for receiving public comment on topics not included in an item on
a posted agenda.

BACKGROUND

The Committee met on Monday, July 23, 2018, and received the following reports:
A) Hearing Board Quarterly Report: April — June 2018;

B) Recommended Assembly (AB) 617 Communities for Community Plans;

C) Update on the Governor’s Global Climate Action Summit;

D) Technology Implementation Office Update and Summary of Steering Committee Meeting;

E) Status Update on the Air District’s Advisory Council;

F) Amendments to the Air District Administrative Code Addressing Resolutions; and

G) Discussion of Procedures for Receiving Public Comment on Non-Agenda Topics
Chairperson David Hudson will provide an oral report of the Committee meeting.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

A) None;

B) None. Funding for year 1 of this program has been included in the Fiscal Year Ending
(FYE) 2019 Budget;

C) None;

D) None. Funding for the IBank agreement is part of the Board approved Fiscal Year Ending
(FYE) 2019 budget;



E) None;
F) None; and
G) None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Aloha de Guzman
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson

Attachment 10A: 07/23/18 — Executive Committee Meeting Agenda #3
Attachment 10B: 07/23/18 — Executive Committee Meeting Agenda #4
Attachment 10C: 07/23/18 — Executive Committee Meeting Agenda #5
Attachment 10D: 07/23/18 — Executive Committee Meeting Agenda #6
Attachment 10E: 07/23/18 — Executive Committee Meeting Agenda #7
Attachment 10F: 07/23/18 — Executive Committee Meeting Agenda #8
Attachment 10G: 07/23/18 — Executive Committee Meeting Agenda #9



AGENDA 10A - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 3
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members

of the Executive Committee

From: Chairperson Valerie J. Armento, Esq., and Members
of the Hearing Board

Date: July 9, 2018

Re: Hearing Board Quarterly Report: April — June 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.
DISCUSSION

During the second calendar quarter of 2018 (April,£June), the Hearing Board:
e Held no hearings;
e Processed a total of four orders; and
e Collected a total of $4,602.00 in filing fees.

Below is a detail of Hearing Board activity during the same period:

Location: Solano County;\City of Suisuneity

Docket: 3705 — Potrero Hills Landfill Inc. — Request for Short-Term Variance

Regulation(s): Regulation 2;"Rule 1, Section 301 (Permits, General Requirements, Authority to
Construct)

Synepsis: The Pettero, Hills Landfill (PHLF) is a municipal solid waste landfill equipped with a
landfilligas (LFG),collection and control system. The facility provides solid waste management
serviges for the local communities, including collection, re-use, recycling, and disposal of
municipalSelid waste. The majority of the collected LFG is sent to a landfill gas to energy facility,
which is\pepmitted separately from the Landfill, in order to produce renewable energy. A Variance
was sought for the central function of the site: To accept and place municipal solid waste and other
waste material in the landfill. Curtailing operations would deprive the community of vital public
services. In addition, PHLF would suffer substantial economic losses if forced to curtail landfilling
operations. An application for a landfill expansion at the PHLF was first submitted to the
BAAQMD in 2004. Permitting was delayed for several years due to protracted legal challenges to
Solano County's environmental approval of the project. These legal challenges were resolved in
early 2014. Several applications updating the original application were submitted since the original
2004 application, with the most recent permit application (application # [AIN] 27654) submitted
on November 11, 2015. The intent of that application was to update and replace the original 2004



application (AIN 11378). BAAQMD determined the updated application to be complete on July
25, 2016; however, the District had not yet issued a permit. A primary factor in the delayed
completion of the permitting was staffing/workload constraints on permitting staff, a factor beyond
the control of PHLF. PHLF initially expected an Authority to Construct (ATC) increasing the
cumulative disposal limit, based on the updated application, to be issued by the end of 2016. In
2018, PHLF was rapidly approaching its current cumulative limit and expected to reach it by the
end of March 2018. It was not feasible for PHLF to curtail operations, as it would deprive the
community of vital public services. As such, a variance was needed to allow the landfill to"continue
landfilling operations.

Status: Applicant submitted an application for a short-term variance on March,22;"2018; Hearing
scheduled for April 10. 2018; Applicant requested to withdraw applicationson April 3, 2018 due
to negotiations with staff for a Compliance/Enforcement Agreement; @rdenfor Dismissal filed on
April 4, 2018.

Period of Variance Requested: March 21, 2018 to Issuance,of Authority to Construct
Estimated Excess Emissions: 21.66 tons of fugitive Particle Oxidation Catalysts emissions/year

Fees collected this quarter: None

Location: Contra Costa County; City of Righmiond

Docket: 3706 — Wholesome Harvest'Bakery, a Division of Bimbo Bakeries USA — Request for
Interim and Regular Variances

Regulation(s): Regulation 2; Rule 1, Sgetion 307 (Permits — General Requirements - Failure to
Meet Permit Conditions); ‘and/Regulation) 8, Rule 42, Section 303 (Organic Compounds —
Commercial Break Bakerigs - Emission,Control Requirements, Existing Ovens)

Synopsis: A varianceszwas seught for the 98% destruction efficiency permit condition for the
catalytic oxidizer (A1) which redtces ethanol emissions from the bread and rolls baked in the two
tunnel oven$ (S;1 and 8%2). Jhe facility requested a variance to operate at current conditions
(estimated at'95% destxuction efficiency) for this catalytic oxidizer while the applicant prepared a
permit{madification for\its planned replacement. The applicant will request a 95% destruction
efficiency-for thé néw catalytic oxidizer. The variance would allow the bakery to operate while the
new’oxlidizeis purehased, permitted, installed and source tested.

Status: Application filed on May 21, 2018; interim and regular variance hearings scheduled back-
to-back om=July 10; applicant requested to withdraw application on June 11; Order for Dismissal
filed on June 11, 2018.

Period of Variance Requested: June 1, 2018 to March 31, 2019
Estimated Excess Emissions: 4.3 Ibs of ethanol per day before mitigation

Fees collected this quarter: $4,602.00


https://www.dieselnet.com/tech/cat_ftf.php

Location: San Mateo County, City of South San Francisco
Docket: 3707 - APCO vs. Gold Star Auto Body, LLC., et al — Accusation
Regulation(s): Regulation 2, Rule 1 (Permits, General Requirements)

Synopsis: Respondents have owned or operated a facility in South San Francisco, California,
where they conduct auto body coating operations, for which they must hold a Risthct permit to
operate pursuant to District Regulation 2, Rule 1. District records indicate they have owned or
operated the facility since at least 2007 and have not had a current or valid/permit to operate the
facility since April 1, 2010. The Air District alleged that despite Respondehts’ knowledge that they
must hold a permit to conduct auto body coating operations, since at ledst April 1, 2010, they have
continued to operate without one. Complainant sought an order that Resporndents cease conducting
operations until they obtain a District permit to do so.

Status: Accusation filed on May 29, 2018; hearing sched(led for July 17; Order for Dismissal
filed on July 10, 2018 since facility obtained all required{pefmits.

Location: Solano County, City of Vallejo
Docket: 3708 — APCO vs. Andy’s BP Incgetal™ Accusation
Regulation(s): Regulation 2, Rule 1¢Segtion 302 (Permit to Operate)

Synopsis: Respondents have owned or operated a gasoline dispensing facility in Vallejo,
California, for which they mudst hold a District permit to operate pursuant to District Regulation 2,
Rule 1. District records indieatesthey have Owned or operated the facility since at least December
2011, but have not had-a.current or. vahd,permit to operate the facility since March 1, 2014. The
District is informedd¢anthbelievestand thereon alleges that Respondents know they must hold a
permit to operatesa Qasoline, dispensing facility, but that despite knowledge, they have been
operating it without onessinee ¥at least March 1,2014. Complainant sought an order that
Respondents cease condugting’operations unless and until they obtain a District permit to do so.

Status; Acegtsation filed on June 12, 2018; hearing scheduled for July 17, 2018; Order for
Dismissal-filed an June 27, 2018.

Respectfullyjsubmitted,

Valerie J. Armento, Esq.
Chair, Hearing Board

Prepared by: Marcy Hiratzka
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson
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AGENDA: 4
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members

of the Executive Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/APCO
Date: July 16, 2018
Re: Recommended Assembly Bill (AB) 617 Communities for Commuhity.Plans

RECOMMENDATION

Recommend Board of Directors approve staff recommendations forieommunity air monitoring
and community emission reduction plans under the state’s Community"Air Protection Program.

BACKGROUND

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District is reQuired’to prepare a “final submittal” for the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) on recommended communities that will be our focus for
development of community monitoring plans and'eommunity emission reduction plans for the first
five years of the state’s Community Air Rrotection Program. The Community Air Protection
Program was established by the state to implement Assembly Bill 617 (C. Garcia, Chapter 136,
Statues of 2017), which directs the Statey in consultation with local air districts, to select
communities that have a “high cumuflative exposure burden” to air pollution. Once selected, local
air districts will partner with copimunities to work on community emission reduction programs
and/or community air monitoring\plans.

This will be the second list'@f/Communities the Air District has submitted to CARB for action
under AB 617. The fifStssubmittalincluded all communities that the Air District believes will
benefit from AB 614 anel associated incentive funding. This smaller list will be the communities
for which we plarto develop €ommunity-specific plans for the first five years of the program. All
the communities\on the initial list'will be eligible for the incentive funding.

This list@ofhigh priority communities for monitoring plans and emission reduction plans will be
revisited and re-submitted to CARB every year. The CARB board makes the final decision about
which communities'will be selected for community plans for that year.

DISCUSSION

To develdp this list of high priority communities for monitoring plans and emission reduction
plans, Air District staff considered air quality and health data. Air quality data was obtained from
the Air District’s CARE Pollution Index and fine particulate matter and toxic air contaminant
concentrations measured at San Francisco Bay Area monitoring sites. Health data was obtained
from the CARE Vulnerability Index and the California Healthy Places Index developed by county



public health officials. Staff also considered community readiness, historical and on-going
community exposure characterization work by communities, concentration of stationary sources,
community input, and socio-economic factors and other public health data available via statewide
screening tools. Final recommendations for prioritizing areas for action are due to the state on July
31, 2018.

Community air monitoring and emission reduction plans are one component of AB 617. Plans will
include a substantial research and analytical component to better understand logal ,emission
sources. Therefore, they are needed in communities where there is significant uncertainty about
how much various sources contribute to pollution exposure and/or where therésis=arsignificant
mobile source component to the exposure. The use of the Air District’s regulatory*authority can
be used to more quickly reduce exposures in communities where there are already well-known
emission sources.

The staff’s analysis and recommendation document were posted for'‘public review and comment
on July 5, 2018. The staff presentation will address any comments received from that public
process.

Staff Community Recommendations

Year 1: West Oakland, Community Emission Reddction Plan

Air District staff recommends West Oakland foramemission reduction plan in year 1 of the state’s
AB 617 program. The West Oakland Envirénmental Indicators Project (WOEIP) will be our co-
lead in this effort. They have a long histowy/“of community planning and advocacy to reduce
residents’ exposure to diesel particulatezmatter and toxic air contaminants. WOEIP has been
instrumental in bringing air pollution and its related health effects to the forefront of research and
planning activities in West Oakland™ They are uniquely positioned to engage quickly and
effectively in an action planning effert and will likely serve as a model in future plans.

Year 1: Richmond, Community’Air Menitering

Air District staff recommends the’Richmond area for a community monitoring plan in year 1 of
the state’s AB 617/program. In/Richmond, we have an opportunity to leverage many historic and
current monitoringystudies, The{Richmond area includes most of the City of Richmond and
portions of EFCexcito. It also“igeludes communities just north and east of Richmond, such as San
Pablo and,séveral unincorporated communities, including North Richmond. There are a complex
mix of etnission sources,irvthe Richmond area. It is home to a large refinery and chemical plant, a
seaport, organic wastexand metal facilities, small to medium industrial and manufacturing facilities,
high,volume freeways and roadways, a railyard and rail lines. Our primary goal of the Richmond
mohitoring £ffert will be to better characterize this mix of sources and to more fully understand
the assogiatedhair quality and pollution impacts.

Years 2-5 Communities

Air District staff recommends East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-
Bay Point area, San Jose and Vallejo for years 2-5 in the state’s AB 617 program. Like Richmond
and West Oakland, currently available data shows that these communities have higher levels of
environmental exposures and more significant health burdens compared to the rest of the Bay Area.

2



These health burdens increase vulnerability to environmental exposures. Over the next several
years, we will be working to build capacity in these communities for future planning and/or
community air monitoring. Building partnerships and developing a shared understanding of local
air quality issues, combined with lessons learned from the year 1 activities, will provide strong
foundation for improving air quality in the years 2-5 communities.

Communities for Years 6 and Beyond

Our recommended communities for years 1 through 5 do not represent all Bay Area gommunities
that have high levels of air pollution. We are committed to addressing air quality~issdes, and
associated health impacts, in every Bay Area community burdened by air pollution. The Air
District will use its permitting, monitoring, education, regulatory, enfoiCement and grants
programs to improve air quality issues across the region.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None. Funding for year 1 of this program has been included in thesFiscal Year Ending (FYE)
2019 Budget.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Christianpe Rivi€re
Reviewed by: Greg Nudd

Attachment 4A: Einal Submittal®™ PUblic Process for Determination of Recommended
Cemmunitiés
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Executive Summary

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District is required to prepare a “final submittal” for the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) on recommended communities for the first five years of the state’s
Community Air Protection Program. The Community Air Protection Program was established by the
state to implement Assembly Bill 617 (C. Garcia, Chapter 136, Statues of 2017), which directs the state,
in consultation with local air districts, to select communities that have a “high cumulative exposure
burden” to air pollution. Once selected, local air districts will partner with communities to work on
community emission reduction programs and/or community air monitoring plans.

Bay Area residents helped Air District staff select all candidate communities, and finahreeommended
communities for years 1 through 5. Since January 2018, residents attended numepbus workshops and
used online engagement tools to share local air quality concerns and to proposé communities for action.
Community recommendations, along with air quality and health data, helped us'draft a complete set of
areas in the Bay Area that would be good candidates for the development,ofiap/action and/or
monitoring plan. All areas were sent to the California Air Resources Baard o April 25, 2018.

To select year 1 through 5 communities, Air District staff considefed’air quality and health data. Air
quality data was obtained from the Air District’s CARE Pollutigh Index, and also fine particulate matter
and toxic air contaminant concentrations measured at San‘Francisco Bay Area monitoring sites. Health
data was obtained from the CARE Vulnerability Index and via'life expectancy. We also considered
community readiness, historical and on-going communityxand other monitoring or exposure efforts,
concentration of stationary sources, community input, and socio-economic factors and other public
health data available via statewide screening teols.

Year 1: West Oakland, Community ActionPlan

The Air District recommends West Qaklandfor an action plan in year 1 of the state’s AB 617 program.
The West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (WOEIP) will be our partner in this effort. They have
a long history of community planning and advocacy to reduce residents’ exposure to diesel particulate
matter and toxic air contamihants. Maritimesfreight industries, rail, large distribution centers, a cement
plant, a power plant, métal facilities,;small ¥6 medium industrial and manufacturing operations, major
freeways and busy readways used‘as teucking routes all impact the West Oakland community. These
sources contribute toyhigh levelsiof PM ;s concentrations and elevated cancer risk from toxic air
contaminantse#West.Oakland is'cansidered one of the most impacted areas in the San Francisco Bay
Area due to the area’s many salrces of diesel particulate matter.

Year 1:Richmond, Community Air Monitoring Plan

TheAir Districk recommends the Richmond area for a community monitoring plan in year 1 of the state’s
AB 627 program. In Richmond, we have an opportunity to leverage many historic and current
monitoring studies. The Richmond area includes most of the City of Richmond and portions of El Cerrito.
It also inclsdés communities just north and east of Richmond, such as San Pablo and several
unincorporated communities, including North Richmond. There are a complex mix of emission sources
in the Richmond area. It is home to a large refinery and chemical plant, a seaport, organic waste and
metal facilities, small to medium industrial and manufacturing facilities, high volume freeways and
roadways, a railyard and rail lines.

Years 2-5 Communities

Bay Area Air Quality Management District v
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The Air District recommends East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-Bay Point
area, San Jose and Vallejo for years 2-5 in the state’s AB 617 program. Over the next several years, we
will be working to build capacity in these communities for future planning and/or community air
monitoring. Building partnerships and developing a shared understanding of local air quality issues,
combined with lessons learned from the year 1 activities, will provide strong foundation for improving
air quality and health in the years 2-5 communities.

Year 6+ Communities

The communities recommended for years 1 through 5 do not represent all Bay Area communiti€s that
have high levels of air pollution. The Air District is committed to addressing disproportionatéimpacts
caused by air quality issues, and associated health outcomes, throughout the Bay Akea. The Air District
will use its permitting, monitoring, education, regulatory, enforcement, grants grograms and all other
available tools to address air quality issues across the region. This will allow,ds te,improve health
outcomes for everyone.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District vi
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Introduction

This document serves as the as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (Air District’s) final
submittal on “recommended communities” for the first five years of the state’s Community Air
Protection Program, as required by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). The Community Air
Protection Program was established by the state to implement Assembly Bill 617 (C. Garcia, Chapter
136, Statues of 2017). AB 617 directs the state, in consultation with local air districts, to select
communities that have a “high cumulative exposure burden” to air pollution. Once selected,Jocal air
districts will partner with communities to work on community emission reduction programs.and/or
community air monitoring plans

The Air District first initiated a comprehensive program to identify areas that expefience'regional
disparities in air pollution exposure and health effects in 2004. Through the Cammunity Air Risk
Evaluation (CARE) program, the Air District identified areas in the San Franci§co Bay Area where air
pollution disparities are most significant and where populations are mostwulnerable to air pollution.

The CARE program served as a starting point for the Air District’s work i Selecting “candidate
communities” for CARB’s Community Air Protection Program. On{Aptil 25, 2018, the Air District
submitted candidate communities to CARB - communities in the San/francisco Bay Area that the Air
District identified as having a high cumulative exposure bufdenySan Francisco Bay Area candidate
communities included all the Air District’s CARE areas, a5 welhas areas with large sources of air pollution
(refineries, seaports, airports, etc.), areas that have been'identified via statewide screening tools as
having pollution and/or health burden vulnerability,'and areas that have low life expectancy.?

To select recommended communities from all'\San‘francisco Bay Area candidate communities, the Air
District considered both air quality and health-based data. Air quality data was obtained from the Air
District’s CARE Pollution Index,? and also fing particulate matter (PM2s) and toxic air contaminant
concentrations measured at San Francisco Bay Area monitoring sites. The CARE Pollution Index includes
both modeled concentrations of cancef risk and fine particulate matter, as well as interpolated
concentrations of ozone frogmonitoring sitesyHealth data was obtained from the CARE Vulnerability
Index? and life expectancy. The CARE VulheraBility Index includes mortality rates, costs from ER visits
and hospitalizations fef illaesses aggtavated by air pollution. Life expectancy was considered as a public
health indicator. We alsg considered community capacity (community resources and capacity to
immediately participate in AB*617), Historical and on-going community monitoring efforts or exposure
characterization work by gmmunities, concentration of stationary sources, community input, and
socio-ecofiomiefactors and orher public health data available via statewide screening tools.*

Below-are.the enuffierated responses to the specific questions listed in CARB’s Community Protection
Program Draft,Proeess and Criteria for 2018 Community Selections.® Specifically, included is a description
of the”Air Distriet’s recommended communities, early work in communities, required resources,

1 See Attachment A for a map of all Air District “high cumulative exposure burden” areas.
2 See Attachment B for CARE Pollution Index map

3 See Attachment C for CARE Vulnerability Index map

4 See Attachment D for full methodology description.

5 Full questions are listed in Attachment E; CARB document available here:
https://ww?2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-

02/capp draft process and criteria for 2018 community selection february 2018.pdf

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 1
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availability of data to prepare community-level emission inventories and the public process used to
identify, and then prioritize and select, recommended communities.

1. Description of Year 1 Communities

The Air District recommends West Oakland
and the Richmond area as the San Francisco
Bay Area’s year 1 communities for the state’s
Community Air Protection Program. We
recommend West Oakland for a community
emission reduction program (action plan) and
the Richmond area for a community air
monitoring plan.

West Oakland: Community Emissions
Reduction Program

The residential area of West Oakland is
generally bounded by the Port of Oakland, the
Union Pacific rail yard, and 1-580, 1-880 and I-
980 freeways. Specific geography for the study
area will be determined in partnership with
the community, i.e. in conjunction with the
Community Steering Committee, which willtbe
established as part of the emission reductiop
program. The study area geographywillNmelude the numerous sources that impact West Oakland.

Figure 1. SF Bay Area, Year 1 Communities, Years 2-5 Communities

Maritime-freight industries (ingludingthe Port of Oakland, the redevelopment of the Oakland Army Base
and private facilities), the rail'yard,and railllines, large distribution centers, a cement plant, a power
plant, metal facilities, small te medium industfial and manufacturing operations, major freeways and
busy roadways used as tracking routes all impact the West Oakland community. These sources
contribute to high levelsiof PMxs'‘concentrations and elevated cancer risk from toxic air contaminants.
West Oakland is‘eonsidered gfie of the most impacted areas in the San Francisco Bay Area due to the
area’s many Sourges of digSel particulate matter. Unknown additional impacts may occur due to the
redevelopmentof the Oakland Army Base.

Approximately 25/00Q people live in the West Oakland area. Nearly 30 percent of the population is
African-Amerigan and'over 25 percent is Latino. ® West Oakland is predominantly a low-income and high
health-burdén ommunity. It is a designated CARE area, has high levels of environmental exposures and
experienCes social and economic disadvantages. Health burdens that increase vulnerability to
environmental exposures are widespread in the West Oakland community. People living in West
Oakland experience more asthma emergency room visits, higher rates of cardiovascular disease, greater
unemployment, lower educational attainment, higher housing cost burden, lower life expectancy and
higher incidences of poverty than most other areas in Alameda County.

6 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.
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The Air District, the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project and other community groups and
researchers have spent decades doing monitoring, modeling and planning related work to better
understand and address the community’s exposure to air pollution.” The body of knowledge and
experience of the West Oakland community, as well as the established relationship between the Air
District and West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project positions West Oakland as a community
most likely to succeed in developing a robust community emission reduction plan given the challenging
legislative deadlines. West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project has been instrumental in bringing
air pollution and its related health effects to the forefront of research and planning activitiesin \West
Oakland. The Indicators Project is uniquely positioned to engage quickly and effectively in\amaction
planning effort that will serve as a model for future action plans.

Richmond: Community Air Monitoring Plan

For the purposes of this submittal, the Richmond area includes the City of Ri€hmeond, areas in El Cerrito
just south of Richmond, and communities just north and east of Richmond,‘idcluting portions of San
Pablo and several unincorporated communities, such as North Richmand.The specific geography for the
study area and the monitoring objectives will be determined in pastnership with the community, i.e. in
conjunction with the Community Stakeholder Group, which will begstablished as part of the community
air monitoring planning process.

In the Richmond area, which is also a designated CARE atea, there is a complex mix of emission sources:
a large refinery and chemical plant, a petroleum coke terminal, organic liquid storage and distribution
facilities, a seaport, organic waste and metal facilities, small to medium industrial and manufacturing
sources, high volume freeways and roadwaysga raityard and rail lines.

Approximately 100,000 people live in the.Richmond area.? A variety of communities and neighborhoods
make up the Richmond area. Neighborhoods range from 16 to over 33 percent African American; and
from 40 to over 56 percent Latino. Many of these areas are low-income and have high health burden
that increase vulnerability to epvironméntal exposures. Areas throughout Richmond also experience
social or economic disadvantages. People living in the Richmond area, especially North Richmond and
the Iron Triangle, experience\mofe asthima emergency room visits, higher rates of cardiovascular
disease, greater unemployment, lower educational attainment, higher housing cost burden, lower life
expectancy and higheriqcidences of poVverty than in other areas of Contra Costa County.

There are several‘engoing moniteting and air quality research projects in the Richmond area. Projects
include the expansion of monitoring efforts in Richmond due to the Air District’s Regulation 12, Rule 15
(Petrole@m/Refining Efnissiors Tracking), a community monitoring project through an EPA STAR grant in
which<the Aif Distpict,is partnering with the South Coast Air Quality Management District to build a low-
cost sensor guidanee document, an air toxics data analysis effort with the City of Richmond through an
EPAGOMmunity“Scale Air Toxics Monitoring Grant, and other studies by researches or other
governméntagencies. These projects and studies can be leveraged and will allow a year 1 monitoring
plan in Richmfond to be more feasible in the legislatively required timeframe. These efforts will also help
inform and improve the monitoring efforts in the area, for data collected by all the various project can
be comprehensively reviewed and analyzed and any findings leveraged. The Air District also expects to
work with other groups funded by CARB or other organizations to assist with any ongoing monitoring

7 More information about these projects is listed in the Air District response to item 3, Work Already Started.
8 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.
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efforts, including ensuring the work is transparent to the public. (More information about these projects

is provided below.)

2. Description of Years 2-5 and Year 6+ Communities

Years 2-5 Communities

The Air District recommends East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-Bay Point
area, San Jose and Vallejo as the San Francisco Bay Area’s years 2-5 communities for the state’s
Community Air Protection Program. These communities rose to the top of many of the airquality and
health metrics evaluated by the Air District. The Air District will continue to develop more=tefined and
accurate data on health vulnerability and air pollution exposure. Recommendationsforyears 2-5 will be
re-evaluated each year, as new data to better understand community air quality’conéerns become

available.

East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-Bay Point\areas/San Jose and Vallejo
include numerous high health-burden neighborhoods with disproportionately high exposure to air
pollution. Many people living in the years 2-5 areas experience mete asthma emergency room visits,
higher rates of cardiovascular disease, greater unemploymentdower,€ducational attainment, high
housing cost burden, lower life expectancy and higher incidencés of poverty than other areas of the San

Francisco Bay Area.

Table 1 lists the significant stationary and mobile soGkces'of pollution in each of the years 2-5

communities.

Table 1. Emission Sources

Community Area
East Oakland/San Leandro

Eastern San Francisco

PitshUrg-Baf Pgint Area

San Jose

Stationary Sources

Wastefacilities, metal facilities,
crematory, small to medium industrial
and manufacturing operations.

Organics recovery and waste facilities,
power plants, and numerous small to

medium industrial and manufacturing
operations

Power plants, chemical plant,
landfills, metal and chrome plating
facilities, agriculture equipment

Organics and waste recovery facilities,
organic liquids storage and
distribution facilities, quarries,
cement and asphalt plants and small

Mobile Sources

Oakland International Airport,
large distribution centers,
high-volume freeways and
roadways (1-880, 1-238, I1-580,
Highway 92), trucks, transit
buses, industrial equipment,
freight and passenger rail
High-volume freeways and
roadways (I-280, I-80, Bay
Bridge, Highway 101), trucks,
industrial equipment, transit
buses, harbor craft, freight and
passenger rail, construction
equipment

Freight rail, high-volume
freeways and roadways
(Highway 4, Highway 160),
industrial equipment, transit
buses, harbor craft, ocean
going vessels

San Jose International Airport,
freight and passenger rail, high
volume freeways and
roadways (I-880, 1-280, 1-680,
Highway 101, Highway 87),
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to medium industrial and trucks, transit buses, industrial

manufacturing operations equipment distribution centers
Vallejo Marine terminals, landfills, metal Freight rail, high-volume

facilities, cement plant (potential) freeways and roadways (1-80,

Highway 29, Highway 37),
trucks, industrial equipment,
transit buses, harbor craft,
ocean going vessels

Year 6+ Communities

The Air District identified high cumulative exposure burden areas, or candidate copimunities, in every
county in the San Francisco Bay Area. Recommended year 1 and years 2-5 compiunities have been
selected from these areas. Areas recommended for years 6+ are all the San Frah€isgbd Bay Area’s
candidate communities, not identified as a year 1 or years 2-5 community.¥ears6+ communities are
areas that were identified as having one or more of the following characteristics: within an Air District
CARE area, has large sources of air pollution, has been identified via statewide screening tools as areas
with pollution and/or health burden vulnerability, or has low lifefexpectancy.

Years 6+ communities in the San Francisco Bay Area are mosthyinthe region’s suburban or semi-rural
areas, with some locations in the urban core. In generalpcommunities identified as years 6+ have some
level of environmental exposures and/or experience,Social or economic disadvantages. They may also
have health burdens that increase vulnerability to @avikonmental exposures, but to a lesser extent than
those identified above. In general, Years 6+ comfunities may experience higher levels of exposure areas
air pollutants, suffer from more air quality related health impacts and higher incidences of poverty than
those identified above.

3. Information for Recommended Comfmunities
Work Already Started

The Air District has a long.history of working in"and with communities to reduce people’s exposure to
harmful emissions. Forover 60 years, the Air District has been passing regulations on large facilities,
small to medium industkial sources,|di€sel engines, fireplaces and many other sources to reduce local
exposure to air pollutants. Permitting and enforcement of our regulations ensures exposure reductions
are realized. Our ménitoring work, including fence-line and other source-oriented monitors, near-
roadway mMoniters and regional fixed-site monitors allow Air District staff to assess and better
understand, regional‘and lacal air pollutant levels. Incentive programs enable the Air District to further
reduce efissions@ndypollutant exposure from the sources we cannot regulate. Trucks, vehicles,
I6coMmotives, ships afid industrial and construction equipment are often the most significant sources of
pollution in.0Uf most impacted communities. The CARE program, initiated in 2004, served as the Air
District’sifoundation for identifying and selecting communities most impacted by and vulnerable to
health impacts from air pollution for the AB 617 effort.

AB 617 presents an opportunity to continue and expand these programs - to ensure that exposure to air
pollutants is reduced in our most impacted communities. Through AB 617, we will build community
capacity to better understand the impacts of poor air quality and participate in the AB 617 process. We
will build better partnerships, engagement strategies and educational materials to ensure a shared
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understanding of air quality and related community health. The specific work we are doing in West
Oakland and Richmond, and how our work impacts all AB 617 communities is described below.

Year 1 Communities: West Oakland and Richmond

The Air District has been working directly with our recommended year 1 communities to support the
development of a community emission reduction program in West Oakland and a community air
monitoring plan in Richmond. Our work in West Oakland continues the partnerships we have had with
the West Oakland community, especially with the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Pfojeet, for
well over a decade. It also builds on over thirty years of planning activities. Early plans focised.eh
economic revitalization and transportation access, often addressing specific areas or peighborhoods in
West Oakland, such as Seventh Street, the Mandela Parkway, or Acorn-Prescott. Q¥er the past fifteen
years, various planning activities have sought to bring jobs, retail and services t@ the community; to
address incompatible land uses; to improve transit, bike, and pedestrian accéss;todnhcrease mixed-use
development; to preserve the existing housing stock; to increase the supplyéf affordable housing; and
to reduce the community’s exposure to diesel particulate matter and texi¢ air contaminants.

West Oakland’s exposure to diesel particulate matter and toxic aif centaminants, and corresponding
health burden has been extensively studied. Beginning with asparthefship with the Pacific Institute in
2000, the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project lfas begh instrumental in bringing air pollution
and its related health effects to the forefront of researgh andyplanning activities in West Oakland. West
Oakland Environmental Indicators Project has led oreartigipated in the following studies: Neighborhood
Knowledge for Change: The West Oakland Environmiental Indicators Project (2002), Cleaning the Air:
Reducing Diesel Pollution in West Oakland (20Q3),,Paying with Our Health: The Real Cost of Freight
Transport in California (2006), and the West-Qakland Truck Survey (2009). In addition, West Oakland
Environmental Indicators Project co-chaitedthe Port of Oakland’s 2009 Maritime Air Improvement Plan
(MAQIP) and the MAQIP update curgentlyunderway. They were an active member of the West Oakland
Specific Plan (2014) working group and gontinue to participate in the Oakland Army Base Stakeholder
Group.

These partnerships have alsehelped te.expedite investments to early-retire highly polluting mobile
sources impacting thé\West Oakland community. Between 2008 and 2016 the Air District awarded over
$33 million in grantsto retrofit or replace approximately 2000 diesel trucks that move goods from Port
of Oakland. During this timef the Air District also awarded more than $24 million to install shore power
infrastructure to reduce,pollutioh from ocean-going vessels at the Port of Oakland. These investments,
along with ARB air toxic centfol measures for mobile sources, have helped significantly reduce diesel
emissions i"West,@akland, and the region. Since 2016, the Air District awarded more than $10 million
tofadditional projeets to reduce emissions from locomotives, cargo-handling equipment, marine vessels,
andyon-roaddrueks. These projects will reduce more than 84 tons of NOx, 2.7 tons of ROG, and 1.4 tons
of diesel PM"pen year.

Despite this extensive history of planning, research, and grant-funding activities in West Oakland, more
work needs to be done. We need to integrate the findings of past studies and implement measures that
reduce criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants emissions and exposure to improve health
outcomes. To this end, the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project and the Air District have
recently developed a formal partnership to develop a community emission reduction action program for
the West Oakland community. We worked together to identify local stakeholders and community
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members to participate on a steering committee to guide the development of the action plan. The
steering committee has formed and has begun meeting.

In the Richmond area, Air District staff is working to establish a group of strong local, community-based
organizations to partner with the Air District in leading the effort to develop the community air
monitoring plan. We are beginning by building a “bench” of community partners that can bring various
skills, knowledge, and capabilities to the partnership. We expect to have community partners on board
by late Summer 2018. In parallel, we are preparing a technical assessment and information yéport for
the Richmond area, to share with community partners for their input. We will also work withwuf
community partners to identify local stakeholders and other community members to forimalarger
stakeholder group.

There are several air monitoring and air quality data analysis efforts ongoing if,RiChmond. These efforts
can be leveraged to ensure the Richmond community air monitoring plan i€ feasible and successful in
the short state-mandated time frame. One such effort is the expansion of'théfénce-line monitoring
systems to include all Bay Area refineries, including expansion of the cuftrent system at the Chevron
Refinery. Chevron has proposed to expand its fence-line monitorifgsystem to meet the requirements of
the Air District’s Regulation 12, Rule 15 (Rule 12-15). Additionally, as/art of the Rule 12-15 process, the
Air District committed to expand efforts to characterize leyéls%f air pollutants in communities near
refineries by adding an additional fixed monitoring site./The"Air District is assisting the City of Richmond
on an EPA Community Scale Toxics Grant, to evaluate"andinterpret air toxics data collected at sites near
the Chevron Refinery. The Air District is also workingwith the Asian Pacific Environmental Network
community organization to implement a PM s.cammunity-led sensor project in the Richmond area as
one of the Northern California communities.patticipating in an EPA STAR Grant: “Engage, Educate

and Empower California Communities on'the'Jse and Applications of "Low-cost" Air Monitoring
Sensors” in partnership with the South €oast Air Quality Management District.® Finally, there are
current and historical air monitoring prdjects the Air District worked on with researchers and other
governmental organizations that will provide data and other information to inform year 1 monitoring
planning efforts.

The Air District has alse pgovided grant funding to incentivize early-emissions reductions from projects in
Richmond. Since 2016)the Air District'as awarded more than $3.8 million to eligible projects in
Richmond that will reduce aigollution from light-duty vehicles, locomotives, marine vessels, and off-
road equipmént. Thése prejects will reduce more than 6.8 tons of NOx, 0.42 tons of ROG, and 0.37 tons
of diesel PM emissions per year.

Mavingforward, the"Air District will continue pursuing funding from all available sources, such as state
ahdfederal agéenciesand settlement funds. These funds will be used to augment the Air District’s
traditional gramt funding sources, which total approximately $50 million on an annual basis. Air
District’sigrant funds are used to support projects that reduce air pollution and improve air quality in the
Bay Area afd are prioritized for communities that are disproportionately impacted by air pollution.

Stationary Source Regulations

9 More information on EPA Star Grant may be found here: http://www.agmd.gov/ag-spec/research-projects)
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Many Air District stationary source regulations will directly benefit communities that have oil refineries,
cement plants, chemical plants, large facilities, small to medium industrial sources, organic waste
facilities and a variety of other sources. Air District rules and programs that will improve facility and/or
source emissions, and therefore community exposure to pollutants, are summarized below:

Toxics: The Air District’s Regulation 11, Rule 18 (Rule 11-18) is the most stringent health-based
air toxics regulation in California. The rule requires health risk screening for all facilities in the
Bay Area that report toxic air contaminant emissions. The screening analysis will deteemine a
prioritization score for each facility. The score will be based on the amount of toxic @ir pollution
emitted, the degree of toxicity and the proximity of pollutants to local communitiesyFacilities
that exceed a prioritization score threshold will undergo health risk assessment,for all permitted
sources that emit toxic air contaminants. Facilities with health risks abové a tisk action threshold
would be required to reduce their risk or meet retrofit control guidelinesfog all significant risk
sources. Facilities with the highest risk levels would be required togubmit’risk reduction plans
by 2020. Risk reductions at the highest risk facilities should be completed during 2020-2025.
Others subject facilities should complete risk reductions by 2030:

Best Available Retrofit Control Technology: Additional rules will be put into place to further
reduce emissions where there are opportunities for further cost-effective controls. AB 617
required review of a set of eighty facilities, housing over 3,000 sources, throughout the Bay
Area. This review resulted in the identification of up to 12 possible new regulations to further
reduce emissions from these sources. These include controls on organic liquid storage tanks,
petroleum wastewater treatment, Portland cement manufacturing, refinery equipment and
boilers, landfills, fiberglass manufacturing and petroleum coke calcining.

Petroleum Refineries: Therg areyfive large refineries in the Bay Area with several nearby
communities, including’Richmond, Crocket and Rodeo, Martinez, Clyde and Benicia. In addition
to potential emission‘weduetions due/te, the implementation of Rule 11-18, there are several
other refinery-specific regulationsithat are being developed or implemented. These regulations
will either help characterize emissions from these facilities, characterize cumulative exposure in
communities near refineries, or achieve further emission reductions. These requirements
include Rule 12-15 Petroleum Refining Emissions Tracking — which requires the refineries to
estaldlish air monijtoring plans and operate fence line air monitoring systems
(bittp:iww.baagmidfBov/plans-and-climate/emission-tracking-and-monitoring/fenceline-
mopiforing-plas)and Air District planning for the expansion of air monitoring in communities
near refineries, using feedback from Spring 2018 public workshops. Rule 12-15 also requires
refingfies to submit information that will help the Air District improve and standardize emissions
estimates from the petroleum refineries.

Woodsmoke: Many communities in the San Francisco Bay Area are impacted by PM; s emissions
from residential wood burning, including areas in the Sonoma and Napa Valley, Santa Rosa,

10 A stationary source is an individual fixed emitter of air pollutants, such as a boiler. A facility may have multiple
individual stationary sources, such as a petroleum refining facility.
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Marin and other rural communities. For some communities, especially the rural communities
tucked into the many valleys of Marin, Sonoma and Napa, residential wood burning is the only
significant source of PM,s. These areas may also have health burdens and high levels of poverty,
which air pollution can exacerbate, especially if residents have limited access to health care.
Several residents from rural communities in Marin County asked that their communities be
included in the Air District’s first year recommendations for AB 617 action. Although
woodsmoke is a considerable concern in these communities, AB 617 is intended to address
cumulative air quality and health burden areas; those areas that are impacted my mfltigle
sources of air pollution, such as large industrial sources, major marine ports, congested
freeways and roadways and/or rail.

Although we are not recommending any community exclusively impactéd by Woodsmoke for the
in this submittal, the Air District is committed to reducing woodsmoke i cemmunities impacted
by the effects of wood burning. In the past several years, the Air Distfictshas both strengthened
its rules related to wood burning and offered significant publiefunding to replace wood-burning
equipment with cleaner options. The Air District is expecting to ontinue to address residential
woodsmoke emissions through additional incentive progkamsthat provide funding to residents
to help replace older and highly polluting fireplaces ahdAvo®d-burning stoves with cleaner
alternatives. We are also considering further stresdgthenihg of our Wood-Burning Devices Rule.

e Permitting: The Air District is considering changes to our permitting program to address
cumulative impacts. To examine the poSsibilities, we have created a cross-divisional workgroup
to broadly review and recommend changes to the existing permitting system. We are
considering all permitting policies-and procedures, rules and regulations, local land use
permitting guidance and CEQA'guidglines.

e QOdors: The Air District will be amending its odor rule, Regulation 7, to help reduce odors that
impact communities. Efforts are underway to strengthen standards that limit odorous
compounds and develop strategies to enhance the enforceability of the existing odor rule.

e Methane: In 2017, the Air District developed a comprehensive Basin-wide Methane Strategy, an
agency-wide effort to better quantify and reduce the region’s methane emissions. Rules
associated with the strategy will focus on methane specific to organics material handling and to
composting. In addition to climate benefits, the Methane Strategy is expected to garner
reductions in reactive organic gases, a precursor to ozone formation. There is also the potential
for reduction of some toxic volatile organic compounds as a co-benefit.

e Organics Recovery: The Air District is developing an Organics Recovery Strategy. Changes in state
law will impact San Francisco Bay Area organics recovery, including landfill management,
composting, and anaerobic digestion. In addition to possible new or modified rules, the Air
District will consider non-regulatory measures to take a lifecycle approach to organics diversion.
The regulations and best practices that follow from this effort are expected to reduce emissions
of all pollutants associated with this process, including methane and compounds that cause
odor nuisances and/or lead to ozone formation. There is also the potential for reduction of
some toxic volatile organic compounds as a co-benefit.
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e Particulate Matter (Fugitive Dust): A suite of regulations focusing on particulate matter
emissions is going to the Air District Board for consideration in Summer 2018. Following the
adoption of those new rules and amendments, implementation would target fugitive dust
emissions including those from bulk material handling and from truck trackout. This would
primarily help reduce particulate emissions from activities at construction sites, landfills and
rock quarries, some of which impact AB 617 communities.

Mobile Source Incentives

The cost to accelerate fleet turnover in the highly impacted communities will likely requice Significant
incentive funding to help fleet owners and operators to make early investments ip/eleaner technology in
the absence of regulations from the state and federal governments who have pégulatory authority over
mobile sources. As an example, a recent review of the fleet inventory at the’Poft of Oakland that was
developed by Port staff shows that the total cost to replace most of the existing/vehicles that service the
Port and equipment that is operated at the Port with cleaner alternatives‘is‘estimated to exceed $200
million.

In 2017, the legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) 134, which agpr@priated $250 million in Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Funds to achieve early emission reductiosis ilicommunities most burdened by air
pollution. Incentive funds are targeted toward engine’réplacement, repower, and infrastructure projects
in disadvantaged and low-income areas. The San Ffangisco Bay Area has received $50 million of these
funds. Per legislative requirements, funds will beldicected at projects that can deliver “early action”
emission reductions in our most disadvantaged éemmunities, including both recommended year 1
communities, most of the recommendedyedrs 2-5 communities, and in several year 6+ communities.
Funds will be directed to communities along the 1-880/1-80 Corridor: Hayward to Richmond including
East and West Oakland, Berkeley and Richmond; and in the Refinery Corridor: Rodeo and Vallejo,
Martinez to Pittsburg.

Building Capacity in All AB61¥ Communities

A wide variety of cammunity capdcity building efforts have begun and will continue as we implement AB
617 throughout the region. Capatitywbuilding means building respectful and open relationships with
community members, establishing partnerships, and sharing information. It means providing the tools
and assistancewneeded far althentic empowered participation in designing the work ahead. We expect
to learn about’communitias, and for communities to learn more about the importance of good air
qualityand-its contribution to community health. We are currently developing curriculum for an “Air
Quality,Acadermy,” With the goal building a shared understanding of air quality issues and concerns
between the ‘Air District and our community partners. In addition, the Air District is in the process of
establishing a)Community-led Air Quality Sensing Program, which will seek new and improved ways to
partner with community groups in addressing air quality concerns throughout the Bay Area. The
Program will provide guidance and resources to ensure communities are successful in their monitoring
efforts and is intended to respond to a variety of both internal and external community needs, including
assisting with all aspects of community monitoring from inception, monitoring, analysis, and next steps.

Resource Needs

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 10



Community Health Protection Program, Final Submittal August 1, 2018

AB 617 is the one of most significant changes in air quality regulation in the last 35 years. Increasing the
focus on localized air pollution in overburdened communities is a welcome and necessary initiative for
public health and equity in California. However, it requires significant additional resources.

Community

Communities in years 1 through 5 will need funding for a variety of activities to build community
readiness to eventually develop an emission reduction programs and/or community air monitering plan.
AB 617 is envisioned as a community-based endeavor, and therefore communities will be,at.the center
of planning and decision-making regarding local priorities for action. However, not all cemmunities are
at the same starting point, or level of readiness. At each stage of the process, community‘erganizations
will need financial assistance to support their participation. Funding is especiallyyneeded for the capacity
building, plan development, and plan implementation and evaluation.

e Capacity Building: includes stakeholder identification, communitjystifeys, mappings, review of
existing plans and data, formation of an AB 617 stakeholder gfoup including local jurisdictions
and regulated entities. Build shared understanding about air quality, community concerns, local
issues, and about Air District programs and resources/

e Emission Reduction Program and/or Air Monitoring Plan/Development: Communities co-lead a
process with the Air District to develop and adept ayplan for emission reductions or air
monitoring consistent with CARB guidance, With,local government and other stakeholder
involvement.

¢ Plan Implementation and Evaluationincludes implementing community monitoring, actions, or
mitigations as described in the plans, keéviéw of initial milestones, and assist evaluating metrics
for progress as defined in the plans.

The Air District estimates that appreximately $500,000 per year will be required for community capacity
building and participation in AB 617 processes. This funding is needed across the Bay Area, not just in
the communities identified foryedrs 1-5

In addition to the cdmmunity capacity bdilding and participation efforts, some communities may desire
to perform theirownicommunitysled’monitoring efforts, in addition to the community-led monitoring
that could befa part®f implemeénting any active AB 617 Community Monitoring Plan. The Air District
estimatessthateath of these community-led monitoring efforts will require $500,000.

Toknsure that theydata is useful in moving toward emissions reductions, the Air District will need to
praVidé technical assistance to the communities conducting this monitoring, including study design,
monitoripgimplementation, and data analysis and interpretation. Air District technical staff may have
the capatity to assist with one of these projects per year. Therefore, the total annual costs for
community-led monitoring in the Bay Area is estimated to be $500,000 per year. Total cost for
community participation in AB 617 is estimated to be $1 million per year.

Air District

Most of the air pollution impacting overburdened communities is from mobile sources. Addressing the
impacts of this pollution will require a cooperative effort between the local air districts and the
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California Air Resources Board. Since Air Districts can only charge permit fees to stationary sources to
address the impacts of their pollution, there is very limited opportunity to raise the needed funds from
fees.

The Air District will incur significant start-up costs to set up its new Community Health Protection
Program to implement AB 617. During the first year of implementing the state Community Air
Protection Program, the Air District will incur nearly $13 million in initial costs associated with the
identification of a prioritized list of impacted communities, development and adoption of a Ceammunity
Action Plan, development and implementation of a Community Monitoring Plan, development‘of new
state-wide emissions inventory protocols, review of best available retrofit control techpelogy and
potential adoption of amended regulations to gain benefits from the technology. Much,of\this work will
become ongoing, including working with impacted communities in advance of thé development of
additional community action and monitoring plans.

Ongoing, annual costs for specific Air District activities are provided in Takleg.

Table 22. Air District Resource Needs

Program Component Activity Cost
Community Monitoring Staff to maintain equipment, asses add ahalyze data, and to conduct short- $5.4 million
term monitoring studies.
Laboratory equipment and stpplies.

Assistance to community.grolips for community-led monitoring.

Special studies to'fireasure emissions from large sources using new

technology.
Community Emissions Staff to prepare community emission reduction programs, track community $5.2 million
Reduction Plans progress and prepare annual progress reports to state.

Consultants for conducting CEQA analyses.

Additional inspectors to provide enhanced enforcement in AB 617
communities.

Community Engageent™ Staffing to manage community grants and work with community-based $0.6 million
organizations to build capacity.

Review of Best Available Development and implementation of new rules to reduce emissions from $0.8 million

Retrofit Control large stationary sources.

Technology

Emissions Réportipg Ongoing improvement in emissions estimates. $0.3 million

Coordination

Overhead Executive time to coordinate/oversee program development. $1.7 million

Legal services for CEQA analysis and regulatory development.

Administrative overhead for new staff and contracts.
Total Expected Cost $14 million

Community-Level Emission Inventory: Emissions Data Availability
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Data for developing a community-level emissions inventory for the areas of West Oakland, Richmond,
East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, Pittsburg-Bay Point-Antioch, San Jose, and Vallejo are
available, but significant work is required to acquire and process these data. For example, an updated
emissions inventory is currently being prepared by the Port of Oakland and emissions inventories are
available for stationary sources permitted by the Air District. The Air District has also compiled and
modeled on-road mobile emissions for Planning Healthy Places,*?, a tool that helps local governments
identify areas in their communities that have high levels of cancer risk from toxics and high
concentrations of PM,s. We are also working to improve our emission inventory as data is génegated
through monitoring, source testing and other means. In the coming months, we will also beginworking
with external partners, including CARB, on a uniform methodology for performing commUnity-level
emissions inventories in all communities recommended for community emission reductien programs.
The Air District looks forward to partnering with CARB in this effort, specificallyih the'development of
mobile source emissions inventories, and especially for off-road mobile sougpces!

4. Public Process used to Identify, Prioritize and Select Recommeénded Communities

The Air District developed and implemented an extensive outs€achyplan to ensure community
participation in the identification, prioritization, and then seleetion of recommended communities for
the state’s Community Air Protection Program. Outreach’consisted predominately of public workshops
and online community engagement.

The Air District held a total of eleven workshopsithreughout the region on AB 617, and specifically on
community identification and prioritization. Outreach for workshops include informational flyers posted
at libraries, community centers and other pepular gathering places, e-blasts, social media posts on
Facebook and Twitter, press releases and follow-up media advisories, posts in community calendars,
targeted emails to key community stakehelders and Spare the Air Resource Teams, and targeted

outreach at community events in tagget’‘communities (e.g., groundbreaking event at Pittsburg Unified

School District).

Table 3. San Francisco Bay,Areg AB 617 PublicM/erkshops

Date Workshop Title Venue Attendees
January 31, 2018 LandmarkyLocal*Air Pollution Air District Offices, 375 Beale St, Yerba 66
Legislationh -JAB 617 Buena Rm, San Francisco, CA 94105
March 28, 2018 New Funding and New Efforts to Curb  Hilton Garden Inn, 510 Lewelling 17
Local Air Pollution (AB 617) Boulevard San Leandro, CA 94579
April 24, 2098 AB 617 Community Health Protection  Florence Douglas Senior Center, 333 29
Program Public Workshop Amador St, Vallejo, CA 94590
April 25, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection =~ Ambrose Community Center, 3105 13
Program Public Workshop Willow Pass Road, Bay Point, CA 94565
April 3042018 AB 617 Community Health Protection  Pleasant Hill Community Center, 320 11
Program Public Workshop Civic Drive, Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
May 10, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection ~ Shannon Community Center, 11600 0
Program Public Workshop Shannon Avenue, Dublin, CA 94568
May 16, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection ~ San Pablo Community Center, 2450 Rd 28
Program Public Workshop 20, San Pablo, CA 94806
1 http://www.baagmd.gov/plans-and-climate/planning-healthy-places
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 13
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May 21, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection

Program Public Workshop

May 24, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection

Program Public Workshop

June 4, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection

Program Public Workshop

June 20, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection

Program Public Workshop

Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Library, 150 E.
San Fernando St, San Jose, CA 95112
Fairfield Community Center, 1000
Kentucky St, Fairfield, CA 94533

Cal State East Bay Oakland Center, 1000
Broadway Avenue, Oakland, CA 94607
Air District Offices, 375 Beale St, Yerba
Buena Rm, San Francisco, CA 94105

12

34

Workshop attendees learned about the public health context for addressing air quality concerns/at the
local level, the goals of AB 617, the process for identifying, prioritizing and selecting commulhities. There
was opportunity for discussion, where workshop participants could ask questions and Shatre concerns.

Following the presentations, Air District staff facilitated interactive sessions where attendees could

prioritize communities for selection and early action, speak with local inspectors/abeut local sources of
pollution, guide criteria for selection and shape program objectives.

Workshop attendees rated the workshops well. All (100%) of respondehtstated the facilitation and

overall structure of the workshops as good to excellent. Most ratédsthe clarity of information presented
(88%) and the opportunity to ask questions (95%) as good to€xcellent. They found the following as the
most valuable components of the workshops:

Networking
Interacting with Air District staff

Learning about the intent of AB 617 and the 'data through presentations and handouts

Interactive stations
Learning from community residents
The public health context

Respondents offered the following as.opportunities for improvement:

Better outreach/mor€ resident atténdance

Better link the publicjhealth preSentation to air quality
Inform attendees,about what seleeted communities will get out of being selected as an AB 617

community,
More time foh Q&A

To ensurefarticipation beyand the workshops, the Air District posted two interactive topics on Open Air
Forum gthe€ Air Distri€t’s online community engagement platform. Each topic included information to
inform the*public@bout AB 617, the process for community selection and to provide an opportunity for
the,Lopmmunity to inférm and guide our community selection. The goal of the first topic was to allow our
community.towveigh in on our community selection criteria; this topic had 254 visitors and 30 responses
from thepublic. The survey asked respondents to rate their level of support for the methods proposed
to identify candidate communities. The respondents overwhelmingly strongly support the use of CARE

(81%), additional impacts (73%), and other large sources (73%). Respondents were asked to provide
additional criteria that the Air District should consider, respondents recommend that we consider:

Odors and wood smoke

Areas with heavy idling and proximity to multiple transportation systems

History of regulatory violations
Socio-economic status, e.g. income, race, equity

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
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e Historical contamination: military bases & heavy industry

Respondents were also provided the opportunity to recommend a community that was not captured by
our proposed methods. Eleven out of the thirty respondents offered recommendations; however, all but
one recommended community were included as candidate communities in the Air District’s April 26"
submittal to CARB on recommended candidate communities. (Benicia, Pittsburg, Vallejo, Mare Island,
Pt. Richmond, Rodeo-Crocket, Alviso, and parts of Napa).

The one community not recommended was San Geronimo Valley in Marin County. Althoughwheavily
impacted by woodsmoke, San Geronimo Valley was not included because it is not considéred a high
cumulative exposure burden area. Like many other rural areas in Marin, Sonoma anid Napa, woodsmoke
is a considerable concern. For some communities, especially the rural communities tueked into the
many valleys of Marin, Sonoma and Napa, residential wood burning is the onlysignificant, source of
PM.s. These areas may also have health burdens and high levels of poverty;#vhich air pollution can
exacerbate, especially if residents have limited access to health care. However, AB 617 is intended to
address cumulative air quality and health burden areas; those areas thatare impacted my multiple
sources of air pollution, such as large industrial sources, major marife ports, congested freeways and
roadways and/or rail. As described on page 9, although we are pot Ffécommending any community
exclusively impacted by woodsmoke for the in this submittal, the’Air District is committed to reducing
woodsmoke in communities impacted by the effects offtwood*burning. We will continue to address
residential woodsmoke through additional incentiveorograms that provide funding to residents to help
replace older and highly polluting fireplaces and.wood:burning stoves with cleaner alternatives and we
are considering further strengthening of our Weod-Burning Devices Rule.

The second topic included on Open AirForum closed on June 29%". This topic allowed community
members to shape community prioritization for years 2-5. The second topic had 150 visitors and 33
responses from the public.

The survey asked respondents tesfate their level of support for the criteria proposed to select
communities for action.AThéwespondents’ support was variable — 41% somewhat to strongly support our
selection criteria, 16%\indicated that they were neutral and 44% somewhat to strongly oppose the
selection criteria proposed.

Respondentsiwere asked fo\pravide additional criteria that the Air District should consider, respondents
recommghdsthat we:
o \Include wood smoke
e |Consider areads that are out of range of current Air District monitors
e ¢ Consider areas within proximity to agricultural pesticides, vehicle exhaust and/or diesel
patrticlilate matter
e Prioritize income, access to health care, race, crime rates, access to public transit, access to
open spaces and other social determinants of health

Respondents were also asked to share the sources of air pollution that concern them the most. The
most common response was wood smoke, additional responses were:
o Refineries
e Emissions from mobile sources, such as cars in heavily traveled corridors and diesel particulate
matter

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 15
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Respondents also shared their largest health concerns from heavy air pollution. The most common
responses were:

e Asthma

o Emphysema

e Lung cancer

o Allergies

e Persistent coughs

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 16
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Attachment A. High Cumulative Exposure Burden Communities, SF Bay Area
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Attachment B. CARE Pollution Index, SF Bay Area
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Attachment C. CARE Health Vulnerability Index, SF Bay Area
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Attachment D: Community Prioritization Methodology

Air Quality

Metrics:

1.

CARE Pollution Index: modeled concentrations of cancer risk, fine PM, and ozone. Air pollution
levels are mapped to zip code areas. Regional modeling for toxic air contaminant levels in 2015 were
used to estimate cancer risk. Annual average PM, s above background levels was estimatedfusing
regional air quality modeling of representative days in 2010 and 2011, and observatiohs frem San
Francisco Bay Area monitoring sites. Mean 8-hour ozone above background levels was‘interpolated
from observations in 2010 and 2011 at monitoring sites only.

PM..s Monitoring Data: Many metrics describing PM3 s concentrations measured'at monitoring sites
in the Bay Area from 2013-2017 were evaluated, including: the maximum, m€an, and 98" percentile
of the 24-hour concentrations each year, the annual means, and the 24-h6ug and annual design
values. Using many metrics helps assess sites that might exhibit diffeking‘eoncentration
distributions, such as a few very high values versus a high annual me€an. Health research data show
that both acute and chronic exposure to PM s are issues of gcéngern.

Toxics Monitoring Data: Annual means of 24-hour concentrations of several key toxic air
contaminants (including toluene, m/p-xylene. o-xylenegethyl benzene, 1,3-butadiene and, benzene)
concentration measurements from monitoring sites,ih the San Francisco Bay Area. Data are for the
2013-2017 period.

Methodology:

a. Pollution index data by zip codes weré&‘analyzed for all San Francisco Bay Area high cumulative
exposure burden areas. Air District'staffyreviewed maps and noted geographic areas that had
high, medium and low levels offpollution.

b. PM,s monitoring data weresanalyzed for all San Francisco Bay Area high cumulative exposure
burden areas. Air District staff gave geographic areas a high/medium/low ranking based on a
combination of PM, s getrics. Areas«of expected high cumulative exposure burden that do not
have a PM;s monitdring site were either extrapolated from a nearby site depending on
meteorology andtepegraphy,.or the,PM, s metric was not used. The latter type of areas was
scored only of the,availableinformation from CARE.

c. Toxics (toluenen/p-xylene; o;xylene, ethyl-benzene, 1,3-butadiene and benzene) monitoring
data wete analyzed fenall Sah Francisco Bay Area high cumulative exposure burden areas. Air
District staff'gave each geographic area a high/medium/low ranking based on the data. Areas of
expected’high cimulative exposure burden that do not have a toxics monitoring site were either
extrapolatedfrom\a nearby site, depending on meteorology and topography, or the toxics
metric was net Used. The latter type of areas was scored only on the available information from
CARE and, ifsavailable, PM;s monitoring sites.

Health Bdarden

Metrics:

1.

CARE Vulnerability Index: Mortality rates, ER visits, and hospitalizations attributed to causes
known to be aggravated by air pollution were used to estimate health vulnerability. Death records
are for years 2008-2010. Emergency room visits, and hospital records are for years 2009-2011.
Life Expectancy: Life expectancy data is obtained from the California Healthy Places Index project.
Places that scored within the lowest 50 percent are classified as ‘low life expectancy,’ and those
within the lowest 25 percent are classified as ‘lowest life expectancy.’

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 20
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Methodology:

a.

Vulnerability index data by zip codes were analyzed for all San Francisco Bay Area high
cumulative exposure burden areas. Air District staff reviewed maps and selected geographic
areas that have high, medium and low levels of health vulnerability.

Lowest and low life expectancy data by census tract block groups were analyzed for all San
Francisco Bay Area high cumulative exposure burden areas. The life expectancy results were
mapped to display concentrations of low life expectancy in the region. Air District staff
reviewed maps and selected areas in the AB 617 universe that have high, medium and low
levels of life expectancy.

Other Information Used in Understanding High Cumulative Exposure Burden Communities

Community Capacity — Current levels of community capacity were génsidered in selecting first
year action communities. Community capacity means having relatienShips with community
members, established partnerships and the ability to share information. It means having the
tools needed for authentic empowered participation in the work. ‘It also means having some
significant levels of knowledge, research and previous pldnping or other studies that can be
leveraged as we moved forward in a community.

Sources — Total sources: Total permitted statiopary Seurces, by size and type; mobile sources,
including freeways, roadways, rail, distribution centers.

Cal Enviro Screen 3.0 — CalEnviroScreeniis-a\mapping tool that uses environmental, health, and
socioeconomic information from state\and¥federal government sources to identify California
communities that are disadvantaged, Disadvantaged communities include those most affected
by multiple sources of pollution andithose where the population is especially vulnerable to
pollution’s effects. CalEnvir6Screen 3.0 scores are used to rank and map every census tract in
the state by percentile. Censusdracts in the San Francisco Bay Area that were ranked within the
top 25 percent of statéwide scoresfere included in the Air District’s recommendation of high
cumulative exposuré,areas. Those areas with the highest scores across all metrics, and individual
metrics, including Secio-econemic,'Were noted.

Healthy Places Index — The Catifornia Healthy Places Index was developed by the Public Health
Alliance, of Southern(California. The index includes diverse non-medical economic, social,
political and envirbAmental factors that influence physical and cognitive function, behavior and
diseasé”The tatal score is used to screen for places with high health burden. Census tracts in the
SanEfancisco Bay Area that rank within the top 25 percent of statewide scores were included in
tRE Air District's recommendation of high cumulative exposure areas. Those areas with the
highest scores across all metrics, and individual metrics including socio-economic and racial
demogfaphics, were noted.

Proximity of emissions to sensitive receptors — The Environmental Justice Screening Method
(EJSM) was developed for the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to examine cumulative
impacts and social vulnerability within California regions, as well as to identify overburdened
communities. The Air district used the hazard proximity portion of this tool to identify the areas
that have sensitive receptors near sources of significant emissions since this measure of
exposure is not included in the other environmental justice screening tools. More Information
about the calculation of the hazard proximity scores is at
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/apr/past/11-336.pdf.
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Final Analysis and Recommendations

The main metrics describing air quality and health issues were combined to reveal a group of geographic
areas that showed consistently high air quality and health burdens, including West Oakland, the
Richmond area, East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-Bay Point area, San Jose
and Vallejo. Given the legislatively required deadlines for year one activities, West Oakland and
Richmond areas were selected for year 1 action; West Oakland for a community emission reduction
program and the Richmond area for a community air monitoring plan. The remaining commdnities, East
Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-Bay Point area, San Jose and Vallejo.are
recommended for years 2-5. Note that the recommendations for years 2-5 were based efi'the best data
currently available to the Air District. As we continue to improve our data on healtitburden and air
pollution exposure, the list of recommended communities may change. This listwill be re-evaluated
every year.

Historical and ongoing activities in West Oakland and Richmond provide opportunities that the Air
District and partner communities can leverage to make a successful community emission reduction
program and/or community air monitoring plans feasible. In WeSt @akland, there has been over a
decade of monitoring and policy work done to understand and péduce exposure to air pollution in West
Oakland, by the Air District, West Oakland Environmentaljfndicators Project and other community
groups, and scientific researchers. This body of knowlg@ge, and the established relationship between
the Air District and the West Oakland Environmental¥ndicators Project positions West Oakland as a
community most likely to be able to meet the legislated deadlines for the first community emission
reduction program process. There are several@ir monitoring and air quality data analysis efforts ongoing
in Richmond. These efforts can be leveragedtesensure the Richmond community air monitoring plan is
feasible and successful in the short state-mandated time frame. One such effort is the expansion of the
fence-line monitoring system at the/Chevron Refinery. Chevron has proposed to expand its fence-line
monitoring system to meet the requicements of the Air District’s Regulation 12, Rule 15 (Rule 12-15).
Additionally, as part of the Rule #2-15 progéss, the Air District committed to expand efforts to
characterize levels of air pollutants in cdmmunities near refineries by adding an additional fixed
monitoring site. The Air Bistrict is assisting the City of Richmond on an EPA Community Scale Toxics
Grant, to evaluate afidVinterpret air toxies data collected at sites near the Chevron Refinery. The Air
District is also werking with the Asiap’Pacific Environmental Network community organization to
implement a PM, s*e6mmunity-léd sensor project in the Richmond area as one of the Northern
California,ommunities fparticipating in South Coast Air Quality Management District’s EPA STAR Grant:
“Engage, Bdugate and Empower California Communities on the Use and Applications of "Low-cost" Air
Moniteting Sensofs™¢? Finally, there are current and historical air monitoring projects the Air District
wiorked 'on with reseaftchers and other governmental organizations that will provide data and other
information tedhform year 1 monitoring planning efforts.

12 More information on EPA Star Grant may be found here: http://www.agmd.gov/ag-spec/research-projects
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Attachment E. Final Submittal Requirements, California Air Resources Board

Air District final submittal: Public process for determination of recommended communities
Due: July 31, 2018

Air districts recommending communities for AB 617 2018 Community Selections must provide
documentation addressing the following elements in the final submittal:

1) Describe (including geographic boundaries) the communities from the preliminarydistthat the air
district is recommending for inclusion in year one for:

a) A community air monitoring plan
b) A community emissions reduction program

2) In accordance with statute, CARB staff are required to return to thé€*Board annually for
recommendations on additional communities. Describe the communiti€s from the preliminary list the
air district is recommending for inclusion in subsequent years; re€oghizing that additional data and
public input may result in updates to the final recommengdationsfor each year:

a) Community air monitoring and/or community emissions reduction programs in years 2 through 5
b) Community air monitoring and/or community emissions reduction programs in years 6 and beyond

3) Provide information on the following questiens,for each community recommended for year 1 and
communities being considered for years 2-5;

a) Has work already started in the communpity?

b) What are the anticipated resourcé=néeds for each recommended community for both the air district
and the community?

c) Are emissions data available to deyelop atommunity level emission inventory?

4) Describe the public process used|to identify, then prioritize and select recommended communities?
Provide a brief overall summary ‘of comments received and specify how many attendees were at each
workshop orfmeeting.

5) Any additional information the air district would like to provide, including any community
recommendationsfor future year implementation.
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AGENDA: 5
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members

of the Executive Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Date: July 16, 2018

Re: Update on the Governor’s Global Climate Action Summit

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Recommend Board of Directors:

1. Seek support from their jurisdictions for the DieselFrege by 33 Statement of Purpose and
encourage signatures from Mayor’s both withifandwOutside the Bay Area.

2. Encourage participation from cities, counties and businesses Request at the Climate
Technology Showcase event.

BACKGROUND

At the beginning of 2018, the Adr“Ristrict submitted proposals for 2 affiliated events to the
Governor’s Climate Action Summit/scheduled September 12-14, 2018 in San Francisco. The
Diesel Free by "33 and Climate Technolegy Showcase events are both hosted by the Air District
and will be held at the Bay, Atea’Metro €enter, 375 Beale St. San Francisco.

The Diesel Free ewent'is intended to bring mayors, county supervisors and industry leaders together
to sign a commitment in principal’to go diesel free in their communities by 2033.

The Technoloegy Showcasevill bring together the latest low/zero emission technology products
and programs with4thgseswho are could benefit from the latest emissions reducing technology.

BISCUSSION

The Air{District was selected to host 2 affiliated events at the Governor’s Global Climate Action
Summit.

1. September 12, 2018 — United Against GHG’s — Diesel Free by 33 hosted by the Air
District. The agenda and event logistics are in the planning process and requests are out for
speakers.



2. September 13, 2018 - Climate Technology Showcase — hosted by the Air District. Call for
technology vendor displays has been made and planning is underway.

Staff will update the Committee on planning and details for both events including the new Diesel
Free by 33 website, technical support documents and revised Statement of Purpose.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None. \%Q

Respectfully submitted, &

Jack P. Broadbent @
Executive Officer/ APCO @
Prepared by: Lisa Fasano /é

Reviewed by: Damian Breen \
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AGENDA: 6
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Executive Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO
Date: July 9, 2018
Re: Technology Implementation Office Update and Summary of Steeging Committee

Meeting

RECOMMENDATION

Recommend the Board of Directors:

1. Authorize the Executive Officer/APCO to negotiate“ands/execute an agreement with the
IBank not to exceed $4,185,000 to fund a loan program for Bay Area industrial facilities

BACKGROUND

The Technology Implementation Office (TI1Q), mission is to accelerate climate action by
cultivating partnerships between technolo@y ‘dévelopers and customers and offering grants and
loans for low-carbon technologies for thesindustrial and transportation sectors. The T1O Steering
Committee met on June 21, 2018./ The“technology assessment and loan program that were
discussed at this meeting will be sammarized for the Executive Committee and Board of Directors.

STATIONARY LOAN PROGRAM

The Technology Implementation Qfficeshas worked with other Air District Divisions and engaged
a consultant to evallatestechnology options for loan projects. The evaluation criteria include
technology readiness, ‘€osts, technical and market barriers, and potential for emissions reductions.
The product wiN,be a final geport and matrix of technologies that the Air District can maintain and
use to prioritizeythe teehmologies to be supported through proposed financing and partnership
programs. Aswpart of this Agenda Item, Air District staff will provide a progress update and share
example techhologies,with the Executive Committee and Board.

Air/District staff will also provide an update on the collaboration being developed between the Air
District and\the California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank (IBank). Staff is
proposing an agreement that would enable the Air District funds to be used for loans and loan
guarantees=to Bay Area stationary facilities through the IBank’s existing processes. As project
implementers pay back their loans, funding can be reinvested in additional greenhouse gas
technology projects dictated by the Air District. The collaboration would enable the Air District
to participate in loan projects, accelerate the implementation of emerging technologies, and
provide financial incentives for Bay Area facilities to make emission reductions. Air District staff
will provide matchmaking and technical evaluations that expand the IBank’s customer base and
push implementation of eligible greenhouse gas reduction technologies. The Air District funding
will leverage 1Bank monies in a ratio as high as 10 to 1 to execute selected projects.



As part of this Agenda Item, staff will present the key terms of this agreement with the IBank
(summarized in Attachment 1) to the Committee and recommend the Executive Officer/APCO
negotiate a final agreement with the IBank based on these terms.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None. Funding for the IBank agreement is part of the Board approved Fiscal Year Ending (FYE)
2019 budget.

Respectfully submitted, \é
Jack P. Broadbent @

Executive Officer/APCO @

Prepared by:  Derrick Tang ,&

Reviewed by:  Ranyee Chiang

Attachment 6A: Key Terms of Agreement wit k
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Attachment 6A — Key Terms of Agreement with 1Bank

The California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank (“IBank’) and Air District are
negotiating a Memorandum of Agreement to enhance two IBank programs: the California Lending
for Energy and Environmental Needs (“CLEEN”) Center for direct public financing to
Municipalities, Universities, Schools, and Hospitals (MUSH borrowers), and the California Small
Business Loan Guarantee Program (SBLGP) for loan guarantees for small businesses,.Following
are the key terms of the agreement to be negotiated and finalized:

The Air District shall negotiate an agreement to fund this program, tip to $4,185,000:
$3,000,000 shall be reserved for the CLEEN program; $1,000,000/hall be reserved for
SBLGP; and $185,000 shall be reserved to cover initial fees for projects.

Air District funds will transfer to 1Bank on an as-needed basis.
The Air District portion of the loan shall be repaid in 5 years or less.
The Air District portion of losses in loans and logh,gtiarantees are borne by the Air District.

The total liability of the Air District under this Agreement shall not exceed the total amount
of the Air District's outstanding loans andMoan*guarantees made under the Agreement plus
initial fees, or an amount not to exceed $4%185,000, whichever is less.

The Air District may terminate thesprogram with 30 days advance notification; remaining
unallocated funds are not committed to IBank programs.

The Air District shall establish Program Guidelines to define minimum requirements of
projects that are eligible for AirvDistrict funding. All CLEEN loans and SBLGP loan
guarantees financed msany part With funds from the Air District must comply with the
Program Guideliftesiestablished by the Air District.

o Forexample, all projects must be located in the Bay Area and fall under specific
technology Categories as identified in the Air District technology assessment.
Q. Program(Guidefines may be updated periodically.

TheAAir Distriet shall conduct engineering evaluations of projects that meet the minimum
requirements) as defined in the Program Guidelines and provide the results of the
evalyations to the IBank.

The maximum Air District participation per project shall be $1,000,000 or 25% of a single
loan; and $250,000 or 10% of loan principal in a single loan guarantee.

The CLEEN program shall lend Air District funds at 0% interest.



e |Bank can guarantee up to 80% of loan principal through SBLGP. For SBLGP loan
guarantee projects that meet the minimum requirements of Program Guidelines, Air
District funds will be used to guarantee up to an additional 10% of loan principal.

0 Inthe event of loan default, Air District liability shall not exceed the amount of the
Air District portion of the loan guarantee. Loss rates are historically under 2%.

e The Air District shall initially pay trustee fees, origination fees, servici , and loan
guarantee fees charged to the borrower, up to a cumulative amount not ed $185,000.

&
&
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AGENDA: 7
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members

of the Executive Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Date: July 15, 2018

Re: Status Update on the Air District’s Advisory Council

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

Senate Bill 1415 (SB1415), effective July 1, 2015#4teconstituted the membership of the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (Air DistricthAdwisory Council to include seven appointed
members “skilled and experienced in the fields\of air pollution, climate change, or the health
impacts of air pollution. Members shallpbe, Selected to include a diversity of perspectives,
expertise and backgrounds.” The Coungil_is¥‘to advise and consult with the bay district board
and the bay district air pollution congfol*efficer in effectuating the purposes of” the Air District.

ADVISORY COUNCIL MEMBERSHIP

At its May 7, 2018 meeting‘the/Personnel Committee recommended, and the Board subsequently
approved the appointment\of Gipa' M.,Solomon, M.D., M.P.H., and Linda Rudolph, M.D.,
M.P.H., to the Council fer a two-yearyterm.

ADVISORY CQUNCIL MEETING UPDATE AND NEXT AREA OF FOCUS

On July 29, 2618 the €ouncil was provided with a presentation on early progress regarding AB
617 implementation, including discussions with the California Air Resources Board and how this
moveS the  Air District®s program beyond the target of attainment for criteria pollutants.

ThevCouncihwas also presented with a discussion of Diesel particulate matter (diesel PM), and
the degree t0 which it remains a significant contributor to health impacts from air pollution in the
Bay AredyeSpecially for disadvantaged communities living near freeways and industrial areas.

Staff reviewed the health impacts from exposures to diesel PM, and summarized studies
showing that diesel PM contributes about 65% of the regional cancer risk from air pollution and
about 15% of regional PM2s.



Next the Council reviewed the Air District’s multilayered approach to reducing and eliminating
diesel PM from Bay Area industries and communities and discussed their possible concurrence
on a process to evaluate and possibly implement a variety of strategies, including strategies that
use incentives and other non-regulatory methods.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO @
Prepared by: Jeff McKay /é@
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AGENDA: 8
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members

of the Executive Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/APCO
Date: July 12, 2018
Re: Amendments to Air District Administrative Code Addressing ReSolutions

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Recommend Board of Directors consideration and approval @f. lahguage amending the Air
District’s Administrative Code to address introduction and amendment of resolutions to be adopted
by the Board of Directors. If approved by the Committee,“ip”agceordance with the Air District’s
Administrative Code, language amending the Administrativé Code will be noticed in an upcoming
Board of Directors meeting agenda, and placed op/the AQenda for adoption at a subsequent
meeting.

BACKGROUND

Over the past few years, a number of resglutions have been considered by the Board of Directors,
but it has not always been clear to thé Beard members who authored the resolution language. As
a result, concerns have been raisethabout the process by which resolutions are drafted and
amended. Accordingly, staff was directed to propose an amendment to the Air District’s
Administrative Code to clarjfy,the process for proposal of resolutions and amendments.

DISCUSSION

The following language is praposed to address the Board’s direction:
SECTION 1L BOARDQF DIRECTORS, MEETINGS
[New]{16 ADORTION OF RESOLUTIONS.

When a resolution is necessary or appropriate to document an action of the Board
of Directors, such as when adopting a rule or regulation, or establishing a Board of
Directors policy related to Air District governance, staff shall prepare a draft
resolution and shall include that draft with supporting materials in the agenda for
the meeting at which the action is to be taken. If a member of the Board wishes to
amend the draft resolution or introduce a different resolution, that member shall
introduce such resolution or amendment at the appropriate time by motion in the
course of the related hearing. Any such amendment or different resolution requires
a second and the affirmative vote of the Board to consider the resolution. In order



to provide opportunity for notice and public comment, the adoption of any such
amended or different resolution shall be taken up at a subsequent meeting of the
Board of Directors and shall require the affirmative vote of a majority of the Board.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.

Respectfully submitted, PO

Jack P. Broadbent @
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Brian C. Bunger




AGENDA 10G - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 9
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members

of the Executive Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/APCO
Date: July 12, 2018
Re: Discussion of Procedures for Receiving Public Comment on Non-Agenda Topics

RECOMMEND ACTION

The Committee will discuss procedures for receiving public comment on topics not included in an
item on a posted agenda.

BACKGROUND

California Government Code sections 54950, et seg. (the “Brown Act”) mandates, among other
things, that the public be afforded an opportunity tovprovide comment on items on the agenda
before or at the time the item is considered, Tte Brown Act also mandates that public meeting
agendas provide an opportunity for members\of*the public to address a legislative body on any
topic within the subject matter jurisdiction ofthe body, regardless of whether the item is on the
agenda (often referred to as “non-agenda* comment). The Brown Act provides latitude to the
legislative body to arrange its agendasto.orderly receive such comment.

DISCUSSION

At various times in thespast, the Air District’s Board and Committees have received non-agenda
comment at the begifinihg of the agenda, before taking up specific agenda items, at the end of the
agenda, and split,awvithha defingd number of comments received at the outset, and the remainder at
the conclusioniof the agenda, “Members of the public have complained about all of these
approaches.

Recently,}comment'was shifted from the beginning of the agenda to the end of the agenda, because
the,volume of n@an-agenda comment at some meetings has resulted in the business on the agenda
natbeing fully considered by the Board of Directors or its Committees. This change prompted
complaints_fr@dm members of the public. In response, Board Chairman Dave Hudson committed
to discuss with the Board’s Executive Committee the issue of the appropriate place on meeting
agendas and procedures for receiving non-agenda comment in a manner that does not impact
consideration of Air District business on the noticed agenda.



BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Brian C. Bunger §



AGENDA: 11

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 23, 2018

Re: Report of the Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee Meeting of July 25, 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

The Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee (Committee) received only informational items and
has no recommendations of approval by the Board of Directors.

BACKGROUND

The Committee met on Wednesday, July 25, 2018, and received the following reports:

A) Trends in Crude Oil Imports, Petroleum Refining, Crude Oil Transportation and an Outlook
for Future Petroleum Markets;

B) Issues and Concerns Regarding Future Refinery Crude Slates; and

C) The Legal Framework for the Air District.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

A) None;
B) None; and

C) None.



Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Aloha de Guzman
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson

Attachment 11A: 07/25/18 — Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee Meeting Agenda #3
Attachment 11B: 07/25/18 — Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee Meeting Agenda #4
Attachment 11C: 07/25/18 — Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee Meeting Agenda #5



AGENDA 11A - ATACHMENT

AGENDA: 3
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson Cindy Chavez and Members
of the Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO
Date: July 11, 2018
Re: Trends in Crude Oil Imports, Petroleum Refining, Crude Oil Shransportation and an

Outlook for Future Petroleum Markets

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.
SUMMARY

The California Energy Commission (CEC) is the agency responsibie for identifying and assessing
major energy trends and issues in California, including those @ssociated with crude oil markets and
the refining of crude oil within the State of California,

DISCUSSION
Mr. Gordon Schremp, Senior Ruels Specialist Who'advises the Commissioners, Executive Officer,
Governor’s Office and Legislature, will ‘aresént information on trends in crude oil imports,

petroleum refining, and crudeé\oil transportation as well as an outlook of petroleum markets.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.

Respectivelysebmitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
ExecutiVe Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Pamela Leong
Reviewed by: Damian Breen



AGENDA 11B - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 14
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson Cindy Chavez and Members

of the Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Date: July 11, 2018

Re: Issues and Concerns Regarding Future Refinery Crude Slates

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

Environmental advocacy groups have raised concérns.about faturg crude supplies to Bay Area
refineries, and their potential impact on air emissionsjRegulation42, Rule 15: Petroleum Refinery
Emissions Tracking was adopted on April 204 20165"to pravide,consistent information on refinery
raw material inputs, and air emissions.

The Carnegie Endowment for Interpational Peag€ has, also developed an Oil Climate Index to
compare greenhouse gas impacts ford wide vafiety of crudes, including the impacts from energy
required to produce the crude and-=ship it te refineries; the impacts from the energy required to
refine and market the crude, ahd'the-impacts ffom end use of the resulting power and transportation
fuels.

DISCUSSION

Air District staff will provide a@ummary of the information obtained regarding crude slates
processed at-Bay-Afea refinecies and speak to the issues and concerns about future crude supplies
and their potential impact,on air emissions.

Air Distriet staff alsowill present information that provides context for understanding the concerns
about tar sands\eruides and other potential crude sources as future replacements for declining
velumes of, Cdlifornia-based crudes. Staff will also explain how the Qil Climate Index and
mdividual crude oil yield structures provide a frame of reference to compare the wide variety of
crudes avaitable.



BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Guy Gimlen
Reviewed by: Victor Douglas




AGENDA 11C - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 5
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson Cindy Chavez and Members

of the Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Date: July 16, 2018

Re: The Legal Framework for the Air District

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

Several Board members have requested information.onaspects @f the Air District’s legal authority.
This presentation will provide an overview of the topic.

DISCUSSION

Staff will discuss the legal frameworK in ‘which the AIRDistrict operates and the legal authorities
granted and obligations imposed by, thatAframework.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/RINANCIAK IMPACT

None.

Respectfully submittedy

Jack=R. Broadbent
Executive OfficertAPCO

Prepared'by: / Brian Bunger



AGENDA: 12

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members

of the Board of Directors
From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/APCO
Date: July 25, 2018
Re: Report of the Mobile Source Committee Meeting of July 26, 2018
RECOMMENDED ACTION

The Mobile Source Committee (Committee) recommends Board of Directors’ approval of the
following items:

A) Projects and Contracts with Proposed Grant Awards Over $100,000 and a Request for a

B)

0

Waiver for Fiscal Year Ending 2018 Transportation Fund for Clean Air Regional Fund
Policies from the Town of Los Gatos

1) Approve Carl Moyer Program and Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) projects
with proposed grant awards over $100,000 as shown in Attachment 1;

2) Approve a policy waiver to allow the Town of Los Gatos to be eligible for funding
from the Fiscal Year Ending 2018 TFCA Regional Fund for a bikeway improvement
project that will upgrade an existing Class II bicycle lane to a separated Class IV
bikeway; and

3) Authorize the Executive Officer/APCO to enter into all necessary agreements with
applicants for the recommended projects.

Approval of Contract for Clean Cars for All Program Case Managers

1) Authorize the Executive Officer/APCO to execute a contract with Grid Alternatives at
a cost not to exceed $250,000 for services performed in Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2018
and FYE 2019.

New Grant Program Revenues and Request to Increase Staffing in the Strategic Incentives
Division

1) Authorize the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) to accept,
obligate, and expend up to $130 million in funding from the Volkswagen
Environmental Mitigation Trust (VW Trust) and $1,160,311 in funding from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency; and amend the Fiscal Year Ending
(FYE) 2019 budget to account for this new funding;



2) Authorize the Executive Officer/APCO to enter into all agreements necessary to accept,
obligate, and expend this funding; and

3) Authorize the creation of eight additional full-time equivalent (FTE) positions in the
Strategic Incentives Division.

BACKGROUND

The Committee met on Thursday, July 26, 2018, and received the following reports:

A) Projects and Contracts with Proposed Grant Awards Over $100,000 and a Request for a
Waiver for Fiscal Year Ending 2018 Transportation Fund for Clean Air Regional Fund
Policies from the Town of Los Gatos;

B) Approval of Contract for Clean Cars for All Program Case Managers; and

C) New Grant Program Revenues and Request to Increase Staffing in the Strategic Incentives
Division.

Chairperson Scott Haggerty will provide an oral report of the Committee meeting.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

A) None. Through the CMP, MSIF, Community Health Protection Grant Program, and TFCA,
the Air District distributes “pass-through” funds to public agencies and private entities on
a reimbursement basis. Administrative costs for these and each of the new proposed
funding programs are provided by each funding source;

B) Funding for this GRID Alternatives contract comes from a $5M grant from the California
Air Resources Board and is supported by the “California Climate Investments” (CCI)
program; and

C) None. Administrative costs for these programs will be provided by each funding source.
The additional revenue from these funds and from the Air District’s current allocation of
general funds is anticipated to cover the cost of the additional eight new FTEs. Funding for
this program spans a 10-year period and staff anticipates it will be able to manage program
ramp down through its normal attrition process.



Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Aloha de Guzman
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson

Attachment 12A: 07/26/18 — Mobile Source Committee Meeting Agenda #3
Attachment 12B: 07/26/18 — Mobile Source Committee Meeting Agenda #4
Attachment 12C: 07/26/18 — Mobile Source Committee Meeting Agenda #5



AGENDA 12A - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 3
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson Scott Haggerty and Members
of the Mobile Source Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO
Date: July 9, 2018
Re: Projects and Contracts with Proposed Grant Awards over $100,000vand a Request for

a Waiver for Fiscal Year Ending 2018 Transportation Fufd for*Clean Air Regional
Fund Policies from the Town of Los Gatos

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Recommend Board of Directors:

1. Approve Carl Moyer Program and Transportation’Fund forClean Air (TFCA) projects with
proposed grant awards over $100,000 as’Shown in Attachment 1;

2. Approve a policy waiver to allow the Town offhoS\Gatos to be eligible for funding from
the Fiscal Year Ending 2018 TE€AIRegional Fundfor a bikeway improvement project that
will upgrade an existing Class N, bicycle ldne\to‘a separated Class 1V bikeway; and

3. Authorize the Executive Officer/APCO™to enter into all necessary agreements with
applicants for the recomaiended projects.

BACKGROUND

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) has participated in the Carl Moyer
Program (CMP), ifTeooperationwith the California Air Resources Board (ARB), since the program
began in fiscal yeaf 1998-4999: The CMP provides grants to public and private entities to reduce
emissionsiefexides of nitrogen (NOX), reactive organic gases (ROG) and particulate matter (PM)
from existing heavy-duty engines by either replacing or retrofitting them. Eligible heavy-duty
diesel engine appli€ations include on-road trucks and buses, off-road equipment, marine vessels,
locomotives,and\stationary agricultural pump engines.

Assembly Bill 923 (AB 923 - Firebaugh), enacted in 2004 (codified as Health and Safety Code
(HSC) Section 44225), authorized local air districts to increase their motor vehicle registration
surcharge up to an additional $2 per vehicle. The revenues from the additional $2 surcharge are
deposited in the Air District’s Mobile Source Incentive Fund (MSIF). AB 923 stipulates that air
districts may use the revenues generated by the additional $2 surcharge for projects eligible under
the CMP.



In 2017, Assembly Bill (AB) 617 directed the ARB, in conjunction with local air districts to
establish the Community Air Protection Program. AB 617 provides a new community-focused
action framework to improve air quality and reduce exposure to criteria air pollutants and toxic air
contaminants in communities most impacted by air pollution. In advance of the development of
the Community Air Protection Program, the Governor and legislature established an early action
component to AB 617 to use existing incentive programs to get immediate emission reductions in
the communities most affected by air pollution. AB 134 (2017) appropriated $250 million from
the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF) to reduce mobile source emissions including criteria
pollutants, toxic air contaminants, and greenhouse gases in those communities. The Bay Area has
been allocated $50 million of these funds for emission reduction projects. Fhesé funds will be
used to implement projects under the CMP, and optionally under the Pfop0sition 1B Goods
Movement Emission Reduction Program.

On March 1, 2017, the Board of Directors (Board) authorized Air District\participation in Year 19
of the CMP, and authorized the Executive Officer/APCO to, exeeute Grant Agreements and
amendments for projects funded with CMP funds or MSIF revenues, with individual grant award
amounts up to $100,000.

In 1991, the California State Legislature authorized the Ai/District toimpose a $4 surcharge on
motor vehicles registered within the nine-county Bay Area to-fund)projects that reduce on-road
motor vehicle emissions within the Air Distriet’s jurisdiction.| Jhe statutory authority for the
Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) anddeguiremeénts\of the program are set forth in the
HSC Sections 44241 and 44242. Sixty peréent bf TFCGAyfunds are awarded by the Air District to
eligible projects and programs implemepted directly,by theAAir District (e.g., Spare the Air, electric
vehicle charging station program) and'tQ &,program referred to as the TFCA Regional Fund. Each
year, the Board allocates funding, and/adopts|policies and evaluation criteria that govern the
expenditure of TFCA funding.

On April 19, 2017, the Board allocated($29.24 million in TFCA monies, including both new funds
and carryover, for eligible projects i Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2018, authorized cost-
effectiveness limits for Aw'DistriCt-sponsored FYE 2018 programs, and authorized the Executive
Officer/APCO to.execute Grant Agreements and amendments for TFCA-revenue funded projects
with individualgrant awarthamounts up to $100,000. On August 2, 2017, the Board adopted
policies and’evaludtion efiteria*for the FYE 2018 TFCA Regional Fund program.

CMP and JTFCA projeets with grant award amounts over $100,000 are brought to the Mobile
Source CommitteeforConsideration at least on a quarterly basis. Staff reviews and evaluates grant
applications hased“upon the respective governing policies and guidelines established by the ARB
and the Board.

DISCUSSION

Carl Moyer Program and Community Health Protection Grant Program:

For the CMP Year 19 cycle, the Air District had more than $16 million available for eligible CMP
and school bus projects from a combination of MSIF and CMP funds. The Air District started



accepting project applications for the CMP Year 19 funding cycle on October 12, 2017 and
applications are accepted and evaluated on a first-come, first-served basis. On December 20, 2017
the Board authorized the Air District to accept, obligate and expend $50 million in AB 134 funds
through the Community Health Protection Grant Program.

As of July 6, 2018, the Air District had received 186 project applications. Of the applications that
have been evaluated between May 4 and July 6, 2018, seven eligible projects have proposed
individual grant awards over $100,000. These projects will replace nine pieces of agricultural
equipment, eight school buses, one piece of off-road equipment, and five transit’buses, and will
reduce over 3.9 tons of NOx, ROG and PM per year. Staff recommends™“the allocation of
$2,454,929 for these projects from a combination of CMP funds, MSIF revetiu€s and Community
Health Protection Grant Program funds. Attachment 1, Table 1, provideSsadditional information
on these projects.

Attachment 2, lists all of the eligible projects that have been received\y the Air District as of July
6, 2018, and summarizes the allocation of funding by egiipment category, and county.
Approximately 63% of the funds have been awarded to prejects‘that reduce emissions in highly
impacted Bay Area communities. Attachment 3 summarizes‘the cumtdative allocation of CMP,
MSIF, and Community Health Protection Grant Program.funding, since 2009 (more than $171
million awarded to 895 projects).

Transportation Fund for Clean Air Programs

The Air District started accepting project applications,forthe FYE 2018 TFCA funding cycle on
July 1, 2017. As of July 6, 2018, the AirDistrict had received 82 FYE 2018 project applications.
Of the applications that were evaluated betweenMay 4 and July 6, 2018, one eligible project
proposed an individual grant award over/$100;000. This project will install 0.37 miles of
bikeways, and will reduce over.0:22 tons.ofdNOXx, ROG, and PM per year. Staff recommends the
allocation of $242,000 in, TFCA/funds to this project. Attachment 1, Table 2, provides additional
information on this project.

Attachment 4 lists the\83 eligible, TFCA projects that were evaluated between July 1, 2017, and
July 6, 2018. fnAGtal, these,projects represent approximately $12.77 million in funds awarded,
and will annually*reducé“approximately 36.8 tons of NOx, ROG, and PM and 25,352 tons of
tailpipe greenhause g&s emissions. Approximately 27% of the TFCA funds have been awarded to
projectssin\highly 4mpactéd Bay Area communities. Attachment 5 summarizes the allocation of
TFCA funding for@lleligible projects that have been evaluated since July 1, 2017, by project
category (Figute \L)y and county (Figure 2).

Request for Policy Waiver

The Town of Los Gatos recently applied for TFCA funding for a project (shown in Attachment 1,
Table 2) that will construct a new 0.09-mile-long Class | bicycle path and upgrade an existing
0.28-mile-long Class 11 bicycle lane to a Class IV separated bikeway. While the project was cost-
effective and met all other policy requirements, the FYE 2018 policies did not allow upgrades, so
the City requested a policy waiver.



Staff has reviewed the project and determined that the upgrade improvement of the existing Class
Il bicycle lane could result in quantifiable and meaningful air quality benefits and this proposed
project does conform to the provisions of HSC section 44241, and all other Board adopted policy
requirements. Therefore, staff is requesting that the Board consider the waiver to allow the Town
of Los Gatos’ bikeway upgrade improvement project to be eligible for funding from the TFCA
Regional Fund. In addition, this request is consistent with the updates to the recently Board
adopted policies for FYE 2019, which expanded bicycle facility eligibility to allow upgrades.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION / FINANCIAL IMPACT

None. Through the CMP, MSIF, Community Health Protection Grant Program, and TFCA, the
Air District distributes “pass-through” funds to public agencies_and private entities on a
reimbursement basis. Administrative costs for these and each of\thevnew proposed funding
programs are provided by each funding source.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by:  Anthony Fournier.and MichaelNeward
Reviewed by: Karen Schkolni¢k, AnthonyFourtier and Chengfeng Wang

Attachment 1: Projects with grant awards greater than $100,000

Attachment 2: CMP/MSHF and Cammunity Health Protection Grant Program approved projects

Attachment 3: Summarywet program distribution by county and equipment category CMP/MSIF
andhCommunity ‘Health Protection Grant Program funding since 2009

Attachment 4: <Summary ofalhTFCA approved and eligible projects (evaluated 7/1/17-7/6/18)

Attachments5: “stmmaryef distribution of TFCA funds by county and project category (evaluated
T/1/17-146/18)



AGENDA 3 - ATTACHMENT 1

Table 1 - Carl Moyer Program/ Mobile Source Incentive Fund, and Community Health
Protection Grant Program projects with grant awards greater than $100k (Evaluated between 5/4/18 and 7/6/18)

Equipment Proposed contract Emission Reductions
Project # Applicant name Category Project Description e Total project cost (Tons per year) County
NOXx ROG PM
Sonoma Soil Replacement of 1
19MOY99 Builders, Inc. Ag/ off-road diosel powered loader $ 154,520 |"$ 193,150 0.570 0.053 0.030 | Sonoma
19MOY130 Jericho Canyon Vineyards, LLC Ag/ off-road _ Replacement of 2 $ 102,350 $ 127,986  0.301 0.049 0.036 Napa
diesel-powered tractors
19MOY134 Huneeus Ag/ off-road Replacement of 5 $ 197,875 $ 258,354| 0.521 0.071 0.060 Napa
Vintners, LLC 9 diesel-powered tractors ) ’ ’ ’ ’ P
19MOY170 Robert McClelland Dairy Ag/ off-road _Replacement of 1 $ 225,000 | $ 283,026| 0.797 0.077 0.042 | Sonoma
diesel-powered tractor
19MOY162 Lind Marine, Inc. Off-road Replacement of/t $ 119,800 | $ 140,996 0.612 0.057 0.035 Solano
diesel-powered{Crapé
19SBP61 Berkeley Unified School District School bus Replacement of 8 diesel gowereg school byses With § ¢ 644,384 | $ 644,384 0.340 0.018 0.000 | Alameda
gaselineybuses
20MOY6 | Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District On-road Repalcement ofgNgel transit bugSsiithiglectric | ¢ 1,011,000| $ 6,475,000 | 0.305 0005 | 0002 | Alameda
busgs andeharging infrastructure
7 Projects $ 2,454,929| $ 8,122,896 | 3.445 0.329 0.204
Table 2’- Sunfimary of Trapsportation Fund for Clean Air projects
with grant awdrds’greatér than $100k (Evaluated between 5/4/18 and 7/6/18)
. Proposed Emission Reductions
. . . . L Est. Weighted P T
Project # Applicant name Project Category Project Description C/E Contract (Tons per year) County
Award NO, ROG PM
18R18 Town of Los Gatos Bicycle Fhcilcltes A MSta! 0-09 miles of Class | and upgrade 0.28 miles of| ¢ 248,726 | $ 242,000| 0.029 0.056 0.039 | Santa Clara
Class Il to Class IV bikeways in Los Gatos
1 Project $ 242,000 0.029 0.056 0.039

Page 1




AGENDA 3 - ATTACHMENT 2

CMP/MSIF and Community Health Protection Grant Program projects
approved between 10/12/17 and 7/6/18

Emission Reductions
(Tons per year)

Equipment # of Proposed B
Project # quip Project type . P Applicant name approval County
category engines contract award
NOXx ROG PM date
19MOY13 Agl off-road Equipment 1 s 51,204.00|  Michael Viratos 0102 | 0016 | 0011 | APCO Solano
replacement (Viratos Vineyards)
19MOY21 On-road Equipment 1 s 40,000.00| Allied Materials, Inc | 0.751 | 0.109 |£0.008 | APCO Solano
replacement
Equipment .
19MOY16 Agl/ off-road 1 $ 144,055.00 | Achadinha Cheese, Inc.| 1.189 014 0.062 | 12/20/2017 Sonoma
replacement
19MOY38 Locomotive Equipment 1 |s 108050000 Qaland Global 1801N, 0.108 | 0.042 |12/20/2017| Alameda
replacement Rail Enterprise
19MOY20 Agl off-road Equipment 1| 43,800.00|  Bains Farms LLC 0.353 1% 0.054 | 0.031 | APCO Solano
replacement
19MOY25 Agl off-road Equipment 1 s 45.20000|  Dgnald Bufiman 0.001¢| 0015 | 0010 | APCO Napa
replacement (Farmer)
Equipment DPolan's Lémber
19MOY24 Off-road 1| 66,775700 0.403 | 0.058 | 0.033 | APCO | ContraCosta
replacement of Concerd
19MOY14 On-road Equipment 1 s 60,000.00 3imoR, Chuong 1126 | 0170 | 0008 | APCO | SantaClara
replacement dba'Simon Trucking
19MOY2 Marine Engine 18 [$ 944000,00 Lovely Martha 0.291 | -0.009 | 0.018 | APCO |San Francisco
replacement Sportfishing
19MOY10 Marine Enging 2 |8 taa/go0.00| F'DO@J0DeepSea | 515 | 050 | 0060 |12/20/2017 | Contra Costa
replacementy Adventure
19MOY15 Marine Engine T ) 114,000.00| TVRoseMarielnc. | o0, | 603 | 0014 | 120202017 | San Francisco
replacement (Commercial fishing)
Enginé Amnav Maritime
19MOY1 Mafihe 9 2 $ 735,000.00 Corporation 14.327 | 0.095 | 0.591 |12/20/2017| Alameda
replacemeht .
(Vessel: Sandra Hugh)
19SBP49 School bus RYous 4 |3 496,459.22|  San Jose Unified 0480 | 0.047 | 0.000 |12/20/2017| Santa Clara
replacement School District
Engine Amnav Maritime
19MOY4 Marine 9 2 $ 735,000.00 Corporation 14.327 0.095 0.591 | 12/20/2017 Alameda
replacement . .
(Vessel: Revolution)
19MOY11 | Agl off-road Equipment 1 |s 41,110.00 Bob Balestra 0138 | 0021 | 0012 | APCO Solano
replacement (Vineyard)
19MOY6 On-road Equipment 1 |$ 50,000.00| J&G Transportaion 1.058 | 0.159 | 0.055 | APCO Alameda
replacement
19MOY35 On-road Equipment 1 |$ 40,000.00 Manuel Portela 0635 | 0.073 | 0.028 | APCO | SantaClara

replacement

Trucking




AGENDA 3 - ATTACHMENT 2

Emission Reductions
(Tons per year)

Equipment # of Proposed Board
Project # quip Project type . P Applicant name approval County
category engines| contract award
NOXx ROG PM date

19MOY28 Ag/ off-road Equipment 1|8 27,885.00|  ScotT Murphy 0037 | 0034 | 0009 | APCO Sonoma
replacement (Ranch/ farmer)

19MOY44 Agl off-road Equipment 2 | 62,800.00| Wilowbrook Stables | oo | 0034 | 0011 | APCO Sonoma
replacement LLC

19MOY43 On-road Equipment 1 |$ 60,000.00| Khaira Trucking, LLC | 1.297 | 0.196/ | 8:000” | APCO Alameda
replacement

Engine Flash Sport Fishing,

19MOY22 Marine 9 1| 59,000.00| DBA, Flash Sport 0.176'\, 0.001 | 0.009 | APCO |San Francisco

replacement L
Fishing

19MOY19 On-road Equipment 1| 60,000.00| G & C Trucking 7082 | 0.138 | 0.045 | APCO Solano
replacement

19MOY39 Agl off-road Equipment 1| 20,270.00 Cabrillgfary 0.096 [4,.0015 | 0.008 | APCO San Mateo
replacement Agriculture, Ine
Equipment f

19MOY67 On-road 1 $ 60,000.00 Pawar Brothers Trucking| 1.455 0.220 0.011 APCO Santa Clara
replacement
Equipment f

19MOY36 On-road 1 $ 20,000.004 Guru Nanak Trucking 1.028 0.155 0.008 APCO Alameda
replacement
Equipment .

19MOY70 On-road 1 _Ls$ 60,000.00) EW.A Trucking LLC | 0.894 | 0.119 | 0.039 | APCO San Mateo
replacement

19MOY48 Agl off-road Equipment 1)1 18%0d0|  Corona Vineyard 0.065 | 0.010 | 0.007 | APCO Napa
replacement Management LLC

19MOY42 Ag/ off-road Equipment 1. s 51,700.00| Bains Farms LLC 0335 | 0044 | 0025 | APCO Solano
replacement

19MOY47 Agl off-road £gdipment v | s 247,240.00| Wiliam Y. Gil dba 1041 | 0050 | 0.026 | 2/21/2018 | Santa Clara
replacement Grass Farm

19MOY7 Marihe Engine 2 s 140,000.00 Warrior Poet 0.679 | 0.011 | 0.026 | 2/21/2018 | San Francisco
replacement Sportfishing

19MOY72 Off-road Engine 26 |$  2084,200.00 Independent 9.410 | 0499 | 0.269 | 2/21/2018 | Contra Costa
replacement Construction, Co.

19SBP53 School bus School bus 4 |$ 558,120.00 | " afield-Suisun Unified | o 559 | 6519 | 0.000 | 2/21/2018 Solano
replacement School District
Equipment

19MOY59 Agl/ off-road 1 $ 179,200.00 Kabeela, Inc. 0.625 0.060 0.033 2/21/2018 Santa Clara
replacement

19SBP8 School bus School bus 2 | 330,000.00 | SN MateoUnion High | 195 | 617 | 0.000 | 3/7/2018 | San Mateo
replacement School District
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19SBP86 School bus School bus 1|8 165,000.00| SantorenzoUnified | ne5 | 6007 | 0000 | 3/7/2018 | Alameda
replacement School District

19MOY83 On-road Equipment 1| 40,000.00|  Katakis Trucking 0.769 | 0.101 | 0.005 | APCO San Mateo
replacement

19SBP96 School bus School bus 2 | 264,500.00| SanLorenzoUnified | 155 | 010, (NoBoos| 4412018 |  Alameda
replacement School District

19SBP58 School bus School bus 15 |$ 2018160.00| Antioch Unified 1.302 4 0105 | 0.000 | 4/4/2018 | Contra Costa
replacement School District

19MOY84 Marine Engine 2 | 274,000.00 Brian Collier 1%898, | 0.022 | 0.068 | 5/2/2018 |San Francisco
replacement (Charter fishing)
Equipment . )

19MOY68 Ag/ off-road 1 $ 321,300.00 Morrison GhHepping 2.844 0,259 0.162 5/2/2018 Sonoma
replacement

19MOY90 Agl off-road Equipment 2 | 77,700.00|  CVey Yineyard 0.293 | 0.050 | 0.032 | APCO Napa
replacement Management LLC

19MOY81 Marine Engine 2 | 156,d00.00 Tyle BT 0.768 | -0.015 | 0.031 | 5/2/2018 | San Mateo
replacement (Commeércial fishing)
Equipment .

19MOY92 Off-road 1 $ 165,160.00 jemL.H.Woss Materials 0.638 0.058 0.036 5/2/2018 | Contra Costa
replacement

19MOY95 Off-road Equipment i e’ 109'0g0f00 | Bethel Island Municipal | o a56 | g 634 | 0018 | 5/212018 | Contra Costa
replacement Improvement District
Equipmént ) )

19MOY77 Agl/ off-road 1 $ 35,725.00 | KM Vineyard Services 0.103 0.018 0.010 APCO Alameda
replacement
Equipment ’ )

19MOY94 Off-road 1 $ 175,200.00 | DJNI Engineering, Inc. 0.835 0.076 0.048 5/2/2018 Santa Clara
replacemept
Equipment .

19MOY109 Ag/ off-road 1 $ 36,500.00 | Achadinha Cheese, Inc.| 0.067 0.011 0.008 APCO Sonoma
replacendent

19MOY111 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 1| 40,000.00 | Michael WolfVineyard |, 4e5 | 9004 | 0.005 | APCO Napa
replacement Services Inc.
Equipment . -

19MOY112 Off-road 1 $ 297,425.00 | Miller Milling Company 0.378 0.047 0.025 5/2/2018 Alameda
replacement

19MOY113 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 1| 34,100.00| Schweiger Vineyards, | 667 | 5012 | 0.008 | APCO Napa
replacement Inc
School bus San Carlos School

19SBP79 School bus replacement 1 $ 137,845.00| Elementary School 0.098 0.008 0.000 4/4/2018 San Mateo
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19MOY46 On-road Equipment 1 |s 40,000.00|  Likers Logistic Inc. 0534 | 0.040 | 0.003 | APCO Alameda
replacement

19MOY103 Marine Engine 2 s 164,000.00| ,Villiam Alexander 1.063 | 0.019 | 0.040 | 5/2/2018 Sonoma
replacement (Commercial fishing)

19MOY89 Agl off-road Equipment 1| 36,600.00| WVinegrowers Farming | 460 |6 030, Nod222|  APCO Napa
replacement Company
Equipment . .

19M0Y144 Off-road 1 $ 200,700.00| West Marin Compost 1.226 0.121 0.070 5/2/2018 Marin
replacement

19MOY108 Off-road Equipment 1| 170,000.00 | JPW Development Co., | - gohe ™ 0032 | 0.018 | 522018 Solano
replacement LLC

19MOY65 On-road Equipment 2 |8 78,000.00 | Herrera & SORSIWQ, 1, o6 8" oss | 0.019 | APCO | SantaClara
replacement Inc. dba family towing

19MOY146 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 1| 37,300.00 ¢ VOIKErEiSEle Family | "6, | 0013 | 0.008 | APCO Napa
replacement Estate LLC

19MOY17 On-road Equipment 1| 25,000.00 Shafi Triicking 0.831 | 0123 | 0.042 | APCO Alameda
replacement

19MOY116 Off-road Equipment 1 /7% 148,100.00 [\, ANoah Concrete 0463 | 0.061 | 0.042 | 5/2/2018 | SantaClara
replacement Corporation

19MOY117 | Ag/ off-road Equipmen 2 |8 143020000  KKG Equipment 0229 | 0024 | 0019 | 5/2/2018 Napa
replacemient Company, LLC

19MOY87 Off-road Edtipment 7 $  2,464,00000| HANSON Aggregates Mid |, 445 | 537 | 0375 | 5/2/2018 | Contra Costa
replacement Pacific

19MOY136 | AgLoff-todd Equipment 3 s 124,700.00| O3 Knoll Farming 0236 | 0032 | 0024 | 6/6/2018 Napa
replacement; Corp.
Equipment .

19MOY145 Agl/ off-road 2 $ 155,700.00 | Robert J Camozzi Il 0.719 0.103 0.047 6/6/2018 Sonoma
replacement

19MOY120 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 2 | 102,000.00| Regusci Vineyard 0182 | 0.008 | 0.010 | 6/6/2018 Napa
replacement Management, Inc.

19MOY121 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 1| 33,000.00 | Walter Hansel Winery &\, o, | 004 | 0.006 | APCO Sonoma
replacement Vineyards LLC

19MOY122 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 1 s 36,600.00| CrothVineyardsand | 75 | 0013 | 0009 | APCO Napa

4|Page




AGENDA 3 - ATTACHMENT 2

Emission Reductions
(Tons per year)

Equipment # of Proposed Board
Project # quip Project type . P Applicant name approval County
category engines | contract award
NOXx ROG PM date
Equipment )
19MOY127 Ag/ off-road 1 $ 39,900.00 | Kenefick Ranches LLC | 0.125 0.022 0.016 APCO Napa
replacement
19MOY131 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 2 | 28,600.00 | Andrea Bartoluccidba [ o701 6 0153 | 9009 | APCO Napa
replacement Madonna Vineyard
19MOY132 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 1| 44,000.00| Bisordi Ranch and 0.027 | 0.017, |Nfow?| APcO Sonoma
replacement Vineyard LLC[!
19SBP64 School bus Equipment 3 |s 461,416.00| SanMaweo Foster City | 4 305 4% o7 | 0.000 | 6/6/2018 | San Mateo
replacement School District
Equipment
19MOY151 Ag/ off-road 1 $ 25,575.00 Rare Breed Farm 0:0%5 0.011 0.004 APCO Sonoma
replacement
19MOY135 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 1|8 39,955.00| Kenzo Estate, INc, 0.053(| Lo.006 | 0007 | APCO Napa
replacement
19MOY141 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 1|8 60,935.00 | Wit€ Rockvineyards, | 1591 016 | 0.011 | APcO Napa
replacement lnc.
Equipment . .
19MOY149 Off-road 2 $ 57,800.00 ACE Hauling(Incy 0.126 0.032 0.026 APCO San Francisco
replacement
Equipment .
19MO0Y101 Off-road 13 $ 5,01¢,500.00 SSA Terminals 43.377 2.435 0.174 6/6/2018 Alameda
replacement
19MOY138 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 1 NS 216790460 Solano Foothil 0032 | 0030 | 0008 | APCO Solano
replacement Vineyard, LLC
Equioméht Sims Group USA dba
19M0OY152 Off-road quip 6 $ 705,211.00 Sims Metal 2.516 0.272 0.129 6/6/2018 | Contra Costa
replacement
Management
19MOY118 Marine Epgine N | s 75,000.00 | Mendler Brothers Fish | 155 | 0002 | 0.006 | APCO | Contra Costa
feplacement LLC
19MOY150 | AGRofiroad Egtiipment 1 |s 58,000.00|  St. Supery Inc. 0151 | 0023 | 0017 | APCO Napa
eéplacement
Equipment . -
19MOY160 Off-road 40 $ 2,080,900.00 | United Airlines, Inc. 3.177 0.410 0.260 6/6/2018 San Mateo
replacement
19MOY143 On-road Equipment 1 |s 60,000.00 G&G Trucking 1.049 | 0158 | 0.008 | APCO Alameda
replacement
Equipment .
19MOY154a On-road 1 $ 30,000.00| Ontrack Moving LLC 0.333 0.046 0.019 APCO Alameda
replacement
Equipment .
19MOY154b On-road 1 $ 40,000.00| Ontrack Moving LLC 0.489 0.077 0.030 APCO Alameda
replacement
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Equipment .
19MOY154c On-road 1 40,000.00| Ontrack Moving LLC 0.445 0.068 0.027 APCO Alameda
replacement
Equipment .
19MOY154d On-road 1 40,000.00| Ontrack Moving LLC 0.493 0.074 0.030 APCO Alameda
replacement
19SBP52 School bus Equipment 1 95,650.00 | Castro Valley Unified | oon | 005 Modoos|  APCO Alameda
replacement School District
19SBPY1 School bus Equipment 1 84,279.00 | Redwood City School | nes 4% 0 Baa | 0.000 | APCO San Mateo
replacement District
19MOY99 Agl off-road Equipment 1| 154,520.00 | SOnoma Soil Builders, g0 %76 | 0053 | 0.030 TBD Sonoma
replacement Inc.
19MOY119 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 2 89,920.00| Jaswant's. Baifis 0.659 [W.0094 | 0.063 | APCO Solano
replacement
19MOY169 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 2 91,720.00 Walnefl Grove 0387 | 0058 | 0.033 | APCO Solano
replacement Partnership
19MOY161 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 2 70,310.00C2PP FAPMAVIReyaIds, | 153 | 0013 | 0008 | APCO Napa
replacement Inc.
19MOY165 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 1 s 28,460.00p % 3shge Valley Duck | o5 | 0017 | 0.005 | APCO Sonoma
replacement Farm
19MOY130 | Ag/ off-road Equipment 2 $ 102.350.00|  Jericho Canyon 0.301 | 0.049 | 0.036 TBD Napa
replacement Vineyards, LLC
Equipment ]
19MOY134 Ag/ off-road 5 $ 197,875.00 | Huneeus Vintners, LLC | 0.521 0.071 0.060 TBD Napa
replagement
Equipment ) )
19MOY153 Ag/ off-road d 45,400.00 | De Coninck Vineyards 0.164 0.009 0.010 APCO Napa
replacement
19MOY155 | AghOHrdad Edtipmet 1 16,450.00|  Fetersen Land 0031 | 0022 | 0006 | APCO Sonoma
rfeplacement Management, Inc.
Equipment )
19MOY170 Agl/ off-road 1 $ 225,000.00 |Robert McClelland Dairy| 0.797 0.077 0.042 TBD Sonoma
replacement
19MOY162 Off-road Equipment 1 |$  119800.00|  Lind Marine, Inc. 0.612 | 0057 | 0.035 | TBD Solano
replacement
19SBP61 School bus Equipment 8 |s 644,384.00|  Berkeley Unified 0.340 | 0.018 | 0.000 TBD Alameda
replacement School District
20MOY6 On-road Equipment 5 |$ 1,011,00000| AlAMedaContraCosta | 500 | 6005 | 0002 TBD Alameda
replacement Transit District
101 Projects 248 $ 28,175,062.22 144.166  9.113  4.418
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AGENDA 3 - ATTACHMENT 4
Summary of all TFCA approved and eligible projects (evaluated between 7/1/17 and 7/6/18)

Emission Reductions

Board

. . . L Award . (Tons per year) CARE
Project # | Project Category Project Description Amount Applicant Name Approval Area County
NOy | ROG | PM Date
Project Pending Board Approval
18R18 | Bicycle Facilities Install 0.09 miles of Class I. and upg.rade 0.28 miles of $242,000 Town of Los Gatos 0.029 0.056 0.039 | Pending No Santa Clara
Class Il to Class IV bikeways in Los Gatos
Projects Approved
Electric Vehicle | Install and operate 5 single-port Level 2 (high) charging San Mateo /
17EV005 | (EV) Charging stations in Daly City, San Carlos, Menlo Park and $15,000 Concept Hotels 0.008 0.011 0.000 711117 No
X L Santa Clara
Stations Mountain View
EV Charging Install and operate 4 dual-port Level 2 (low) charging J Cyril Johnson San Mateo /
17EV009 Stations stations in Menlo Park and Cupertino $10,000 Investment Corp 0.005 0.007 0000 | 727117 No Santa Clara
17EVO11 EV Chgrgmg Install and operatg 3 dgal-port LeveAI 2 (high) charging $10,936 San Franuscp Zoological 0.006 0.008 6.000 a/3/17 No |san Francisco
Stations stations in San Francisco Society
17EV013 EV Chgrgmg Install and operate 4AduaIA-port Level 2 (high) charging $16,000 San Jose Healthcare 0.009 o1 72017 | Yes Santa Clara
Stations stations in San Jose System, LP
17EVO15 EV Chgrgmg Install and operatg 14 dual-port Level 2 (high) charging $56,000 Sonoma Coupty Qun|or 0gd 0,040 0.001 716117 No Sonoma
Stations stations in Santa Rosa and Petaluma College District
’ . California State
17evoie | EV Charging | Install and operate 6 dual-port Level 2 (low) charging | ¢ 5 4, University, East Bay M 0.008%| 0011 | 0000 | 771817 | No | Alameda
Stations stations in Hayward .
Foundation Inc.
EV Chargin Install and operate 182 single-port Level 2 (high) and 8
17EV018* . 9ing DC Fast charging stations with solar in Los Altos, $1,400,763 | Los Altos SchaolDistrict | 0.390 0.508 0.008 10/4/17 No Santa Clara
Stations S .
Mountain View, and Los Altos Hills
h . . Asian"Americans for
17EV019 BV Chgrglng Install and operate 3 dual-port Level 2 (high) chargers in $12,000 Communityiinvolvementy| 0.007 0.009 0.000 8/28/17 Yes Santa Clara
Stations San Jose
of Santa Clara Co. Inc.
17EV020 EV Ch_argmg Install and operate_e smgle-port Level_ 2 (high) charging $20,078 Frefnont Hills Country 0.018 0.024 0.000 7120117 No Santa Clara
Stations stations in Los Altos Hills Club
17Evoz1 | EV.Charging install and operate 52 single-port Level 2 (high) charging| 445 off, North,First SJ{if 0084 | 0110 | 0002 | 101417 | No | SantaClara
Stations stations in San Jose
EV Charging Install and operate 26 single-port Level 2 (high) and 1 Meountain,View Los Altos
17BV022 Stations DC Fast charging stations in Los Altos $99,000 High School District 0.056 0.073 0.001 1014117 No Santa Clara
17EV023 EV Ch_argmg Install and oper_ate 3 s_mge-por_t Le\_/el 2 (high) charging $18,000 San Franm;co Estuary 0.005 0.006 0.000 811517 | Yes | Contra Costa
Stations stations with solar in Richmond Institute
17EV024 EV Ch_argmg Install and operate_ZO sm_gle—port _Level 2.(h|gh) charging $120,000 Old Redwooq Qommons 0.033 0.082 0.001 10/4/17 No Sonoma
Stations stations with solar in Coftatt Association
17EV025 EV Ch_argmg Install and operate 3 dua_l-port Level2 (high) charging $12,000 BCSP Crossroads 0.007 0.009 0.000 811717 No San Mateo
Stations stations in Safi Mateo Property LLC
17Evoze | BV Charging | Install and operate 3 dual-port Level2 (high) clirging | 415 609 | ity of Half Moon Bay | 0.007 | 0008 | 0000 | 3718 | No | SanMateo
Stations stationsh Half Moon Bay
17EV027 EV Ch_argmg Install and operate 8 _dua_l-port Level 2 fHigh).charging $32,000 Santa Clgra Valley_ 0017 0023 0000 | 101117 | Yes Santa Clara
Stations stationip/San Jose Transportation Authority
17evoze | EV Charging | Install and opefate Asingle-port Levehg (figh) charging | )5 4, City of Albany 0007 | 0008 | 0.000 |11/13/17 | Yes | Alameda
Stations stations in Albafy:
17EV031 EV Ch_argmg Installand opgrate 32 Level 2 (high) single port charging $96,000 Fremont Unl_on_ngh 0.052 0.068 000t | 1114127 | No Santa Clara
Stations stations In Sufinyvale ané Cupertino School District
17R18 | Bicycle Facilities |N/TS18LL0"S1 miles6f Class Il and 10.48 miles Class Il | ¢34, City of Daly City 0071 | 0083 | 0138 | 10417 | No | sanMateo
bikewaysgn Daly City
17R19 | Bicycle FacilitiesyInstall 0.36 miles’of Class IV bikeways in Half Moon Bay| $25,099 City of Half Moon Bay 0.003 0.004 0.006 | 9/13/17 No San Mateo
17R20 | Bicycle Facilities | InstalM8% miles of Class Il bikeways in Santa Rosa $201,907 City of Santa Rosa 0.027 0.039 0.050 | 10/4/17 | No Sonoma
17R21 | Bicycle Faciliies | Sl 1.7 miles of Class Il and 7.8 miles of Class Il | - ¢, 59 150 City of San Leandro | 0030 | 0040 | 0059 | 10/4117 | Yes | Alameda
bikeways in San Leandro
17R22 | Bicycle Facilities | Install 3.05 miles of Class Il bikeways in Redwood City $29,206 City of Redwood City 0.004 0.005 0.007 | 9/13/17 No San Mateo
. - . ) . East Bay Regional Park
17R23 | Bicycle Facilities Install 0.8 miles of Class | bikeway in Albany $246,552 District 0.030 0.040 0.059 | 10/4/17 | Yes Alameda
17R24 | Bicycle Facilities | "Sta!l 7-76 miles of Class 11l and 0.7 miles of Class IV | - ¢4 554 City of Cupertino 0017 | 0024 | 0031 | 101417 | No | SantaClara
bikeways in Cupertino
17R26 | Bicycle Facilities Install 0.28 miles of Class | bikeway in San Carlos $120,721 City of San Carlos 0.015 0.024 0.023 10/4/117 No San Mateo
17R27 | Bicycle Facilities Install 20 electronic bicycle lockers in Richmond $40,000 City of Richmond 0.005 0.007 0009 [ 9/13/17 | Yes | Contra Costa
17R28 | Bicycle Facilities Install 104 electronic bicycle lockers in San Jose $208,000 City of San Jose 0.026 0.037 0.048 10/4/17 | Yes Santa Clara
17R29 | Bicycle Facilities | Install 40 electronic bicycle lockers in San Francisco $100,000 San Franmsc_o Municipal 0.014 0.019 0.028 9/13/17 | Yes | San Francisco
Transportation Agency
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17R30 | Bicycle Facilities Install 16 electronic bicycle lockers in Oakland $36,000 City of Oakland 0.005 0.007 0009 | 9/13/17 | Yes Alameda
17R3L | Bicycle Facilities | 'Stall 74 bicycle ’aCKSinaE:’e?niﬁC"o"'c bicycle lockers | 51 550 City of Fremont 0006 | 0008 | 0011 | 91317 | No | Alameda
17R32 | Bicycle Facilities Install 171 bicycle racks in Palo Alto $12,825 Palo AItoDliJSr1t|rfi|Cetd School 0.012 0.016 0016 | 9/13/17 No Santa Clara
EV Charging Install and operate 244 Level 2 (high) single-port Campbell Union High
18EV001 Stations charging stations in San Jose, Campbell, and Saratoga $732,000 School District 0-396 0316 0008 | 1220117 | No Santa Clara
EV Charging Install and operate 5 dual-port Level 2 (high) charging San Mateo /
18EV002 Stations stations in Mountain View and South San Francisco $15,000 HCP, Inc. 0.008 oont 0000 | 314118 | No Santa Clara
18EV004 EV Chgrgmg Install and operate 4 dual-port Ilelvlel 2 (high) charging $16,000 San Jose Water 0.009 A N 6/6/18 Yes Santa Clara
Stations stations at 2 workplace facilities in San Jose Company
; ) Napa County
18evoos | EV Charging Install and operate 2 dual-port Level 2 (high) and 1 $11,000 Superintendent of o606 |No0os | o000 | 1318 | No Napa
Stations single-port Level 2 (high) charging stations in Napa Schools
18evooe | EV Charging | Install and operate 1 dual-port level 2 (high) and 1 DC | o9 55, City of Emeryville 0016 | 0020 | 0000 | 1/10/18 | Yes | Alameda
Stations Fast charging stations in Emeryville
. Install and operate 20 dual-port Level 2 (high) charging :
18EV008 BV Ch_argmg stations in Pleasant Hill, San Pablo, San Ramon, and $80,000 Contra Costa C_on‘_lmunlty 0.043 0.056 0001 | 2/28/18 | Yes | Contra Costa
Stations . College Distrigt
Pittsburg
Electric Venicle Install and operate 72 dual-port Level 2 (low) chargin Cityg@andh€otinty of San
18EV009 | (EV) Charging perate P ¢ 99 1 $267,000 Y Rty 0987 |) 0127 | 0002 | e/6/18 | No |San Francisco
Stations stations with solar in San Franciscol Francisco
18evoto | EV.Charging | Install and operate 5 dual-port level 2 (high) charging | g5, 559 Sonicwall Ind o611 | 0014 | 0000 | 11718 | No | SantaClara
Stations stations in Milpitas
18EVO11 EV Chargmg Install and operate 24.5|ng.le-port level 2 (high) charging $72/000 V6cera Communications, 0.039 0.051 0001 | 1122117 | Yes | santa Clara
Stations stations in San Jose InE.
EV Charging Install and operate 3 dual-port Level 2 (high) charging Solang"Cemmunity
18EV013 Stations stations at 1 workplace facility in Fairfield $12,000 College District 0.007 ] 0.009 | 0.000 A1ars No Solano
18Evo14 | EV.Charaing | Install and operate 32 single-port level 2 (high) charging |~ sq¢ ooq Thefiarker School | 0.052 | 0.088 | 0.001 | 11718 | No | SantaClara
Stations stations in San Jose
EV Chargin Install and operate 8 single-port Level 24high) and 2 San Mateo /
18EV016 arging dual-port Level 2 (low) with solar at 3 paulti-dwelling unit $56,000 GRID Alternatives 0.016 | 0.020 | 0.000 | 4/11/18 | Yes [Contra Costa/
Stations e ) !
facilities in East Palo Alto, Danville, andivallejo. Solano
EV Charging Install and operate 74 single-port Level2 (high) and.5 Palo Alto Unified School
X N . " . I 1161 .21 . 2/1
18EVO17 Stations DC Fast charging stations With solar in Palo Alto $500,000 District 0.16 0.210 | 0.003 5/2/18 No Santa Clara
18evo1g | EV.Charding jinstalland operate 10@ingle-port Level 2 (tigh) Chatging| ¢35 009 | Los Altos Fields, LLC | 0016 | 0021 | 0000 | 448 | No | SantaClara
Stations stations at 1 workplacesffacility indfos Altos
18EV020 EV Ch_argmg Install_ and operate _.’L6 (_1ua|-po_r_t_|evt_e| 2 (high) chgrgmg $64,000 University of C_allforma 0.035 0.045 0.001 6/5/18 No | san Francisco
Stations stationssat 4 destination facilities,in San Francisco San Francisco
18Evoz1 | EVCharging | Install-apd aperate 14 dydl-portagd S single-port Level | gq0 County of Marin 0.035 | 0046 | 0.001 | 314118 | No Marin
Stations 2\(high) charging stations in San Rafael
EV Chargin Instalkafnd operat€’1 dual-port Level 2 (high) and 1 DC
18EV022 Statior?s Y charging stations at Wtransportation corridor facility|  $29,000 Town of Colma 0.016 | 0.020 | 0.000 | 4/12/18 No San Mateo
in Colma
18Ev023 | EV.Chardging install andOperate 24 single-port Level 2 (high) charging| g7, o4 NABI LLC 0.039 | 0051 | 0001 | 412118 | No | SanMateo
Stations stations at,1 workplace facility in Burlingame.
18Evozs | EV.Charaing | Install and operate 2 dual-port Level 2 (high) and 1 DC | g3 555 | prp. v Associates, LLC | 0018 | 0.023 | 0000 | 412118 | No | Alameda
Stations Fast at 1 transportation corridor facility in Newark
18Evoze | EV.Charding | Install and operate 3 dual-port Level 2 (high) charging | 415 509 | cupertino Electric, Inc. | 0.007 | 0.009 | 0.000 | 6/618 | No | SantaClara
Stations stations at 1 workplace facility in San Jose.
EV Charging Install and operate 7 dual-port Level 2 (high) charging .
18EV027 Stations stations at 1 destination facility in Oakland. $28,000 City of Oakland 0.015 0.020 0.000 6/6/18 Yes Alameda
EV Charging Install and operate 25 dual-port Level 2 (high) charging Peralta Community
18EV028 Stations stations with solar in Alameda and Oakland $130,000 College District 0.054 | 0071 | 0.001 52118 | Yes Alameda
EV Charging Install and operate 150 single-port Level 2 (high) and 5 East Side Union High
18EV030 Stations DC Fast charging stations in San Jose $500,000 School District 0.282 | 0.368 | 0.005 5/2/18 | Yes | SantaClara
18EV031 BV Chgrgmg Install‘and operate 5 du‘al-portl Il_evlel 2 (high) charglng $20,000 The Ignatian Corporation [ 0.011 | 0.014 | 0.000 | 5/28/18 No [ San Francisco
Stations stations at 1 destination facility in San Francisco.
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18Evos3 | EV Charging | Install and operate 8 dual-port level 2 (high) charging | o) 2000 Marina LLC 0017 | 0023 | 0000 | 6/6/18 | Yes | Alameda
Stations stations at 1 workplace facility in San Leandro
18EV034 EV Chgrgmg Install and operate 150lsmgle-lport !_evel 2 (high) and 5 $500,000 San Jose pn|f|ed School 0282 | 0368 | 0.005 5/2/18 Yes | santaClara
Stations DC Fast charging stations in San Jose District
18EV037 EV Chgrgmg Install and opgrate 44. smg!e port Ieyel 2 (high) and 6 DC $199,500 Fremont Unlloanlgh 0.122 0.159 0.002 5/2/18 No Santa Clara
Stations Fast charging stations in Cupertino and San Jose School District
; . . West Valley-Mission
18Evo3g | EV Charging | Install and operate 144 single-port Level 2 (high) and 4 | = o1y Community College | 0.286 | 0372 | 0.005 | 52118 | No | SantaClara
Stations DC Fast charging stations in Saratoga and Santa Clara District
B Install and operate 26 single-port level 2 (high) charging -
18EV040 BV Chgrgmg stations at 2 workplace facilities in Milpitas and $78,000 Clean Fuel Connection, 0.042 0.055 |%0.00¥ 5/2/18 No San Mateo /
Stations . Inc. Santa Clara
Redwood City
EV Chargin Install and operate 144 single-port Level 2 (high) and 4 Foothill De-Anza
18EV041 Stationgs 9 DC Fast charging stations in Cupertino and Los Altos $500,000 Community College 0.286 0.372 0.005 5/2/18 No Santa Clara
Hills District
18Evo42 | EV.Charging | Install and operate 1 DC Fast (65 kW) charging station | ¢, 5 NIO USA, Inc 0.0t | 0018 | 0000 | 5/28/18 | No | SantaClara
Stations at 1 workplace facility in San Jose
EV Charging Install and operate 3 Level 2 (high) and 1 DC Fast Chabot Space &‘Stience
18EV044 Stations charging stations at 1 destination facility in Oakland. $30,000 Center Foundation 0.020 0.026 0.000 611118 No Alameda
EV Chargin Install and operate 1 single-port and 2 dual-port Level 2
18EV045 Statior?s 9 (high) charging stations at 2 destination facilities in $11,000 @ity,of Bublin 0.006 0.008 0.000 5/9/18 Yes Alameda
Dublin
EV Chargin Install and operate 12 dual-port Level 2 (high) charging Santa Clara /
18EV048 Ar9ING | giations at 3 workplace facilities in San Jose, Livermore, $48,000 Caltrans 0.026 0.034 0.001 | 5/28/18 No Alameda /
Stations
and Walnut Creek. Contra Costa
18Evosy | EV.Charding | Install and operate 4 dual-port Level 2 (high) charging | _g7e@ #| santa €Taza Towels LLC | 0.000 | 0.011 | 0.000 | 528118 | No | Santa Clara
Stations stations at 1 workplace facility in Santa Clara.
18Evos2 | EV Charging | Install and operate 5 Level 2 (high) charging statignSat S DublipCrossing LLC | 0.011 | 0.014 | 0.000 | 5/22/18 | Yes | Alameda
Stations 5 destination facilities in Dublin.
EV Chargin Install and operate 1 single-port Level 2 (low) ang,1 BC
18EV055 Statior?s 9 Fast charging stations with solar at 1 transportation $46,000 Intertie, Incorporated 0.014 0.019 0.000 6/6/18 No Marin
corridor facility in Sausalito
EV Chargin Install and operate 1 dual-portkevel 2 (high) and 1
18EV057 arging single-port Level 2 (high) chafging,stations and a 265 $13,000 City of San Rafael 0.004 | 0.005 | 0.000 6/6/18 No Marin
Stations - ™ W
kW solar array at 1 destinationfacility in San Rafael.
18R05 R|de§hare SJSU Ridesharing & Trip Reduction $140,000 Associated Studgnts,lSan 0.808 0.920 1.282 | 11/1/17 | Yes Regional
Services Jose State University
18R06 | Shuttle Services ACE shuftfe 53 and 54 $80,000 | SanJoaguinRegional |, aq) | G390 | 0620 | 105317 | Yes | Alameda
Rail Commission
18R0O7 | Shuttle Services ACE,Shuttle Bus‘Rrogram $960,000 Santa C'?"a Valleyl 2.455 2508 | 4.222 | 11/1/17 | Yes | Santa Clara
Transportation Authority
18R09 | Shuttle Services PresidiGo Dewntowny,Shuttle $100,000 Presidio Trust 0.213 | 0.267 | 0.364 | 10/3/17 | Yes [ San Francisco
18R10 | Shuttle Services CaltraingShuttle Program $612,100 Peninsula Corridor Joint 1.539 1.832 2.641 | 11/117 No San Mateo /
Powers Board Santa Clara
Rideshare Metropolitan
18R11 Services 511 Regional anpool & Carpool Program $991,000 Transportation 0.802 | 1.783 | 3.507 | 11/1/17 | Yes Regional
Commission
18R12 | Shuttle Services Emery Go-Round Shuttle $238,819 City of Emeryville 0.233 | 0.270 | 0.415 | 11/1/17 | Yes Alameda
18R13 | Bicycle Facilities | St/ 0-8 miles of Class | and 0.1 miles of Class IV | ¢35 56 City of Alameda 0017 | 0022 | 0033 | /6118 | Yes | Alameda
bikeways in Alameda
18R15 | Bicycle Facilities Install 0.87 miles of Class | bikeway in San Rafael $248,400 City of San Rafael 0.030 | 0.039 | 0.060 6/6/18 | Yes Marin
18R16 | Bicycle Facilities | 'St 0-78 of Class Il and 0.72 of Class lll bikeways in | 1, 1 0g City of South San 0027 | 0036 | 0053 | 6/6/18 | No | SanMateo
South San Francisco Francisco
18R17 | Bicycle Facilities Install 0.45 miles of Class | bikeway in Rodeo $138,669 East Bay;sg'c?nal Park 0.017 | 0.022 | 0.033 6/6/18 No | Contra Costa
18R19 | Bicycle Facilities Install 0.45 miles of Class | bikeway in Larkspur $283,637 Transpo:fa&(;r:i:uthonty 0.035 | 0.045 | 0.069 6/6/18 No Marin
83 Projects $12,765,031 10.075 12.817  13.905

*The award for Project #17EV018 includes $99,900 of funds from the California Energy Commission (CEC). The TFCA award for this project is $1,300,863.

Page 3
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Summary of TFCA funds distributed by county and project category
(between 7/1/17 and 7/6/18)

Figure 1: TFCA Projects Awarded
Distributed by Project Category

Electric Vehicle

Charging Stations Existing Rideshare

55% 9%
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16%
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20%
Figure 2: TFCA Projects Awarded
Distributed by County
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AGENDA: 4
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson Scott Haggerty and Members

of the Mobile Source Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/APCO
Date: July 16, 2018
Re: Approval of Contract for Clean Cars for All Program Case Médnagers

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Recommend to the Board of Directors:
1. Authorize the Executive Officer/ APCO to executéa‘contract'with GRID Alternatives at
a cost not to exceed $250,000 for services performed inkiscal/Year Ending (FYE) 2018
and FYE 2019.

BACKGROUND

In March 2018, the Air District and California Air Reseurces Board (ARB) finalized an agreement
to implement the Clean Cars for AINProgram ih therBay Area. Clean Cars for All provides
incentives for low income households, (up to 400%"ef the Federal Poverty Level) in disadvantaged
communities to retire older, high-polluting v€hicleés’and replace them with a newer, cleaner vehicle
or with alternative transportation~options, (efg. Clipper card). Eligible vehicles for purchase or
lease include hybrid electric, plug-in hybrid, or electric vehicles.

By replacing older,higheetemitting A/ghicles and replacing them with cleaner cars or alternative
transportation optionshis programwill reduce criteria pollutants in disadvantaged communities
throughout the Bay Area. Clean,Cars for All also supports the Bay Area and California’s goals for
reductions in greenhouse gas emission (80% below 1990 levels by 2050) and zero-and near-zero
emission Wehicle deployment (90% of the Bay Area passenger vehicles by 2050 and 5 million
vehiclesstatewide by, 2030).

The agreement.with ARB provides $5M for the two-year program, 5% of which may be used to
subcontract with third party entities to address issues associated with participation of low-income
consumers in disadvantaged communities. Air District staff are setting up the program components
that are needed to open the program to the public, including:

. Application system and website;
. Case managers to support applicants through the application and incentive process;
. Partnerships with dealers, vehicle scrappers, and alternative transportation programs; and

. Materials for stakeholder engagement and outreach to disadvantaged communities.



The Air District issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for Case Managers to support Clean Cars
for All on April 3, 2018. The RFP provides up to $250,000 to provide one-on-one assistance and
support to eligible consumers that apply to the Clean Cars for All Program. Two proposals were
received by the May 17, 2018 deadline from GRID Alternatives and Opus Inspection, Inc.

Based on the review process and scores outlined in Attachment 1, staff is recommending GRID
Alternatives for a contract not to exceed $250,000 to be case managers for Clean Cars for All in
FYE 2019 and FYE 2020.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

Funding for this GRID Alternatives contract comes from a $5M grafit from the California Air
Resources Board and is supported by the “California Climate Investments” (CCI) program.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Tinle
Reviewed by: Ranyee Chiang

Attachment 1: Summary/of.Clean Carsfor All Request for Proposals and Review



AGENDA 4 - ATTACHMENT 1

Summary of Clean Cars for All Request for Proposals and Review

Two proposals were received in response to the Request for Proposals (RFP) for Case Managers
to support Clean Cars for All from GRID Alternatives and Opus Inspection, Inc.

A panel of four Air District staff, from the Technology Implementation Office, Strategic Incentives
Division and Community Engagement Office, and one community representative performed a
thorough evaluation of proposals based on the following criteria:

e Expertise — Expertise and experience of the organization and personnel assigned to RFP
tasks; organization’s ability to perform and complete the work in a professional and timely
manner.

e Approach — Responsiveness of the proposal, based upon a clear undefstanding of the work
to be performed, related challenges, and plans to mitigate those challengés.

e Cost — Cost or cost effectiveness and resource allocation strate@y, including completeness
and level of detail in budget, percent of administrative and ‘averhead costs, and whether
there is cost-share.

e Conflicts of Interest — Conflicts of interest are addressed,

e Organization’s Specialty Focus Area — Local orgafizations(headquartered in the Air
District’s jurisdiction and those that are certified @s green businesses by a local government
agency or independent private rating organization:

The panelists average scores are summarized if, Jahle 1 below:

Table l=Searing of,Propgsals

Criteria Total GRID Opus
Poiqts Alternatives Inspection, Inc.
Possible
Expertise 30 24.2 21.6
Approach 30 24.4 18.6
Cost 30 25 17.8
Conflicts of Interests 5 4.4 5
Organization’s’Spetialty Fotus-Area 5 2.5 0
Total points 100 80.5 63

GRID Alteratives seegived the highest combined score of 80.5 for their proposal.

GRID alternatives, héadquartered in Oakland, is the country’s largest nonprofit providing clean
energy solutionssto low-income families. GRID has over 10 years of experience providing
multilingual and multicultural case management support for various grant programs in the Bay
Area. Panelists noted that the strengths of this proposal included expertise in working with low
income consumers in disadvantaged communities in the Bay Area, a thoughtful approach that
included anticipated challenges and mitigation strategies, and a cost proposal that included
significant cost sharing.
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AGENDA: 5
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson Director Haggerty and Members
of the Mobile Source Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO
Date: July 12, 2018
Re: New Grant Program Revenues and Request to Increase Staffing in the Strategic

Incentives Division

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Recommend Board of Directors:

1. Authorize the Bay Area Air Quality Management’District (Air DiStrict) to accept, obligate,
and expend up to $130 million in funding froprtheMolkswagenEnvironmental Mitigation
Trust (VW Trust) and $1,160,311 in funding /from_the United States Environmental
Protection Agency; and amend the Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2019 budget to account for
this new funding;

2. Authorize the Executive OfficetfAPCO to gnter into all agreements necessary to accept,
obligate, and expend this fundinghand

3. Authorize the creation of six additiopal fulltime equivalent (FTE) positions in the Strategic
Incentives Division.

BACKGROUND

Since 1992, the AiNDistrict’s Strategic Incentives Division (SID) has administered grant funding
designed to helps/acceleratenthe, adoption of cleaner vehicles and equipment to support the Air
District’s missionvof impreving air quality, and protecting public health and the global climate.
The recentlywadopted”fiscal year ending 2019 FYE 2019 budget contemplated that over $100
millionsin grant fundingvill be awarded by the Air District to support projects that improve air
quality ir the Bay{Area, with most of this funding being prioritized for projects located in
communitiesdhat,éxperience disproportionately higher concentrations of air pollution.

In California, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) has been designated as Lead Agency to
act on the State's behalf in implementing California's allocation of the VW Environmental
Mitigation Trust (VW Trust). On May 25, 2018, the ARB approved the Beneficiary Mitigation
Plan (Plan) which through the VW Trust will provide about $423 million for projects in California
to mitigate the excess nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions caused by VW’s use of illegal defeat
devices in certain diesel vehicles.



The United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) Clean Diesel Program provides
support for projects that protect human health and improve air quality by reducing harmful
emissions from diesel engines. This program includes grants and rebates funded under the Diesel
Emissions Reduction Act (DERA).

DISCUSSION
Since the adoption of the FYE 2019 budget, the Air District has learned that it will be awarded
additional funding, which may increase its estimated revenue to over $130 millign in FYE 20109.

Table 1 below shows the revised total estimated incentive revenue for FYE 20194y program.

Table 1: Estimates of Incentive Revenue in FYE 2019

Funding
Funding Source Amount in
Millions (M)
Carl Moyer Program (CMP) $9M
Community Air Protection Program (AB 134/617) $50 M
Mobile Source Incentive Fund (MSIF) $13 M
Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) $25 M
*Volkswagen NOx Mitigation Fungds $30 M
Other Funding (Federal, state, and settlement, funds) $5 M
Total ~$132 M

* Total Volkswagen NOx mitigationyfunding is $423M statewide. The funding allocation for this
chart assumes 33% of fundingwiN-b€ awarded to eligible Bay Area and Northern California based
projects. Project funding,is projected t@ be dispersed over a 4- to 6-year period and administrative
funding is estimated ovgr ,a 10-year period:

The following sectionsprovide‘additional background on two new sources of program funding
that staff wishe§ the,Board ef Rirectors to consider accepting:

VW TrustRrogram Funhding

The VW rust fundingswill provide funding opportunities for settlement specified eligible actions
that are focused ‘\mestly on "scrap and replace"” projects for the heavy-duty sector, including on-
road freight trucks, transit and shuttle buses, school buses, forklifts and port cargo handling
equipment, commercial marine vessels, and freight switcher locomotives. CARB staff estimates
the Plan’s funding actions in aggregate will reduce about 10,000 tons of NOx statewide over a 10-
year period.

The incentive programs described in the Plan and the VW Trust funding is proposed be
administered on a statewide basis by three air districts including: Bay Area, South Coast Air
Quality Management District, and San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.



The types of solicitations (Mitigation Actions/Project Categories) and solicitations which would
be assigned to the Bay Area Air District are bolded in Table 1 below.

Table 2: Summary of VW Plan mitigation actions, funding, and lead air district

Mitigation Action/Project Category Allosz;toi{)erft(ilr:]urg(ijl:?ogns)* Lgii,?rﬁ\:ltr
Zero-Emission Transit, School, and Shuttle Buses $130 San Joaquin
Zero-Emission Class 8 Freight and Port Drayage Trucks $90 South Coast
Zero-Emission Freight and Marine Projects $70 Bay Area
Combustion Freight and Marine Projects $60 South Coast
Light-Duty Zero-Emission Vehicle Infrastructure $10 Bay Area

Total $360

* Approximately $63 million in funding has been placed in reserves by the Air Resources Board
for administration costs.

If the Committee choose to accept this funding, staff weuld teturn to‘the Board on a quarterly basis
to provide a status update on this program, which is‘antigipated.te run at least ten years.

US EPA Fiscal Year 2018 Clean Diesel Funding/Assistance Program Funding (DERA)

In April 2018, the US EPA issued a sefligitation for\DERA’s Clean Diesel Funding Assistance
Program funding. In May 2018, the“NAig, District apphied for $1,160,311 in DERA funds for a
project that proposed to help replacé'six non-road material handlers with one zero-emission electric
unit and five Tier 4 Final dieselunit§ operating in~goods movement service in the communities of
Richmond and Hayward. The"AirBistrict selected this project because it is highly cost-effective
and achieves significant, emission reductigns in two highly impacted Bay Area communities.
Acceptance of this funding requires a resélution of the Air District Board’s authorizing the Air
District’s participation.

Request for New Staff

Currentlynthe SID has'two managers, each who oversees the administration of approximately $30-
$50 milign ‘in new” inéentive revenue annually. In order to administer VW Trust funding, it is
envisioned that ghis’new work would need to be overseen by a new team. Given the amount of
work that is anticipated in this new program, staff is seeking Board approval of six new FTEs
including: 1 AinQuality Program Manager, 1 Senior Staff Specialist, and 4 Staff Specialists.

The duties and responsibilities required of grant funding administration include: drafting proposed
funding policies and guidance; soliciting and evaluating applications for funding from public
agencies and private entities; developing funding agreements; tracking project progress by
reviewing project sponsors’ reports; processing payment requests; assisting with audits and
conducting on-site inspections; applying for additional grant revenue from federal, state, and other
sources; participating in collaborative workgroups and technical studies; and conducting public
education and outreach.



In addition to the work described above, it is also envisioned that the three air districts would need
to procure professional services for certain specialized work that requires statewide coordination
such as: development and on-going support for websites, database and online grants management
tool(s), promotional campaign materials that would be used by air district staff for outreach, and
other services such as meeting facilitation.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION / FINANCIAL IMPACT

None. Administrative costs for these programs will be provided by each fun@ing source. The
additional revenue from these funds and from the Air District’s current allocation 0f general funds
is anticipated to cover the cost of the additional six new FTEs. Funding far this"program spans a
10 year period and staff anticipates it will be able to manage program ramp down through its
normal attrition process.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by:  Karen Schkolnick
Reviewed by: Damian Breen

Attachment 1: Board Resolutionsfer $1,160811 in EPA-DERA Funds



AGENDAS - ATTACHMENT 1

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

RESOLUTION No. 2018 -

A resolution authorizing the Bay Area Air Quality Management District to
accept, obligate, and expend $1,160,311 in funding from the U.S.
Environmental Protection and to authorize the Executive Officgf/Air
Pollution Control Officer to execute all necessary agreementsfequired
documents, and amendments required to expend this funding.

WHEREAS, the purpose of this Resolution is to authorize the BaysArea Air Quality
Management District (“Air District”) to accept, obligate, an@expend up to $1,160,311 in
funding from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“ERA”) and to authorize the
Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer to exeeute all neceSsaky agreements,
required documents, and amendments required to eXpend this fuhding;

WHEREAS, on or around April 24, 2018, the US“EPA ¢ssued’a Request for Proposals
(RFP) for the Diesel Emission ReductionfAct (DERA)\Fiseal Year 2018 Clean Diesel
Funding Assistance Program soliciting @pplications frem'eligible entities for projects that
achieve significant reductions in diesehemissionsin terms of tons of pollution produced by
diesel engines and diesel emissions/exposure;: particularly from fleets operating at or
servicing goods movement facilitiesylocatedsn,areas designated as having poor air quality;

WHEREAS, on or around-May.30, 2018, the Air District submitted a proposal to the EPA
for a project that proposed’to help replace six non-road material handlers with one zero-
emission electric upit .and five Tier 4/Final diesel units operating in goods movement
service in the commuhities of Richmond and Hayward;

WHEREASy0n July 11,2048y the Air District received a letter from the EPA informing
the Air District,of a $1,16Q,311 award for the proposed project;

NOW\RHEREEFORE ,BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors hereby approves the
Distrct’s accéptance of EPA funds, and commits the District to comply with the EPA
DERA projectreduirements; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer to
accept, obligate, and execute all agreements, required documents, and any amendments
thereto.



AGENDAS - ATTACHMENT 1

The foregoing resolution was duly and regularly introduced, passed and adopted at a
regular meeting of the Board of Directors of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District

on the Motion of Director , seconded by Director ,
on the day of , 2018 by the following vote of the Board:
AYES:

| N
&

ABSTAIN: @@

ATTEST:

inks
6 @: tary. of the Board of Directors



AGENDA: 13

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 25, 2018

Re: Report of the Stationary Source Committee Meeting of July 30, 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

The Stationary Source Committee (Committee) will receive only informational items and has no
recommendations of approval by the Board of Directors.

BACKGROUND

The will Committee meet on Monday, July 30, 2018, and will receive the following reports:
A) Air Pollution Complaint Process Overview;

B) Overview of Regulation 7: Odorous Substance Rule Amendment Concepts; and

C) Update on Implementation of AB 617 Community Air Protection Program.
Chairperson John Gioia will provide an oral report of the Committee meeting.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

A) None;
B) None; and

C) None.



Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Aloha de Guzman
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson

Attachment 13A: 07/30/18 — Stationary Source Committee Meeting Agenda #4
Attachment 13B: 07/30/18 — Stationary Source Committee Meeting Agenda #5
Attachment 13C: 07/30/18 — Stationary Source Committee Meeting Agenda #6
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AGENDA: 4

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson John Gioia and Members
of the Stationary Source Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Date: July 17, 2018

Re: Air Pollution Complaint Process Overview

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

Annually, the Air District receives over 12,000 aif,pollution gomplaints from the members of the
public. Complaints are concerns communicatéd to the AirDistrict regarding the release or the
potential release of air contaminants or other ‘waterials. Examples include smoke, odors, dust, and
other particulate matter. Community members,are aware ofaair pollution events and often provide
the first warning of air quality problems. Alir DistriCt'staff continue to investigate every complaint
to achieve early intervention on poteatial problems-and allow the District to be proactive in
protecting public health.

DISCUSSION

Staff will present an ayverview of the Adr District’s complaint process. The presentation will include
a discussion of: hew-Cemplaints aré received and dispatched; complaint types; investigations;
reporting; and péxtisteps.

BUDGET/CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

Nong€.



Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Patrick Wenzinger and Tracy Lee

Reviewed by: Wayne Kino
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AGENDA: 5
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson John Gioia and Members

of the Stationary Source Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/APCO
Date: July 16, 2018
Re: Overview of Regulation 7: Odorous Substances Rule Amendment.Concepts

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

In 1970, the Air District was directed by the State Legislature to establish standards for the
emission of identifiable odorous substances¢” On August, 244972, the Air District adopted
Regulation 2, Division 15 - Odorous Substances, whieh\set emissions limits for five odorous
compounds. The rule was originally intended to reduce aderous emissions from operations such
as refineries, sewage treatment plants, @nd tendering‘plants. In 1976, the regulation was amended
to alter source applicability based/on«Citizen @dor eemplaints, establish general limitations on
odorous substances to be evaluated hy/an odorpanel, and set limitations on total reduced sulfur
(TRS) from kraft pulp mills.

Later the rule was renamed*Regulatieh 7 — Odorous Substances. Between 1976 and 1982, the Air
District restructured the'\regulations Which resulted in two substantive amendments to Regulation
7 including, removing-the sampling and analysis procedures for odorous substances and including
those in a Manual®ef*Procedures, ahd moving the kraft pulp mill requirements from Regulation 7
to a source-specific'regulation aimed at addressing that industry. Regulation 7 was last amended
in 1982.

DISEUSSION

Since the last amendment of Regulation 7 in 1982, changes in the Bay Area’s population density,
indUstrialand ynanufacturing processes, and proximity to residential housing and public spaces
have highlighted the importance of updating the regulation to address odor impacts in
communities.

Staff has initiated rule development efforts to amend Regulation 7 to strengthen odor standards
and enhance enforceability of the rule. Rule amendment efforts will include reviewing and
identifying a broad spectrum of odorous compounds from a variety of odor sources, industrial and
manufacturing processes, and developing strategies to reduce and minimize odors. Amongst these



strategies, staff will consider updating the triggers for applicability of the rule and requiring an
odor management plan for certain facilities. Evaluation of odor detection technologies will be
aimed at providing additional tools for enforcement and assist in identifying odor sources in
communities.

The timeline for the rule amendment process will be dependent on the field testing of odor
detection technologies and method development. Proposed amendments to Regulétien 7 is
expected to be brought to the Board of Directors for approval in late 2019.

Staff will present the current Regulation 7 applicability and standards and proyidesan overview of
initial concepts and strategies for amending the regulation.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Alona Davis and Traey liee
Reviewed by: Jeff Gove
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AGENDA: 6
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson John Gioia and Members

of the Stationary Source Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent

Executive Officer/ APCO
Date: July 24, 2018
Re: Update on Implementation of Assembly Bill (AB) 617 Community Air Protection

Program

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

The Community Air Protection Program was established by the state to implement Assembly Bill
(AB) 617 (C. Garcia, Chapter 136, Statues of 2017), whi¢h directs the state, in consultation with
local air districts, to select communities that‘have a ¥fhigh-cumulative exposure burden” to air
pollution. Once selected, local air districtsyvritl partaenwith communities to work on community
emission reduction programs and/or.eommunity aihmanitoring plans.

DISCUSSION

The Bay Area Air Quality, IManagement ‘Bistrict is required to submit a “final submittal” to the
California Air ResourcésBoard (CARB) on recommended communities that will be our focus for
development of community monitoring plans and community emission reduction plans for the first
five years of the state’s Community-Air Protection Program.

The list of Aigh, priority eommunities for monitoring plans and emission reduction plans will be
revisited andwe-submittedto CARB every year. The CARB board makes the final decision about
which communities will, be selected for community plans for that year.

In addition te cemmunity selection, AB 617 requires air districts in non-attainment of ambient air
quality standards'to conduct a best available retrofit control technology (BARCT) evaluation of
sources atindustrial facilities subject to the AB 32 Cap-and-Trade program and determine which
sources\are suitable for rule development.

In conducting this evaluation, Air District staff developed a list of potentially affected facilities,
sources, and emissions from the 2016 Reporting Year Emissions Inventory. This evaluation
indicated that the Bay Area has 80 facilities subject to Cap-and-Trade, 19 of which are in industrial
sectors that are eligible for industrial assistance allowance allocations under the Cap-and-Trade



program. These 19 industrial facilities encompass 1,899 individual sources in 50 different source
categories. Staff’s process for developing the schedule of potential rule development projects
involved 1) screening out sources with limited potential emission reductions, 2) screening out
sources already subject to recent BARCT rules, 3) conducting preliminary BARCT evaluations,
and 4) identifying and prioritizing potential BARCT rule development projects to be included in
an Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule for Board of Directors consideration later this
year.

Based on this process, six potential rule development projects have been identified\ds gandidates
for the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule. Potential Rule Development Rrojects and the
respective affected pollutants include: 1) Organic liquid storage tanks (ROG); 2) Petroleum
wastewater treating (ROG); 3) Portland cement manufacturing (PM and{SOz); 4) Refinery fluid
catalytic crackers and CO boilers (PM and SO); 5) Refinery heavy liguid feaks (ROG); and 6)
Petroleum coke calcining (NOX).

Through this process, staff also identified 12 other source categ@riesfor further consideration. Rule
development projects for these sources are not being prop@sed,at this time because the potential
emission reductions would be relatively small and are anticipated to have limited impact on local
communities as a whole throughout the region. Staff reCommends that further study and evaluation
be conducted for these sources, and that action on these petential rude development projects would
be more appropriately considered during development/of locahCommunity Action Plans.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL MPACT

None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbént
Executive OfficerfAPCO

Prepared by: Elizébeth Yura and Victor Douglas
Reviewed by: Elizabeth Yura
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BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 24, 2018

Re: Report of the Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee Meeting of August 1, 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

A) Closed Session

1) REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATIONS — (Government Code Section 54956.8) The
Committee will meet in closed session pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.8
to confer with real property negotiators to discuss acquisition of real property.

Property: 4102, 4104, 4108, 4114, 4124 Lakeside Drive,
Richmond, CA 94806
Air District Negotiators: Jack P. Broadbent, Executive Officer/APCO
Rex Sanders, Chief Administrative Officer
Negotiating Parties: Bay City Mechanical
Under Negotiation: Price and Terms
BACKGROUND

The Committee will meet on Wednesday, August 1, 2018, and will receive the following reports:
A) Closed Session — Real Property Negotiations

Chairperson Mark Ross will provide an oral report of the Committee meeting.



BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

A) None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Aloha de Guzman
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson




AGENDA: 15

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 24, 2018

Re: Recommended Assembly Bill (AB) 617 Communities for Community Plans

RECOMMENDATION

Recommend Board of Directors approve staff recommendations for community air monitoring
and community emission reduction plans under the state’s Community Air Protection Program.

BACKGROUND

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District is required to prepare a “final submittal” for the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) on recommended communities that will be our focus for
development of community monitoring plans and community emission reduction plans for the first
five years of the state’s Community Air Protection Program. The Community Air Protection
Program was established by the state to implement Assembly Bill 617 (C. Garcia, Chapter 136,
Statues of 2017), which directs the state, in consultation with local air districts, to select
communities that have a “high cumulative exposure burden” to air pollution. Once selected, local
air districts will partner with communities to work on community emission reduction programs
and/or community air monitoring plans.

This will be the second list of communities the Air District has submitted to CARB for action
under AB 617. The first submittal included all communities that the Air District believes will
benefit from AB 617 and associated incentive funding. This smaller list will be the communities
for which we plan to develop community-specific plans for the first five years of the program. All
the communities on the initial list will be eligible for the incentive funding.

The list of high priority communities for monitoring plans and emission reduction plans will be
revisited and re-submitted to CARB every year. The CARB board makes the final decision about
which communities will be selected for community plans for that year.



DISCUSSION

To develop this list of high priority communities for monitoring plans and emission reduction
plans, Air District staff considered air quality and health data. Air quality data was obtained from
the Air District’s CARE Pollution Index and fine particulate matter and toxic air contaminant
concentrations measured at San Francisco Bay Area monitoring sites. Health data was obtained
from the CARE Vulnerability Index and the California Healthy Places Index developed by county
public health officials. Staff also considered community readiness, historical and on-going
community exposure characterization work by communities, concentration of stationary sources,
community input, and socio-economic factors and other public health data available via statewide
screening tools. Final recommendations for prioritizing areas for action are due to the state on July
31, 2018.

Community air monitoring and emission reduction plans are one component of AB 617. Plans will
include a substantial research and analytical component to better understand local emission
sources. Therefore, they are needed in communities where there is significant uncertainty about
how much various sources contribute to pollution exposure and/or where there is a significant
mobile source component to the exposure. The use of the Air District’s regulatory authority can
be used to more quickly reduce exposures in communities where there are already well-known
emission sources.

The staff’s analysis and recommendation document were posted for public review and comment
on July 5, 2018. The public comment period closed on July 16, 2018. The staff presentation will
address any comments received from that public process.

Staff Community Recommendations

Year 1: West Oakland, Community Emission Reduction Plan

Air District staff recommends West Oakland for an emission reduction plan in year 1 of the state’s
AB 617 program. The West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (WOEIP) will be our co-
lead in this effort. They have a long history of community planning and advocacy to reduce
residents’ exposure to diesel particulate matter and toxic air contaminants. WOEIP has been
instrumental in bringing air pollution and its related health effects to the forefront of research and
planning activities in West Oakland. They are uniquely positioned to engage quickly and
effectively in an action planning effort and will likely serve as a model in future plans.



Year 1: Richmond, Community Air Monitoring

Air District staff recommends the Richmond area for a community monitoring plan in year 1 of
the state’s AB 617 program. In Richmond, we have an opportunity to leverage many historic and
current monitoring studies. The Richmond area includes most of the City of Richmond and
portions of El Cerrito. It also includes communities just north and east of Richmond, such as San
Pablo and several unincorporated communities, including North Richmond. There are a complex
mix of emission sources in the Richmond area. It is home to a large refinery and chemical plant, a
seaport, organic waste and metal facilities, small to medium industrial and manufacturing facilities,
high volume freeways and roadways, a railyard and rail lines. The primary goal of the Richmond
monitoring effort will be to better characterize this mix of sources and to more fully understand
the associated air quality and pollution impacts.

Years 2-5 Communities

Air District staff recommends East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-
Bay Point area, San Jose, the Tri-Valley area, and Vallejo for years 2-5 in the state’s AB 617
program. Like Richmond and West Oakland, currently available data shows that these
communities have higher levels of environmental exposures and more significant health burdens
compared to the rest of the Bay Area. These health burdens increase vulnerability to environmental
exposures. Over the next several years, Air District staff will be working to build capacity in these
communities for future planning and/or community air monitoring. Building relationships and
developing a shared understanding of local air quality issues, combined with lessons learned from
the year 1 activities, will provide strong foundation for improving air quality in the years 2-5
communities.

Communities for Years 6 and Beyond

Our recommended communities for years 1 through 5 do not represent all Bay Area communities
that have high levels of air pollution. The Air District is committed to addressing air quality issues,
and associated health impacts, in every Bay Area community burdened by air pollution. The Air
District will use its permitting, monitoring, education, regulatory, enforcement and grants
programs to improve air quality issues across the region.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Christianne Riviere
Reviewed by: Elizabeth Yura

Attachment15A: Final Submittal: Public Process for Determination of Recommended
Communities
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Executive Summary

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District is required to prepare a “final submittal” for the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) on recommended communities for the first five years of the state’s
Community Air Protection Program. The Community Air Protection Program was established by the
state to implement Assembly Bill 617 (C. Garcia, Chapter 136, Statues of 2017), which directs the state,
in consultation with local air districts, to select communities that have a “high cumulative exposure
burden” to air pollution. Once selected, local air districts will partner with communities to work on
community emission reduction programs and/or community air monitoring plans.

Bay Area residents helped Air District staff select all candidate communities, and final recommended
communities for years 1 through 5. Since January 2018, residents attended numerous workshops and
used online engagement tools to share local air quality concerns and to propose communities for action.
Community recommendations, along with air quality and health data, helped us draft a complete set of
areas in the Bay Area that would be good candidates for the development of an action and/or
monitoring plan. All areas were sent to the California Air Resources Board on April 25, 2018.

To select year 1 through 5 communities, Air District staff considered air quality and health data. Air
quality data was obtained from the Air District’s CARE Pollution Index, and also fine particulate matter
and toxic air contaminant concentrations measured at San Francisco Bay Area monitoring sites. Health
data was obtained from the CARE Vulnerability Index and via life expectancy. We also considered
community readiness, historical and on-going community and other monitoring or exposure efforts,
concentration of stationary sources, community input, and socio-economic factors and other public
health data available via statewide screening tools.

Year 1: West Oakland, Community Action Plan

The Air District recommends West Oakland for an action plan in year 1 of the state’s AB 617 program.
The West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (WOEIP) will be our partner in this effort. They have
a long history of community planning and advocacy to reduce residents’ exposure to diesel particulate
matter and toxic air contaminants. Maritime-freight industries, rail, large distribution centers, a cement
plant, a power plant, metal facilities, small to medium industrial and manufacturing operations, major
freeways and busy roadways used as trucking routes all impact the West Oakland community. These
sources contribute to high levels of PM; s concentrations and elevated cancer risk from toxic air
contaminants. West Oakland is considered one of the most impacted areas in the San Francisco Bay
Area due to the area’s many sources of diesel particulate matter.

Year 1: Richmond, Community Air Monitoring Plan

The Air District recommends the Richmond area for a community monitoring plan in year 1 of the state’s
AB 617 program. In Richmond, we have an opportunity to leverage many historic and current
monitoring studies. The Richmond area includes most of the City of Richmond and portions of El Cerrito.
It also includes communities just north and east of Richmond, such as San Pablo and several
unincorporated communities, including North Richmond. There are a complex mix of emission sources
in the Richmond area. It is home to a large refinery and chemical plant, a seaport, organic waste and
metal facilities, small to medium industrial and manufacturing facilities, high volume freeways and
roadways, a railyard and rail lines.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District %
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Years 2-5 Communities

The Air District recommends East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-Bay Point
area, San Jose, the Tri-Valley area, and Vallejo for years 2-5 in the state’s AB 617 program. Over the next
several years, we will be working to build capacity in these communities for future planning and/or
community air monitoring. Building partnerships and developing a shared understanding of local air
quality issues, combined with lessons learned from the year 1 activities, will provide a strong foundation
for improving air quality and health in the years 2-5 communities.

Year 6+ Communities

The communities recommended for years 1 through 5 do not represent all Bay Area communities that
have high levels of air pollution. The Air District is committed to addressing disproportionate impacts
caused by air quality issues, and associated health outcomes, throughout the Bay Area. The Air District
will use its permitting, monitoring, education, regulatory, enforcement, grants programs and all other
available tools to address air quality issues across the region. This will allow us to improve health
outcomes for everyone.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District Vi
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Introduction

This document serves as the as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (Air District’s) final
submittal on “recommended communities” for the first five years of the state’s Community Air
Protection Program, as required by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). The Community Air
Protection Program was established by the state to implement Assembly Bill 617 (C. Garcia, Chapter
136, Statues of 2017). AB 617 directs the state, in consultation with local air districts, to select
communities that have a “high cumulative exposure burden” to air pollution. Once selected, local air
districts will partner with communities to work on community emission reduction programs and/or
community air monitoring plans

The Air District first initiated a comprehensive program to identify areas that experience regional
disparities in air pollution exposure and health effects in 2004. Through the Community Air Risk
Evaluation (CARE) program, the Air District identified areas in the San Francisco Bay Area where air
pollution disparities are most significant and where populations are most vulnerable to air pollution.

The CARE program served as a starting point for the Air District’s work in selecting “candidate
communities” for CARB’s Community Air Protection Program. On April 25, 2018, the Air District
submitted candidate communities to CARB - communities in the San Francisco Bay Area that the Air
District identified as having a high cumulative exposure burden. San Francisco Bay Area candidate
communities included all the Air District’s CARE areas, as well as areas with large sources of air pollution
(refineries, seaports, airports, etc.), areas that have been identified via statewide screening tools as
having pollution and/or health burden vulnerability, and areas that have low life expectancy.!

To select recommended communities from all San Francisco Bay Area candidate communities, the Air
District considered both air quality and health-based data. Air quality data was obtained from the Air
District’s CARE Pollution Index,? and also fine particulate matter (PM,s) and toxic air contaminant
concentrations measured at San Francisco Bay Area monitoring sites. The CARE Pollution Index includes
both modeled concentrations of cancer risk and fine particulate matter, as well as interpolated
concentrations of ozone from monitoring sites. Health data was obtained from the CARE Vulnerability
Index® and life expectancy. The CARE Vulnerability Index includes mortality rates, costs from ER visits
and hospitalizations for illnesses aggravated by air pollution. Life expectancy was considered as a public
health indicator. We also considered community capacity (community resources and capacity to
immediately participate in AB 617), historical and on-going community monitoring efforts or exposure
characterization work by communities, concentration of stationary sources, community input, and
socio-economic factors and other public health data available via statewide screening tools.*

Below are the enumerated responses to the specific questions listed in CARB’s Community Protection
Program Draft Process and Criteria for 2018 Community Selections.® Specifically, included is a description
of the Air District’s recommended communities, early work in communities, required resources,

1 See Attachment A for a map of all Air District “high cumulative exposure burden” areas.
2 See Attachment B for CARE Pollution Index map

3 See Attachment C for CARE Vulnerability Index map

4 See Attachment D for full methodology description.

5 Full questions are listed in Attachment E; CARB document available here:
https://ww?2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-

02/capp draft process and criteria for 2018 community selection february 2018.pdf

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 1
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availability of data to prepare community-level emission inventories and the public process used to
identify, and then prioritize and select, recommended communities.

1. Description of Year 1 Communities

The Air District recommends West Oakland

and the Richmond area as the San

Francisco Bay Area’s year 1 communities

for the state’s Community Air Protection

Program. We recommend West Oakland

for a community emission reduction

program (action plan) and the Richmond Vallejo

area for a community air monitoring plan.

Richiiond Pittsburg.- Bay Point Area

West Oakland: Community Emissions

Reduction Program West Oakland
East Oakland Area
Eastern Sk

The residential area of West Oakland is UEvalcy

generally bounded by the Port of Oakland,

the Union Pacific rail yard, and 1-580, 1-880 Year 1

and 1-980 freeways. Specific geography for Years 2-5 s

the study area will be determined in

partnership with the community, i.e. in

conjunction with the Community Steering

Committee, which will be established as

part of the emission reduction program.

The study area geography will include the Figure 1. SF Bay Area, Year 1 Communities, Years 2-5 Communities

numerous sources that impact West Oakland.

Maritime-freight industries (including the Port of Oakland, the redevelopment of the Oakland Army Base
and private facilities), the rail yard and rail lines, large distribution centers, a cement plant, a power
plant, metal facilities, small to medium industrial and manufacturing operations, major freeways and
busy roadways used as trucking routes all impact the West Oakland community. These sources
contribute to high levels of PM; s concentrations and elevated cancer risk from toxic air contaminants.
West Oakland is considered one of the most impacted areas in the San Francisco Bay Area due to the
area’s many sources of diesel particulate matter. Unknown additional impacts may occur due to the
redevelopment of the Oakland Army Base.

Approximately 25,000 people live in the West Oakland area. Nearly 30 percent of the population is
African-American and over 25 percent is Latino.® West Oakland is predominantly a low-income and high
health-burden community. It is a designated CARE area, has high levels of environmental exposures and
experiences social and economic disadvantages. Health burdens that increase vulnerability to
environmental exposures are widespread in the West Oakland community. People living in West
Oakland experience more asthma emergency room visits, higher rates of cardiovascular disease, greater

6 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.
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unemployment, lower educational attainment, higher housing cost burden, lower life expectancy and
higher incidences of poverty than most other areas in Alameda County.

The Air District, the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project and other community groups and
researchers have spent decades doing monitoring, modeling and planning related work to better
understand and address the community’s exposure to air pollution.” The body of knowledge and
experience of the West Oakland community, as well as the established relationship between the Air
District and West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project positions West Oakland as a community
most likely to succeed in developing a robust community emission reduction plan given the challenging
legislative deadlines. West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project has been instrumental in bringing
air pollution and its related health effects to the forefront of research and planning activities in West
Oakland, and is uniquely positioned to engage quickly and effectively in an action planning effort that
will serve as a model for future action plans.

Richmond: Community Air Monitoring Plan

For the purposes of this submittal, the Richmond area includes the City of Richmond, areas in El Cerrito
just south of Richmond, and communities just north and east of Richmond, including portions of San
Pablo and several unincorporated communities, such as North Richmond. The specific geography for the
study area and the monitoring objectives will be determined in partnership with the community, i.e. in
conjunction with the Community Stakeholder Group, which will be established as part of the community
air monitoring planning process.

In the Richmond area, which is also a designated CARE area, there is a complex mix of emission sources:
a large refinery and chemical plant, a petroleum coke terminal, organic liquid storage and distribution
facilities, a seaport, organic waste and metal facilities, small to medium industrial and manufacturing
sources, high volume freeways and roadways, a rail yard and rail lines.

Approximately 100,000 people live in the Richmond area.? A variety of communities and neighborhoods
make up the Richmond area. Neighborhoods range from 16 to over 33 percent African American; and
from 40 to over 56 percent Latino. Many of these areas are low-income and have high health burden
that increase vulnerability to environmental exposures. Areas throughout Richmond also experience
social or economic disadvantages. People living in the Richmond area, especially North Richmond and
the Iron Triangle, experience more asthma emergency room visits, higher rates of cardiovascular
disease, greater unemployment, lower educational attainment, higher housing cost burden, lower life
expectancy and higher incidences of poverty than in other areas of Contra Costa County.

There are several ongoing monitoring and air quality research projects in the Richmond area. Projects
include the expansion of monitoring efforts in Richmond due to the Air District’s Regulation 12, Rule 15
(Petroleum Refining Emissions Tracking), a community monitoring project through an EPA STAR grant in
which the Air District is partnering with the South Coast Air Quality Management District to build a low-
cost sensor guidance document, an air toxics data analysis effort with the City of Richmond through an
EPA Community-Scale Air Toxics Monitoring Grant, and other studies by researches or other
government agencies. These projects and studies can be leveraged and will allow a year 1 monitoring
plan in Richmond to be more feasible in the legislatively required timeframe. These efforts will also help
inform and improve the monitoring efforts in the area, for data collected by all the various project can

7 More information about these projects is listed in the Air District response to item 3, Work Already Started.
8 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.
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be comprehensively reviewed and analyzed and any findings leveraged. The Air District also expects to
work with other groups funded by CARB or other organizations to assist with any ongoing monitoring
efforts, including ensuring the work is transparent to the public. (More information about these projects
is provided below.)

2. Description of Years 2-5 and Year 6+ Communities
Years 2-5 Communities

The Air District recommends East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-Bay Point
area, San Jose, the Tri-Valley area, and Vallejo as the San Francisco Bay Area’s years 2-5 communities for
the state’s Community Air Protection Program. These communities rose to the top of many of the air
quality and health metrics evaluated by the Air District. The Air District will continue to develop more
refined and accurate data on health vulnerability and air pollution exposure. Recommendations for
years 2-5 will be re-evaluated each year, as new data to better understand community air quality
concerns become available.

East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-Bay Point area, San Jose, the Tri-Valley
area, and Vallejo include numerous high health-burden neighborhoods with disproportionately high
exposure to air pollution. Many people living in the years 2-5 areas experience more asthma emergency
room visits, higher rates of cardiovascular disease, greater unemployment, lower educational
attainment, high housing cost burden, lower life expectancy and higher incidences of poverty than other
areas of the San Francisco Bay Area.

Table 1 lists the significant stationary and mobile sources of pollution in each of the years 2-5
communities.

Table 1. Emission Sources

Community Area Stationary Sources Mobile Sources

East Oakland/San Leandro Waste facilities, metal facilities, Oakland International Airport,
crematory, small to medium industrial large distribution centers,
and manufacturing operations. high-volume freeways and

roadways (1-880, 1-238, I-580,
Highway 92), trucks, transit
buses, industrial equipment,
freight and passenger ralil
Eastern San Francisco Organics recovery and waste facilities, High-volume freeways and
power plants, and numerous smallto  roadways (I-280, I-80, Bay
medium industrial and manufacturing  Bridge, Highway 101), trucks,
operations industrial equipment, transit
buses, harbor craft, freight and
passenger rail, construction

equipment
Pittsburg-Bay Point Area Power plants, chemical plant, Freight rail, high-volume
landfills, metal and chrome plating freeways and roadways
facilities, agriculture equipment (Highway 4, Highway 160),

industrial equipment, transit
buses, harbor craft, ocean
going vessels

San Jose Organics and waste recovery facilities, San Jose International Airport,
organic liquids storage and freight and passenger rail, high
distribution facilities, quarries, volume freeways and

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 4



Community Health Protection Program, Final Submittal August 1, 2018

cement and asphalt plants and small roadways (1-880, 1-280, 1-680,
to medium industrial and Highway 101, Highway 87),
manufacturing operations trucks, transit buses, industrial
equipment distribution centers
Tri-Valley Waste facilities, airport, research High volume freeways and
laboratories, quarries, cement and roadways (I-680, I-580), trucks,
asphalt plants transit buses, construction and
agriculture equipment
Vallejo Marine terminals, landfills, metal Freight rail, high-volume
facilities, cement plant (potential) freeways and roadways (1-80,
Highway 29, Highway 37),
trucks, industrial equipment,
transit buses, harbor craft,
ocean going vessels

Year 6+ Communities

The Air District identified high cumulative exposure burden areas, or candidate communities, in every
county in the San Francisco Bay Area. Recommended year 1 and years 2-5 communities have been
selected from these areas. Areas recommended for years 6+ are all the San Francisco Bay Area’s
candidate communities, not identified as a year 1 or years 2-5 community. Years 6+ communities are
areas that were identified as having one or more of the following characteristics: within an Air District
CARE area, has large sources of air pollution, has been identified via statewide screening tools as areas
with pollution and/or health burden vulnerability, or has low life expectancy.

Years 6+ communities in the San Francisco Bay Area are mostly in the region’s suburban or semi-rural
areas, with some locations in the urban core. In general, communities identified as years 6+ have some
level of environmental exposures and/or experience social or economic disadvantages. They may also
have health burdens that increase vulnerability to environmental exposures, but to a lesser extent than
those identified above. In general, Years 6+ communities may experience higher levels of exposure areas
air pollutants, suffer from more air quality related health impacts and higher incidences of poverty than
those identified above.

3. Information for Recommended Communities
Work Already Started

The Air District has a long history of working in and with communities to reduce people’s exposure to
harmful emissions. For over 60 years, the Air District has been passing regulations on large facilities,
small to medium industrial sources, diesel engines, fireplaces and many other sources to reduce local
exposure to air pollutants. Permitting and enforcement of our regulations ensures exposure reductions
are realized. Our monitoring work, including fence-line and other source-oriented monitors, near-
roadway monitors and regional fixed-site monitors allow Air District staff to assess and better
understand regional and local air pollutant levels. Incentive programs enable the Air District to further
reduce emissions and pollutant exposure from the sources we cannot regulate. Trucks, vehicles,
locomotives, ships and industrial and construction equipment are often the most significant sources of
pollution in our most impacted communities. The CARE program, initiated in 2004, served as the Air
District’s foundation for identifying and selecting communities most impacted by and vulnerable to
health impacts from air pollution for the AB 617 effort.
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AB 617 presents an opportunity to continue and expand these programs - to ensure that exposure to air
pollutants is reduced in our most impacted communities. Through AB 617, we will build community
capacity to better understand the impacts of poor air quality and participate in the AB 617 process. We
will build better partnerships, engagement strategies and educational materials to ensure a shared
understanding of air quality and related community health. The specific work we are doing in West
Oakland and Richmond, and how our work impacts all AB 617 communities is described below.

Year 1 Communities: West Oakland and Richmond

The Air District has been working directly with our recommended year 1 communities to support the
development of a community emission reduction program in West Oakland and a community air
monitoring plan in Richmond. Our work in West Oakland continues the partnerships we have had with
the West Oakland community, especially with the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project, for
well over a decade. It also builds on over thirty years of planning activities. Early plans focused on
economic revitalization and transportation access, often addressing specific areas or neighborhoods in
West Oakland, such as Seventh Street, the Mandela Parkway, or Acorn-Prescott. Over the past fifteen
years, various planning activities have sought to bring jobs, retail and services to the community; to
address incompatible land uses; to improve transit, bike, and pedestrian access; to increase mixed-use
development; to preserve the existing housing stock; to increase the supply of affordable housing; and
to reduce the community’s exposure to diesel particulate matter and toxic air contaminants.

West Oakland’s exposure to diesel particulate matter and toxic air contaminants, and corresponding
health burden has been extensively studied. Beginning with a partnership with the Pacific Institute in
2000, the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project has been instrumental in bringing air pollution
and its related health effects to the forefront of research and planning activities in West Oakland. West
Oakland Environmental Indicators Project has led or participated in the following studies: Neighborhood
Knowledge for Change: The West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (2002), Clearing the Air:
Reducing Diesel Pollution in West Oakland (2003), Paying with Our Health: The Real Cost of Freight
Transport in California (2006), and the West Oakland Truck Survey (2009). In addition, West Oakland
Environmental Indicators Project co-chaired the Port of Oakland’s 2009 Maritime Air Improvement Plan
(MAQIP) and the MAQIP update currently underway. They were an active member of the West Oakland
Specific Plan (2014) working group and continue to participate in the Oakland Army Base Stakeholder
Group.

These partnerships have also helped to expedite investments to early-retire highly polluting mobile
sources impacting the West Oakland community. Between 2008 and 2016 the Air District awarded over
$33 million in grants to retrofit or replace approximately 2000 diesel trucks that move goods from Port
of Oakland. During this time, the Air District also awarded more than $24 million to install shore power
infrastructure to reduce pollution from ocean-going vessels at the Port of Oakland. These investments,
along with ARB air toxic control measures for mobile sources, have helped significantly reduce diesel
emissions in West Oakland, and the region. Since 2016, the Air District awarded more than $10 million
to additional projects to reduce emissions from locomotives, cargo-handling equipment, marine vessels,
and on-road trucks. These projects will reduce more than 84 tons of NOx, 2.7 tons of ROG, and 1.4 tons
of diesel PM per year.

Despite this extensive history of planning, research, and grant-funding activities in West Oakland, more
work needs to be done. We need to integrate the findings of past studies and implement measures that
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reduce criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants emissions and exposure to improve health
outcomes. To this end, the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project and the Air District have
recently developed a formal partnership to develop a community emission reduction action program for
the West Oakland community. We worked together to identify local stakeholders and community
members to participate on a steering committee to guide the development of the action plan. The
steering committee has formed and has begun meeting.

In the Richmond area, Air District staff is working to establish a group of strong local, community-based
organizations to partner with the Air District in leading the effort to develop the community air
monitoring plan. We are beginning by building a “bench” of community partners that can bring various
skills, knowledge, and capabilities to the partnership. We expect to have community partners on board
by late Summer 2018. In parallel, we are preparing a technical assessment and information report for
the Richmond area, to share with community partners for their input. We will also work with our
community partners to identify local stakeholders and other community members to form a larger
stakeholder group.

There are several air monitoring and air quality data analysis efforts ongoing in Richmond. These efforts
can be leveraged to ensure the Richmond community air monitoring plan is feasible and successful in
the short state-mandated time frame. One such effort is the expansion of the fence-line monitoring
systems to include all Bay Area refineries, including expansion of the current system at the Chevron
Refinery. Chevron has proposed to expand its fence-line monitoring system to meet the requirements of
the Air District’s Regulation 12, Rule 15 (Rule 12-15). Additionally, as part of the Rule 12-15 process, the
Air District committed to expand efforts to characterize levels of air pollutants in communities near
refineries by adding an additional fixed monitoring site. The Air District is assisting the City of Richmond
on an EPA Community Scale Toxics Grant, to evaluate and interpret air toxics data collected at sites near
the Chevron Refinery. The Air District is also working with the Asian Pacific Environmental Network
community organization to implement a PM;.s community-led sensor project in the Richmond area as
one of the Northern California communities participating in an EPA STAR Grant: “Engage, Educate

and Empower California Communities on the Use and Applications of "Low-cost" Air Monitoring
Sensors” in partnership with the South Coast Air Quality Management District.® Finally, there are
current and historical air monitoring projects the Air District worked on with researchers and other
governmental organizations that will provide data and other information to inform year 1 monitoring
planning efforts.

The Air District has also provided grant funding to incentivize early-emissions reductions from projects in
Richmond. Since 2016, the Air District has awarded more than $3.8 million to eligible projects in
Richmond that will reduce air pollution from light-duty vehicles, locomotives, marine vessels, and off-
road equipment. These projects will reduce more than 6.8 tons of NOx, 0.42 tons of ROG, and 0.37 tons
of diesel PM emissions per year.

Moving forward, the Air District will continue pursuing funding from all available sources, such as state
and federal agencies and settlement funds. These funds will be used to augment the Air District’s
traditional grant funding sources, which total approximately $50 million on an annual basis. Air District’s
grant funds are used to support projects that reduce air pollution and improve air quality in the Bay Area
and are prioritized for communities that are disproportionately impacted by air pollution.

9 More information on EPA Star Grant may be found here: http://www.agmd.gov/ag-spec/research-projects)
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Stationary Source Regulations

Many Air District stationary source regulations will directly benefit communities that have oil refineries,
cement plants, chemical plants, large facilities, small to medium industrial sources, organic waste
facilities and a variety of other sources.!® Air District rules and programs that will improve facility and/or
source emissions, and therefore community exposure to pollutants, are summarized below:

Toxics: The Air District’s Regulation 11, Rule 18 (Rule 11-18) is the most stringent health-based
air toxics regulation in California. The rule requires health risk screening for all facilities in the
Bay Area that report toxic air contaminant emissions. The screening analysis will determine a
prioritization score for each facility. The score will be based on the amount of toxic air pollution
emitted, the degree of toxicity and the proximity of pollutants to local communities. Facilities
that exceed a prioritization score threshold will undergo health risk assessment for all permitted
sources that emit toxic air contaminants. Facilities with health risks above a risk action threshold
would be required to reduce their risk or meet retrofit control guidelines for all significant risk
sources. Facilities with the highest risk levels would be required to submit risk reduction plans
by 2020. Risk reductions at the highest risk facilities should be completed during 2020-2025.
Others subject facilities should complete risk reductions by 2030.

Best Available Retrofit Control Technology: Additional rules will be put into place to further
reduce emissions where there are opportunities for further cost-effective controls. AB 617
required review of a set of eighty facilities, housing over 3,000 sources, throughout the Bay
Area. This review resulted in the identification of up to 12 possible new regulations to further
reduce emissions from these sources. These include controls on organic liquid storage tanks,
petroleum wastewater treatment, Portland cement manufacturing, refinery equipment and
boilers, landfills, fiberglass manufacturing and petroleum coke calcining.

Petroleum Refineries: There are five large refineries in the Bay Area with several nearby
communities, including Richmond, Crocket and Rodeo, Martinez, Clyde and Benicia. In addition
to potential emission reductions due to the implementation of Rule 11-18, there are several
other refinery-specific regulations that are being developed or implemented. These regulations
will either help characterize emissions from these facilities, characterize cumulative exposure in
communities near refineries, or achieve further emission reductions. These requirements
include Rule 12-15 Petroleum Refining Emissions Tracking — which requires the refineries to
establish air monitoring plans and operate fence line air monitoring systems
(http://www.baagmd.gov/plans-and-climate/emission-tracking-and-monitoring/fenceline-
monitoring-plans) and Air District planning for the expansion of air monitoring in communities

near refineries, using feedback from Spring 2018 public workshops. Rule 12-15 also requires
refineries to submit information that will help the Air District improve and standardize emissions
estimates from the petroleum refineries.

10 A stationary source is an individual fixed emitter of air pollutants, such as a boiler. A facility may have multiple
individual stationary sources, such as a petroleum refining facility.
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e Woodsmoke: Many communities in the San Francisco Bay Area are impacted by PM,s emissions
from residential wood burning, including areas in the Sonoma and Napa Valley, Santa Rosa,
Marin and other rural communities. For some communities, especially the rural communities
tucked into the many valleys of Marin, Sonoma and Napa, residential wood burning is the only
significant source of PM,s. These areas may also have health burdens and high levels of poverty,
which air pollution can exacerbate, especially if residents have limited access to health care.
Several residents from rural communities in Marin County asked that their communities be
included in the Air District’s first year recommendations for AB 617 action. Although
woodsmoke is a considerable concern in these communities, AB 617 is intended to address
cumulative air quality and health burden areas; those areas that are impacted my multiple
sources of air pollution, such as large industrial sources, major marine ports, congested
freeways and roadways and/or rail.

Although we are not recommending any community exclusively impacted by woodsmoke for the
in this submittal, the Air District is committed to reducing woodsmoke in communities impacted
by the effects of wood burning. In the past several years, the Air District has both strengthened
its rules related to wood burning and offered significant public funding to replace wood-burning
equipment with cleaner options. The Air District is expecting to continue to address residential
woodsmoke emissions through additional incentive programs that provide funding to residents
to help replace older and highly polluting fireplaces and wood-burning stoves with cleaner
alternatives. We are also considering further strengthening of our Wood-Burning Devices Rule.

e Permitting: The Air District is considering changes to our permitting program to address
cumulative impacts. To examine the possibilities, we have created a cross-divisional workgroup
to broadly review and recommend changes to the existing permitting system. We are
considering all permitting policies and procedures, rules and regulations, local land use
permitting guidance and CEQA guidelines.

e (Odors: The Air District will be amending its odor rule, Regulation 7, to help reduce odors that
impact communities. Efforts are underway to strengthen standards that limit odorous
compounds and develop strategies to enhance the enforceability of the existing odor rule.

e Methane: In 2017, the Air District developed a comprehensive Basin-wide Methane Strategy, an
agency-wide effort to better quantify and reduce the region’s methane emissions. Rules
associated with the strategy will focus on methane specific to organics material handling and to
composting. In addition to climate benefits, the Methane Strategy is expected to garner
reductions in reactive organic gases, a precursor to ozone formation. There is also the potential
for reduction of some toxic volatile organic compounds as a co-benefit.

e QOrganics Recovery: The Air District is developing an Organics Recovery Strategy. Changes in state
law will impact San Francisco Bay Area organics recovery, including landfill management,
composting, and anaerobic digestion. In addition to possible new or modified rules, the Air
District will consider non-regulatory measures to take a lifecycle approach to organics diversion.
The regulations and best practices that follow from this effort are expected to reduce emissions
of all pollutants associated with this process, including methane and compounds that cause
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odor nuisances and/or lead to ozone formation. There is also the potential for reduction of
some toxic volatile organic compounds as a co-benefit.

e Particulate Matter (Fugitive Dust): A suite of regulations focusing on particulate matter
emissions is going to the Air District Board for consideration in Summer 2018. Following the
adoption of those new rules and amendments, implementation would target fugitive dust
emissions including those from bulk material handling and from truck trackout. This would
primarily help reduce particulate emissions from activities at construction sites, landfills and
rock quarries, some of which impact AB 617 communities.

Mobile Source Incentives

The cost to accelerate fleet turnover in the highly impacted communities will likely require significant
incentive funding to help fleet owners and operators to make early investments in cleaner technology in
the absence of regulations from the state and federal governments who have regulatory authority over
mobile sources. As an example, a recent review of the fleet inventory at the Port of Oakland that was
developed by Port staff shows that the total cost to replace most of the existing vehicles that service the
Port and equipment that is operated at the Port with cleaner alternatives is estimated to exceed $200
million.

In 2017, the legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) 134, which appropriated $250 million in Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Funds to achieve early emission reductions in communities most burdened by air
pollution. Incentive funds are targeted toward engine replacement, repower, and infrastructure projects
in disadvantaged and low-income areas. The San Francisco Bay Area has received $50 million of these
funds. Per legislative requirements, funds will be directed at projects that can deliver “early action”
emission reductions in our most disadvantaged communities, including both recommended year 1
communities, most of the recommended years 2-5 communities, and in several year 6+ communities.
Funds will be directed to communities along the 1-880/1-80 Corridor: Hayward to Richmond including
East and West Oakland, Berkeley and Richmond; and in the Refinery Corridor: Rodeo and Vallejo,
Martinez to Pittsburg.

Building Capacity in All AB 617 Communities

A wide variety of community capacity building efforts have begun and will continue as we implement
AB 617 throughout the region. Capacity building means building respectful and open relationships with
community members, establishing partnerships, and sharing information. It means providing the tools
and assistance needed for authentic empowered participation in designing the work ahead. We expect
to learn about communities, and for communities to learn more about the importance of good air
quality and its contribution to community health. We are currently developing curriculum for an

“Air Quality Academy,” with the goal building a shared understanding of air quality issues and concerns
between the Air District and our community partners. In addition, the Air District is in the process of
establishing a Community-led Air Quality Sensing Program, which will seek new and improved ways to
partner with community groups in addressing air quality concerns throughout the Bay Area. The
Program will provide guidance and resources to ensure communities are successful in their monitoring
efforts and is intended to respond to a variety of both internal and external community needs, including
assisting with all aspects of community monitoring from inception, monitoring, analysis, and next steps.
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Resource Needs

AB 617 is the one of most significant changes in air quality regulation in the last 35 years. Increasing the
focus on localized air pollution in overburdened communities is a welcome and necessary initiative for
public health and equity in California. However, it requires significant additional resources.

Community

Communities in years 1 through 5 will need funding for a variety of activities to build community
readiness to eventually develop an emission reduction programs and/or community air monitoring plan.
AB 617 is envisioned as a community-based endeavor, and therefore communities will be at the center
of planning and decision-making regarding local priorities for action. However, not all communities are
at the same starting point, or level of readiness. At each stage of the process, community organizations
will need financial assistance to support their participation. Funding is especially needed for the capacity
building, plan development, and plan implementation and evaluation.

e Capacity Building: includes stakeholder identification, community surveys, mappings, review of
existing plans and data, formation of an AB 617 stakeholder group including local jurisdictions
and regulated entities. Build shared understanding about air quality, community concerns, local
issues, and about Air District programs and resources.

e Emission Reduction Program and/or Air Monitoring Plan Development: Communities co-lead a
process with the Air District to develop and adopt a plan for emission reductions or air
monitoring consistent with CARB guidance, with local government and other stakeholder
involvement.

¢ Plan Implementation and Evaluation: includes implementing community monitoring, actions, or
mitigations as described in the plans, review of initial milestones, and assist evaluating metrics
for progress as defined in the plans.

The Air District estimates that approximately $500,000 per year will be required for community capacity
building and participation in AB 617 processes. This funding is needed across the Bay Area, not just in
the communities identified for years 1-5.

In addition to the community capacity building and participation efforts, some communities may desire
to perform their own community-led monitoring efforts, in addition to the community-led monitoring
that could be a part of implementing any active AB 617 Community Monitoring Plan. The Air District
estimates that each of these community-led monitoring efforts will require $500,000.

To ensure that the data are useful in moving toward emissions reductions, the Air District will need to
provide technical assistance to the communities conducting this monitoring, including study design,
monitoring implementation, and data analysis and interpretation. Air District technical staff may have
the capacity to assist with one of these projects per year. Therefore, the total annual costs for
community-led monitoring in the Bay Area is estimated to be $500,000 per year. Total cost for
community participation in AB 617 is estimated to be S1 million per year.
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Air District

Most of the air pollution impacting overburdened communities is from mobile sources. Addressing the
impacts of this pollution will require a cooperative effort between the local air districts and the
California Air Resources Board. Since Air Districts can only charge permit fees to stationary sources to
address the impacts of their pollution, there is very limited opportunity to raise the needed funds from
fees.

The Air District will incur significant start-up costs to set up its new Community Health Protection
Program to implement AB 617. During the first year of implementing the state Community Air
Protection Program, the Air District will incur nearly $13 million in initial costs associated with the
identification of a prioritized list of impacted communities, development and adoption of a Community
Action Plan, development and implementation of a Community Monitoring Plan, development of new
state-wide emissions inventory protocols, review of best available retrofit control technology and
potential adoption of amended regulations to gain benefits from the technology. Much of this work will
become ongoing, including working with impacted communities in advance of the development of
additional community action and monitoring plans.

Ongoing, annual costs for specific Air District activities are provided in Table 3.

Table 22. Air District Resource Needs

Program Component Activity Cost
Community Monitoring Staff to maintain equipment, assess and analyze data, and to conduct short- $5.4 million
term monitoring studies.
Laboratory equipment and supplies.
Assistance to community groups for community-led monitoring.
Special studies to measure emissions from large sources using new
technology.
Community Emissions Staff to prepare community emission reduction programs, track community $5.2 million
Reduction Plans progress and prepare annual progress reports to state.
Consultants for conducting CEQA analyses.
Additional inspectors to provide enhanced enforcement in AB 617
communities.
Community Engagement  Staffing to manage community grants and work with community-based $0.6 million
organizations to build capacity.
Review of Best Available Development and implementation of new rules to reduce emissions from $0.8 million
Retrofit Control large stationary sources.
Technology
Emissions Reporting Ongoing improvement in emissions estimates. $0.3 million
Coordination
Overhead Executive time to coordinate/oversee program development. $1.7 million
Legal services for CEQA analysis and regulatory development.
Administrative overhead for new staff and contracts.
Total Expected Cost $14 million
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Community-Level Emission Inventory: Emissions Data Availability

Data for developing a community-level emissions inventory for the areas of West Oakland, Richmond,
East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, Pittsburg-Bay Point-Antioch, San Jose, the Tri-Valley
area, and Vallejo are available, but significant work is required to acquire and process these data. For
example, an updated emissions inventory is currently being prepared by the Port of Oakland and
emissions inventories are available for stationary sources permitted by the Air District. The Air District
has also compiled and modeled on-road mobile emissions for Planning Healthy Places,*! a tool that
helps local governments identify areas in their communities that have high levels of cancer risk from
toxics and high concentrations of PM,s. We are also working to improve our emission inventory as data
are generated through monitoring, source testing and other means. In the coming months, we will also
begin working with external partners, including CARB, on a uniform methodology for performing
community-level emissions inventories in all communities recommended for community emission
reduction programs. The Air District looks forward to partnering with CARB in this effort, specifically in
the development of mobile source emissions inventories, and especially for off-road mobile sources.

4. Public Process used to Identify, Prioritize and Select Recommended Communities

The Air District developed and implemented an extensive outreach plan to ensure community
participation in the identification, prioritization, and then selection of recommended communities for
the state’s Community Air Protection Program. Outreach consisted predominately of public workshops
and online community engagement.

The Air District held a total of eleven workshops throughout the region on AB 617, and specifically on
community identification and prioritization. Outreach for workshops include informational flyers posted
at libraries, community centers and other popular gathering places, e-blasts, social media posts on
Facebook and Twitter, press releases and follow-up media advisories, posts in community calendars,
targeted emails to key community stakeholders and Spare the Air Resource Teams, and targeted

outreach at community events in target communities (e.g., groundbreaking event at Pittsburg Unified

School District).

Table 3. San Francisco Bay Area AB 617 Public Workshops

Date Workshop Title Venue Attendees
January 31, 2018 Landmark Local Air Pollution Air District Offices, 375 Beale St, Yerba 66
Legislation - AB 617 Buena Rm, San Francisco, CA 94105
March 28, 2018 New Funding and New Efforts to Curb  Hilton Garden Inn, 510 Lewelling 17
Local Air Pollution (AB 617) Boulevard San Leandro, CA 94579
April 24, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection ~ Florence Douglas Senior Center, 333 29
Program Public Workshop Amador St, Vallejo, CA 94590
April 25,2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection =~ Ambrose Community Center, 3105 13
Program Public Workshop Willow Pass Road, Bay Point, CA 94565
April 30, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection  Pleasant Hill Community Center, 320 11
Program Public Workshop Civic Drive, Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
May 10, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection =~ Shannon Community Center, 11600 0
Program Public Workshop Shannon Avenue, Dublin, CA 94568
May 16, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection =~ San Pablo Community Center, 2450 Rd 28
Program Public Workshop 20, San Pablo, CA 94806
1 http://www.baagmd.gov/plans-and-climate/planning-healthy-places
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May 21, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection

Program Public Workshop

May 24, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection

Program Public Workshop

June 4, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection

Program Public Workshop

June 20, 2018 AB 617 Community Health Protection

Program Public Workshop

Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Library, 150 E.
San Fernando St, San Jose, CA 95112
Fairfield Community Center, 1000
Kentucky St, Fairfield, CA 94533

Cal State East Bay Oakland Center, 1000
Broadway Avenue, Oakland, CA 94607
Air District Offices, 375 Beale St, Yerba
Buena Rm, San Francisco, CA 94105

12

34

Workshop attendees learned about the public health context for addressing air quality concerns at the
local level, the goals of AB 617, and the process for identifying, prioritizing and selecting communities.

There was opportunity for discussion, where workshop participants could ask questions and share

concerns. Following the presentations, Air District staff facilitated interactive sessions where attendees

could prioritize communities for selection and early action, speak with local inspectors about local

sources of pollution, guide criteria for selection and shape program objectives.

Workshop attendees rated the workshops well. All (100%) of respondents rated the facilitation and

overall structure of the workshops as good to excellent. Most rated the clarity of information presented
(88%) and the opportunity to ask questions (95%) as good to excellent. They found the following as the
most valuable components of the workshops:

Networking
Interacting with Air District staff

Learning about the intent of AB 617 and the data through presentations and handouts

Interactive stations
Learning from community residents
The public health context

Respondents offered the following as opportunities for improvement:

Better outreach/more resident attendance

Better link the public health presentation to air quality
Inform attendees about what selected communities will get out of being selected as an AB 617

community
More time for Q& A

To ensure participation beyond the workshops, the Air District posted two interactive topics on Open Air
Forum, the Air District’s online community engagement platform. Each topic included information to
inform the public about AB 617, the process for community selection and to provide an opportunity for
the community to inform and guide our community selection. The goal of the first topic was to allow our
community to weigh in on our community selection criteria; this topic had 254 visitors and 30 responses
from the public. The survey asked respondents to rate their level of support for the methods proposed
to identify candidate communities. The respondents overwhelmingly strongly support the use of CARE

(81%), additional impacts (73%), and other large sources (73%). Respondents were asked to provide
additional criteria that the Air District should consider, respondents recommend that we consider:

Odors and wood smoke

Areas with heavy idling and proximity to multiple transportation systems

History of regulatory violations
Socio-economic status, e.g. income, race, equity

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
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* Historical contamination: military bases & heavy industry

Respondents were also provided the opportunity to recommend a community that was not captured by
our proposed methods. Eleven out of the thirty respondents offered recommendations; however, all but
one recommended community were included as candidate communities in the Air District’s April 26"
submittal to CARB on recommended candidate communities. (Benicia, Pittsburg, Vallejo, Mare Island,
Pt. Richmond, Rodeo-Crocket, Alviso, and parts of Napa).

The one community not recommended was San Geronimo Valley in Marin County. Although heavily
impacted by woodsmoke, San Geronimo Valley was not included because it is not considered a high
cumulative exposure burden area. Like many other rural areas in Marin, Sonoma and Napa, woodsmoke
is a considerable concern. For some communities, especially the rural communities tucked into the
many valleys of Marin, Sonoma, and Napa, residential wood burning is the only significant source of
PM;s. These areas may also have health burdens and high levels of poverty, which air pollution can
exacerbate, especially if residents have limited access to health care. However, AB 617 is intended to
address cumulative air quality and health burden areas; those areas that are impacted by multiple
sources of air pollution, such as large industrial sources, major marine ports, congested freeways and
roadways and/or rail. As described on page 9, although we are not recommending any community
exclusively impacted by woodsmoke in this submittal, the Air District is committed to reducing
woodsmoke in communities impacted by the effects of wood burning. We will continue to address
residential woodsmoke through additional incentive programs that provide funding to residents to help
replace older and highly polluting fireplaces and wood-burning stoves with cleaner alternatives and we
are considering further strengthening of our Wood-Burning Devices Rule.

The second topic included on Open Air Forum closed on June 29", This topic allowed community
members to shape community prioritization for years 2-5. The second topic had 150 visitors and 33
responses from the public.

The survey asked respondents to rate their level of support for the criteria proposed to select
communities for action. The respondents’ support was variable — 41% somewhat to strongly support our
selection criteria, 16% indicated that they were neutral and 44% somewhat to strongly oppose the
selection criteria proposed.

Respondents were asked to provide additional criteria that the Air District should consider, respondents
recommend that we:
e Include wood smoke
e Consider areas that are out of range of current Air District monitors
e Consider areas within proximity to agricultural pesticides, vehicle exhaust and/or diesel
particulate matter
e Prioritize income, access to health care, race, crime rates, access to public transit, access to
open spaces and other social determinants of health

Respondents were also asked to share the sources of air pollution that concern them the most. The
most common response was wood smoke, additional responses were:
e Refineries
e Emissions from mobile sources, such as cars in heavily traveled corridors and diesel particulate
matter
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Respondents also shared their largest health concerns from heavy air pollution. The most common
responses were:

e Asthma

e Emphysema

e Lung cancer

o Allergies

e Persistent coughs
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Attachment A. High Cumulative Exposure Burden Communities, SF Bay Area
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Attachment B. CARE Pollution Index, SF Bay Area

August 1, 2018
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Attachment C. CARE Health Vulnerability Index, SF Bay Area

August 1, 2018
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Attachment D: Community Prioritization Methodology

Air Quality

Metrics:

1.

CARE Pollution Index: modeled concentrations of cancer risk, fine PM, and ozone. Air pollution
levels are mapped to zip code areas. Regional modeling for toxic air contaminant levels in 2015 were
used to estimate cancer risk. Annual average PM, s above background levels was estimated using
regional air quality modeling of representative days in 2010 and 2011, and observations from San
Francisco Bay Area monitoring sites. Mean 8-hour ozone above background levels was interpolated
from observations in 2010 and 2011 at monitoring sites only.

PM; s Monitoring Data: Many metrics describing PM, s concentrations measured at monitoring sites
in the Bay Area from 2013-2017 were evaluated, including: the maximum, mean, and 98" percentile
of the 24-hour concentrations each year, the annual means, and the 24-hour and annual design
values. Using many metrics helps assess sites that might exhibit differing concentration
distributions, such as a few very high values versus a high annual mean. Health research data show
that both acute and chronic exposure to PM; s are issues of concern.

Toxics Monitoring Data: Annual means of 24-hour concentrations of several key toxic air
contaminants (including toluene, m/p-xylene. o-xylene, ethyl benzene, 1,3-butadiene and, benzene)
concentration measurements from monitoring sites in the San Francisco Bay Area. Data are for the
2013-2017 period.

Methodology:

a. Pollution index data by zip codes were analyzed for all San Francisco Bay Area high cumulative
exposure burden areas. Air District staff reviewed maps and noted geographic areas that had
high, medium and low levels of pollution.

b. PM:;smonitoring data were analyzed for all San Francisco Bay Area high cumulative exposure
burden areas. Air District staff gave geographic areas a high/medium/low ranking based on a
combination of PM; s metrics. Areas of expected high cumulative exposure burden that do not
have a PM;s monitoring site were either extrapolated from a nearby site depending on
meteorology and topography, or the PM;s metric was not used. The latter type of areas was
scored only on the available information from CARE.

c. Toxics (toluene, m/p-xylene. o-xylene, ethyl-benzene, 1,3-butadiene and benzene) monitoring
data were analyzed for all San Francisco Bay Area high cumulative exposure burden areas. Air
District staff gave each geographic area a high/medium/low ranking based on the data. Areas of
expected high cumulative exposure burden that do not have a toxics monitoring site were either
extrapolated from a nearby site, depending on meteorology and topography, or the toxics
metric was not used. The latter type of areas was scored only on the available information from
CARE and, if available, PM; s monitoring sites.

Health Burden

Metrics:

1.

CARE Vulnerability Index: Mortality rates, ER visits, and hospitalizations attributed to causes
known to be aggravated by air pollution were used to estimate health vulnerability. Death records
are for years 2008-2010. Emergency room visits, and hospital records are for years 2009-2011.

Life Expectancy: Life expectancy data are obtained from the California Healthy Places Index project.
Places that scored within the lowest 50 percent are classified as ‘low life expectancy,” and those
within the lowest 25 percent are classified as ‘lowest life expectancy.’
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Methodology:

a. Vulnerability index data by zip codes were analyzed for all San Francisco Bay Area high
cumulative exposure burden areas. Air District staff reviewed maps and selected geographic
areas that have high, medium and low levels of health vulnerability.

b. Lowest and low life expectancy data by census tract block groups were analyzed for all San
Francisco Bay Area high cumulative exposure burden areas. The life expectancy results were
mapped to display concentrations of low life expectancy in the region. Air District staff
reviewed maps and selected areas in the AB 617 universe that have high, medium and low
levels of life expectancy.

Other Information Used in Understanding High Cumulative Exposure Burden Communities

1. Community Capacity — Current levels of community capacity were considered in selecting first
year action communities. Community capacity means having relationships with community
members, established partnerships and the ability to share information. It means having the
tools needed for authentic empowered participation in the work. It also means having some
significant levels of knowledge, research and previous planning or other studies that can be
leveraged as we moved forward in a community.

2. Sources — Total sources: Total permitted stationary sources, by size and type; mobile sources,
including freeways, roadways, rail, distribution centers.

3. Cal Enviro Screen 3.0 — CalEnviroScreen is a mapping tool that uses environmental, health, and
socioeconomic information from state and federal government sources to identify California
communities that are disadvantaged. Disadvantaged communities include those most affected
by multiple sources of pollution and those where the population is especially vulnerable to
pollution’s effects. CalEnviroScreen 3.0 scores are used to rank and map every census tract in
the state by percentile. Census tracts in the San Francisco Bay Area that were ranked within the
top 25 percent of statewide scores were included in the Air District’'s recommendation of high
cumulative exposure areas. Those areas with the highest scores across all metrics, and individual
metrics, including socio-economic, were noted.

4. Healthy Places Index — The California Healthy Places Index was developed by the Public Health
Alliance of Southern California. The index includes diverse non-medical economic, social,
political and environmental factors that influence physical and cognitive function, behavior and
disease. The total score is used to screen for places with high health burden. Census tracts in the
San Francisco Bay Area that rank within the top 25 percent of statewide scores were included in
the Air District’'s recommendation of high cumulative exposure areas. Those areas with the
highest scores across all metrics, and individual metrics including socio-economic and racial
demographics, were noted.

5. Proximity of emissions to sensitive receptors — The Environmental Justice Screening Method
(EJSM) was developed for the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to examine cumulative
impacts and social vulnerability within California regions, as well as to identify overburdened
communities. The Air district used the hazard proximity portion of this tool to identify the areas
that have sensitive receptors near sources of significant emissions since this measure of
exposure is not included in the other environmental justice screening tools. More Information
about the calculation of the hazard proximity scores is located here:
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/apr/past/11-336.pdf.
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Final Analysis and Recommendations

The main metrics describing air quality and health issues were combined to reveal a group of geographic
areas that showed consistently high air quality and health burdens, including West Oakland, the
Richmond area, East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-Bay Point area, San
Jose, the Tri-Valley area, and Vallejo. Given the legislatively required deadlines for year one activities,
West Oakland and Richmond areas were selected for year 1 action; West Oakland for a community
emission reduction program and the Richmond area for a community air monitoring plan. The remaining
communities, East Oakland/San Leandro, Eastern San Francisco, the Pittsburg-Bay Point area, San Jose,
the Tri-Valley area, and Vallejo are recommended for years 2-5. Note that the recommendations for
years 2-5 were based on the best data currently available to the Air District. As we continue to improve
our data on health burden and air pollution exposure, the list of recommended communities may
change. This list will be re-evaluated every year.

Historical and ongoing activities in West Oakland and Richmond provide opportunities that the Air
District and partner communities can leverage to make a successful community emission reduction
program and/or community air monitoring plans feasible. In West Oakland, there has been over a
decade of monitoring and policy work done to understand and reduce exposure to air pollution in West
Oakland, by the Air District, West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project and other community
groups, and scientific researchers. This body of knowledge, and the established relationship between
the Air District and the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project positions West Oakland as a
community most likely to be able to meet the legislated deadlines for the first community emission
reduction program process. There are several air monitoring and air quality data analysis efforts ongoing
in Richmond. These efforts can be leveraged to ensure the Richmond community air monitoring plan is
feasible and successful in the short state-mandated time frame. One such effort is the expansion of the
fence-line monitoring system at the Chevron Refinery. Chevron has proposed to expand its fence-line
monitoring system to meet the requirements of the Air District’s Regulation 12, Rule 15 (Rule 12-15).
Additionally, as part of the Rule 12-15 process, the Air District committed to expand efforts to
characterize levels of air pollutants in communities near refineries by adding an additional fixed
monitoring site. The Air District is assisting the City of Richmond on an EPA Community Scale Toxics
Grant, to evaluate and interpret air toxics data collected at sites near the Chevron Refinery. The Air
District is also working with the Asian Pacific Environmental Network community organization to
implement a PM,s community-led sensor project in the Richmond area as one of the Northern California
communities participating in South Coast Air Quality Management District’s EPA STAR Grant: “Engage,
Educate and Empower California Communities on the Use and Applications of "Low-cost" Air Monitoring
Sensors”.1? Finally, there are current and historical air monitoring projects the Air District worked on
with researchers and other governmental organizations that will provide data and other information to
inform year 1 monitoring planning efforts.

12 More information on EPA Star Grant may be found here: http://www.agmd.gov/ag-spec/research-projects
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Attachment E. Final Submittal Requirements, California Air Resources Board

Air District final submittal: Public process for determination of recommended communities
Due: July 31, 2018

Air districts recommending communities for AB 617 2018 Community Selections must provide
documentation addressing the following elements in the final submittal:

1) Describe (including geographic boundaries) the communities from the preliminary list that the air
district is recommending for inclusion in year one for:

a) A community air monitoring plan
b) A community emissions reduction program

2) In accordance with statute, CARB staff are required to return to the Board annually for
recommendations on additional communities. Describe the communities from the preliminary list the
air district is recommending for inclusion in subsequent years, recognizing that additional data and
public input may result in updates to the final recommendations for each year:

a) Community air monitoring and/or community emissions reduction programs in years 2 through 5
b) Community air monitoring and/or community emissions reduction programs in years 6 and beyond

3) Provide information on the following questions for each community recommended for year 1 and
communities being considered for years 2-5:

a) Has work already started in the community?

b) What are the anticipated resource needs for each recommended community for both the air district
and the community?

c) Are emissions data available to develop a community level emission inventory?

4) Describe the public process used to identify, then prioritize and select recommended communities?
Provide a brief overall summary of comments received and specify how many attendees were at each
workshop or meeting.

5) Any additional information the air district would like to provide, including any community
recommendations for future year implementation.
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AGENDA: 16

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Date: July 17, 2018

Re: Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Proposed Regulation 6, Particulate Matter -
Common Definitions and Test Methods; Proposed Amendments to Regulation 6,
Particulate Matter, Rule 1: General Requirements; Proposed Regulation 6, Particulate
Matter, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout; and Approval of a CEQA, Negative
Declaration

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends that the Board of Directors take the following actions:

Adopt new Regulation 6: Particulate Matter — Common Definitions and Test Methods
Adopt proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General Requirements;

Adopt new Regulation 6, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout;

Adopt proposed amendments to Volume 1: Enforcement Procedures, Part 1:
Assessment of Visible Emissions Opacity; and

e Approve a Negative Declaration, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), for this rule-making project.

DISCUSSION

The proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Particulate Matter, Rule 1: General Requirements
address a commitment by the Air District’s Board of Directors to review Rule 6-1, identified as
control measure SS31 in the Air District’s 2017 Clean Air Plan. Prior to the 2017 Clean Air Plan,
Air District staff developed a focused study to address the Bay Area’s particulate matter
challenges; in November 2012, staff published a report entitled Understanding Particulate
Matter: Protecting Public Health in the San Francisco Bay Area. Proposed amendments to
Regulation 6, Rule 1 and proposed new Regulation 6, Rule 6 are among the actions needed to
reduce particulate matter emissions and improve public health.

New Regulation 6 is proposed to provide common definitions and test methods that apply to
existing Regulation 6 Particulate Matter rules and any other source-specific rules as they are
developed in the future. A Staff Report provides background information on new Regulation 6
and a summary of the rationale for updating Regulation 6, Rule 1 (Rule 6-1). Background
research on Bay Area particulate matter emissions is provided in Attachment 1 of the report. A
second Staff Report has been developed to provide specific information supporting the draft
amendments to Rule 6-1. The two proposed rules and two staff reports are intended to provide



the public with information on both new Regulation 6 and draft amendments to Rule 6-1, in
advance of Public Hearing. Requirements for bulk material storage and handling facilities have
been included in amendments to Rule 6-1.

A third rule has been developed in tandem: new Regulation 6, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout
(Rule 6-6) is being proposed to prohibit trackout of dirt and other solids onto public roadways
adjacent to large construction sites. A separate Staff Report has been developed for proposed
new Rule 6-6 to provide supporting information.

RULE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Since July 2010, Air District staff has engaged in an extensive and comprehensive process
involving a wide range of stakeholders. This has resulted in proposed new Regulation 6,
Particulate Matter-Common Definitions and Test Methods, proposed amendments to Regulation
6, Particulate Matter, Rule 1: General Requirements, and proposed new Regulation 6, Particulate
Matter, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout.

In January 2017, draft rules and workshop reports were issued to the public:

New Regulation 6, Particulate Matter-General Provisions, Definitions and Test Methods
Draft Amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General Requirements

New Regulation 6, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout

New Regulation 6, Rule 7: Roofing Asphalt

New Regulation 6, Rule 8: Bulk Material Storage and Handling

Eight public workshops were held in late January and February 2017. Staff briefed the
Stationary Source Committee in April 2017, and again in December 2017. Additionally,
numerous meetings with stakeholders occurred during the comment period after the workshops.
As a result of input, staff incorporated requirements for bulk material storage and handling
(previously in Regulation 6, Rule 8) into the amendments to Rule 6-1, and determined that draft
Rule 6-7 requires further analysis prior to proposing a rule to the Board of Directors. The rest of
the rules and amendments - proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 and the two new regulations,
Regulation 6 and Regulation 6, Rule 6 - and associated staff reports and supporting documents
were published on the Air District web site in April 2018. Staff received substantive comments
regarding licensing for blasting operations and concern for stringent dust limits on cleanup
operations. Staff revised the rule language and re-published the entire package of information on
the Air District web site in June 2018, providing an additional period for further comment.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, the Air District prepared a CEQA initial
study for this suite of proposed amendments and new particulate matter rules. The initial study
concludes that there are no potential significant adverse environmental impacts associated with
the proposed suite of rules. Notice is hereby given that the Air District intends to approve a
Negative Declaration for the rule pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080(c) and
CEQA Guidelines section 15070 et seq.



BUDGET CONSIDERATIONS/FINANCIAL IMPACT

Provisions in this suite of rule proposals will have minor impacts on Engineering, Meteorology
and Measurements, and Compliance and Enforcement. In each case, the organization will fit
small intermittent increases in work into existing workload priorities. No increase in personnel or
costs is anticipated. Additional tools for Compliance and Enforcement inspectors to measure dust
plumes are expected to cost less than $1,000. Compliance and Enforcement inspectors will not
proactively monitor construction site trackout, but will respond to and investigate citizen
complaints as they occur.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by:

Reviewed by:
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Public Hearing Notice

Regulation 6 Particulate Matter — Common Definitions and Test Methods
Regulation 6 Particulate Matter — Rule 1 General Requirements Index

Regulation 6 Particulate Matter — Rule 6 Prohibition of Trackout Index

Staff Report — Particulate Matter — Proposed New Regulation 6: Common
Definitions and Test Methods

Staff Report — Particulate Matter — Proposed Amendments to Regulation 6, Rule
1: General Requirements

Staff Report — Particulate Matter — New Regulation 6, Rule 6: Prohibition of
Trackout

Socioeconomic Impact Analysis: Proposed New Regulation 6 (Common
Definitions and Test Methods) and Proposed Amendments to Regulation 6, Rule
1 (General Requirements)

Socioeconomic Impact Analysis: New Regulation 6, Rule 6: Prohibition of
Trackout

CEQA: Notice of Intent to Adopt Negative Declaration

CEQA Initial Study and Draft Negative Declaration

Volume 1 Enforcement Procedures Part 1 Assessment of Visible Emissions
Opacity



AGENDA 16A - ATTACHMENT

PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE

June 20, 2018

TO: INTERESTED PARTIES
FROM: EXECUTIVE OFFICER / APCO

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING: PROPOSED NEW
REGULATION 6, PARTICULATE MATTER—
COMMON DEFINITIONS AND TEST
METHODS; PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
REGULATION 6, RULE 1: GENERAL
REQUIREMENTS; PROPOSED NEW
REGULATION 6, RULE 6: PROHIBITION OF
TRACKOUT; AND CONSIDER THE
ADOPTION OF THE NEGATIVE
DECLARATION PURSUANT TO THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

On Wednesday, August 1, 2018, the Board of Directors of the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District will conduct a public hearing at the Air District
Headquarters’ Board Room, 375 Beale Street, San Francisco, California, at 9:30
a.m.

The Board will consider adoption of
e New Regulation 6, Particulate Matter—Common Definitions and Test
Methods;
e Proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General Requirements;
e New Regulation 6, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout; and
e A Negative Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).

Proposed new Regulation 6 would provide common definitions and test methods
that apply to existing Regulation 6 rules and any other source-specific rules as they
are developed in the future. The Staff Report provides background information on
new Regulation 6 and a summary of the rationale for updating Regulation 6, Rule
1 (Rule 6-1). Background research on Bay Area particulate matter emissions is
provided in Attachment 1 of the report. A separate Staff Report provides supporting
information specific to the proposed amendments to Rule 6-1. Requirements for
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bulk material storage and handling facilities have been included in the proposed
amendments to Rule 6-1.

A new Regulation 6, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout (Rule 6-6) is being proposed
to prohibit trackout of dirt and other solids onto adjacent public roadways. A third
Staff Report provides supporting information for proposed new Rule 6-6.

Proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 address a commitment by the Air District's
Board of Directors to review Regulation 6, Rule 1: General Requirements,
identified as Control Measure SS31 in the Air District’'s 2017 Clean Air Plan. Prior
to the 2017 Clean Air Plan, Air District staff studied the Bay Area’s particulate
matter challenges and summarized the findings in a November 2012 report entitled
Understanding Particulate Matter: Protecting Public Health in the San Francisco
Bay Area. These proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1 and proposed
Regulation 6, Rule 6 are the first of many steps needed to reduce particulate matter
emissions and improve public health.

Proposed new Rule 6-6 will be considered with proposed new Regulation 6 and
amendments to Rule 6-1 at the same Public Hearing on Wednesday, August 1,
2018. The proposed rules would apply throughout the nine-county jurisdiction of
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code
§ 21000 et seq.), an Initial Study for the proposed regulations and amendments
has been conducted, concluding that the proposals would not have significant
adverse environmental impacts. Notice is hereby given that the Air District Board
of Directors will consider adoption of a Negative Declaration for the proposed
regulations and amendments pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080(c)
and CEQA Guidelines section 15070 et seq. Written comments on the CEQA
analysis are being accepted until close of business on Friday, July 6, 2018 and
should be directed to Guy Gimlen at 375 Beale St., San Francisco, CA 94105 or
ggimlen@baagmd.gov. Verbal comments are welcome up to the day of, and
during, the Public Hearing.

A Public Hearing Notice, the CEQA Initial Study and proposed Negative
Declaration, text of the proposed regulations and amendments, staff reports and
other supporting documents are available at the Air District’'s headquarters and in
the Rules Under Development table on the Air District's website at
http://www.baagmd.gov/ruledev. Copies may also be requested by calling Guy
Gimlen at (415) 749-4734, or via e-mail to ggimlen@baagmd.gov. Written
comments on the proposed new rule and proposed amendments will be
accepted until close of business on Friday, July 6, 2018 and should be directed
to Guy Gimlen at 375 Beale St., San Francisco, CA 94105 or
gaimlen@baagmd.gov. Verbal comments are welcome up to the day of, and
during, the Public Hearing.
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AGENDA 16B - ATTACHMENT
FINAL DRAFT 05/24/2018
REGULATION 6

PARTICULATE MATTER-
COMMON DEFINITIONS AND TEST METHODS

INDEX
6-100 GENERAL
6-101 Description
6-102 Expectation of Compliance
6-110 General Exemption, Agricultural Sources
6-200 DEFINITIONS
6-201 Active Operations
6-202 Bulk Material
6-203 Bulk Material Site
6-204 Fugitive Dust
6-205 Opacity
6-206 Particulate Matter
6-207 Ringelmann Chart
6-208 Stockpile
6-209 Visible Emissions

6-210 Workday
6-300 STANDARDS

6-400 ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

6-500 MONITORING AND RECORDS

6-501 Sampling Facilities and Instruments Required

6-502 Data, Records and Reporting

6-600 MANUAL OF PROCEDURES

6-601 Assessment of Visible Emissions

6-602 Assessment of Opacity

6-603 Particulate Matter Sampling and Sampling Facilities
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6-100

6-101

6-102

6-110

6-200

6-201

6-202

6-203

6-204

6-205

REGULATION 6
PARTICULATE MATTER
COMMON DEFINITIONS AND TEST METHODS

GENERAL

Description: This Regulation provides common definitions, administrative
requirements and test methods for implementing Regulation 6 Rules. Regulation 6 and
the Rules it contains establish emission limits and other requirements to reduce
particulate matter in the ambient air.

Expectation of Compliance: Any violation of any of the requirements in the
Regulation 6 Rules is subject to enforcement action under the applicable provisions of
the California Health & Safety Code. It is the expectation of the Air District that all
persons subject to any requirements in the Regulation 6 Rules will monitor their
operations in a manner sufficient to enable them to prevent violations from occurring
and to take prompt corrective action to prevent ongoing or recurring violations.
General Exemption, Agricultural Sources: Agricultural sources are exempt from
Regulation 6 rules as described in Regulation 1-110.9.

DEFINITIONS

Active Operations: Any activity with the potential to create particulate matter

emissions from any source or fugitive dust emissions.

Bulk Material: Any unpackaged sand, soil, gravel, aggregate, solid construction

material, solid industrial chemical or other unpackaged solids less than 2 inches in

length or diameter.

Bulk Material Site: Any site with one or more stockpiles of bulk material greater than

5 feet high or with a footprint greater than 100 square feet.

Fugitive Dust: Any of the following solid particles that are not collected by a capture

system and emitted from a vent or stack, and become airborne and entrained in the

ambient air because of human disturbance or wind action:

204.1 Soll, dirt, sand, or other naturally occurring fine-grained mineral material;

204.2 Bulk Material;

204.3 Dust, pulverized debris, or other particles generated by mechanical
disturbance or abrasion of building materials during construction or demolition
activities, including but not limited to cutting, sawing, drilling, and grinding;

Fugitive dust does not include combustion exhaust.

Opacity: The degree to which transmission of light through a gas is reduced by air

contaminants in the gas.

Opacity is measured in three different ways, depending on the situation:

205.1 Black or dark colored emissions are usually assessed using the Ringelmann
Chart ranging from 0 being completely transparent to 5 being completely
opaque;

205.2 White or light-colored emissions are usually assessed using percent (%)
opacity as the degree to which an observer’s view is obscured by the emission,
usually in increments of 5 percent;

205.3 When using an opacity sensing instrument, opacity is defined in Regulation 1-
218 as the decrease in the transmission of light through a gas stream, as
indicated by the expression (1-P/Po) where Po is the radiant power initially
directed at the emission being measured, and P is the radiant power received
after passing through the emission.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District August 1, 2018
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6-206 Particulate Matter: Any material that is emitted as liquid or solid particles, or as
gaseous material that becomes liquid or solid particles at the testing temperatures
specified in the source test method; excluding uncombined water vapor, water mist or
steam.

PM,, ——> PM Precursors

so,/
Condensables o NO, VOC NH,

3

Filterable PM,
Filterable PM_ E——
[ TSP

206.1 Total Suspended Particulate (TSP): Any particulate matter that can be

filtered out of a gas stream as measured using EPA Method 5 (or alternate
method approved by the APCO).

206.2 PMso: Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to 10 microns or
less, including both filterable solid or liquid particles with a diameter of 10
microns or less, and gaseous emissions that condense to form such particles
at ambient temperatures. These solid and/or liquid particles are identified
using EPA Test Method 201A and 202. If necessary, alternate approved test
methods may be used as described in Regulation 2-1-603.

206.3 PM2s: Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to 2.5 microns
or less, including both filterable solid or liquid particles with a diameter of 2.5
microns or less, and gaseous emissions that condense to form such particles
at ambient temperatures. These liquid and/or solid particles are identified
using EPA Test Method 201A and 202. If necessary, alternate approved test
methods may be used as described in Regulation 2-1-603.

206.4 Filterable PM1o: Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to 10
microns or less that can be filtered out of a gas stream at the source’s normal
operating temperature. These particles are identified using EPA Test Method
201A. If necessary, alternate approved test methods may be used as
described in Regulation 2-1-603.

206.5 Filterable PM,s: Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to 2.5
microns or less that can be filtered out of a gas stream at the source’s normal
operating temperature. These patrticles are identified using EPA Test Method
201A. If necessary, alternate approved test methods may be used as
described in Regulation 2-1-603.

206.6 Condensable PM: Liquid droplets that coalesce, or gaseous emissions that
condense to form liquid or solid particles. These liquid and/or solid particles
are identified using EPA Test Method 202. If necessary, alternate approved
test methods may be used as described in Regulation 2-1-603.

206.7 PM Precursors: Air pollutant chemicals that can react with each other to form
solid or liquid particles.
6-207 Ringelmann Chart: The chart used to measure opacity published by the United States
Bureau of Mines.
6-208 Stockpile: An open or unenclosed storage pile of bulk material, external to any barn,
pit or silo.
Bay Area Air Quality Management District August 1, 2018
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6-209

6-210

6-300

6-400

6-500

6-501

6-502

6-600

6-601

6-602

6-603

Visible Emissions: As defined in Regulation 1-232, emissions that are visually
perceived by an observer.

Workday: Any period, typically 8 - 12 hour shifts, when active operations occur on the
site.

STANDARDS
ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS
MONITORING AND RECORDS

Sampling Facilities and Instruments Required: Any person subject to Regulation 6
and to any of the Rules set forth under Regulation 6 shall provide sampling facilities
and install instruments as required pursuant to the provisions of Regulation 1.

Data, Records and Reporting: Any person monitoring emissions in accordance with
the requirements of Regulation 1 shall keep records, report emission excesses and
provide summaries of data collected as required by Regulation 1.

MANUAL OF PROCEDURES

Assessment of Visible Emissions: Assessing whether there are visible emissions
from a facility, source, or operation shall be made by positioning the sun behind the
observer, as described in EPA Method 9. Assessing the cumulative time that emissions
are visible during a specified observation period shall be conducted according to the
procedures specified in EPA Method 22.

Assessment of Opacity: Assessing the opacity of a visible emission shall be
conducted according to the procedures specified in the Manual of Procedures Volume
1, Part 1 (referencing EPA Test Method 9; and Method 203A, Method 203B, or Method
203C), or by using an opacity sensing instrument meeting the requirements of MOP
Volume V.

Particulate Matter Sampling and Sampling Facilities: Emissions testing under this
Regulation, including determining the presence or amount of particulate matter being
emitted, shall be conducted according to the procedures specified in this rule or
procedures specified in other Regulation 6 rules, and meeting the requirements of the
MOP.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District August 1, 2018
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FINAL DRAFT 06/01/2018

REGULATION 6
PARTICULATE MATTER-

RULE 1
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
INDEX

6-1-100 GENERAL
6-1-101 Description
6-1-102 Applicability of General Provisions:
6-1-110 Exemptions for Activities Subject to Other Rules and Regulations,Femperary

last -
6-1-111 Limited Exemption, Blasting OperationsOpen-OutdeorFires
6-1-112 Limited Exemption, Portland Cement Manufacturing
6-1-113 Limited Exemption, Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) Concentration and Weight

Limitations
6-1-114 Limited Exemption, Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) Emission Limits for Fuel
Combustion

6-1-115 Limited Exemption, Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) Concentration Limitations
6-1-116 Limited Exemption, Total Suspended Patrticulate (TSP) Limits
6-1-117 Limited Exemption, Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) Limits
6-1-200 DEFINITIONS
6-1-201 Active Operations
6-1-202 Bulk Material
6-1-203 Bulk Material Site
6-1-2014 Exhaust Gas Volume
6-1-205 Particle
6-1-202 — Particulate Matter
6-1-2036 Process Weight
6-1-2047 Process Weight Rate_and Exhaust Gas Rate
6-1-208 Requlated Bulk Material Site
6-1-209 Stockpile
6-1-210 Workday
6-1-300 STANDARDS
6-1-301 Ringelmann No. 1 Limitation
6-1-302 Opacity Limitation
6-1-303 Ringelmann No. 2 Limitation
6-1-304 Tube Cleaning
6-1-305 Visible Particles
6-1-306 Biesel-Pile Driving Hammers
6-1-307 Prohibition of Visible Emissions Within and From Regulated Bulk Material Sites
6-1-310 Particulate-Weight-LimitationTotal Suspended Particulate (TSP) Concentration Limits
6-1-311 General-OperationsTotal Suspended Particulate (TSP) Weight Limits
6-1-320 Sulfuric Acid Manufacturing Plants
6-1-330 Sulfur Recovery Units
6-1-400 ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS
Bay Area Air Quality Management District December 5, 2007
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6-1-401 Appearance of Emissions

6-1-402 Alternate Source Test Frequency

6-1-500 MONITORING AND RECORDS

6-1-501 Sampling Facilities and Instruments Required

6-1-502 Data, Records and Reporting

6-1-503 Records

6-1-504 Demonstration of Total Suspended Particle (TSP) Compliance
6-1-505 Demonstration of SOs / Sulfuric Acid Mist Compliance
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REGULATION 6
PARTICULATE MATTER
RULE 1
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

{Renumbered-and-Renamed-December5,-2007)

6-1-100 GENERAL

6-1-101 Description: -The purpose of this Regulation is to limit the quantity of particulate matter
in the atmosphere through the establishment of limitations on emission rates, emission
concentrations, visible emissions and opacity.

6-1-102 Applicability of General Provisions: The general provisions and definitions in
Regqulation 1 and Reqgulation 6 shall apply to this rule.

6-1-110 Exemptions for Activities Subject to Other Rules and Reqgulations:

110.1 -Temporary Sandblasting Operations: The provisions of this rule shall not
apply to Temporary Sandblasting operations-are-exempt-from-the-provisions
of this-Rule. Such operations are subject to the provisions of Regulation 12,

Rule 4.

(Adopted July 11, 1990)
110.2 Exemption-Open Outdoor Fires: -The provisions of this rule shall not apply to
emissions arising from open outdoor fires. Such open outdoor fires are subject

to the provisions of Regulation 5.

(Adopted December 19, 1990)
110.3 Wood Burning Devices: The provisions of this rule shall not apply to sources
subject to the provisions of Regulation 6, Rule 3.
110.4 Metal Recycling and Shredding Operations: The provisions of this rule shall
not apply to sources sub|ect to the prowsmns of Regulation 6, Rule 4.

6-1-111 Limited Exemption, Blasting Operations: Blasting operations that are conducted by

certified blasters who have met the blasting ordinances and requirements for licensing

and permitting by the State of California Department of Industrial Relations Division of

Occupational Safety and Health or other applicable local permitting authority are not

subject to Sections 6-1-307 and 6-1-506.

6-1-112 Limited Exemption, Portland Cement Manufacturing: Sections 6-1-307, 310 and
311 shall not apply to particulate emissions from sources subject to the provisions of
Regulation 9, Rule 13.

6-1-113 Limited Exemption, Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) Concentration and
Weight Limitations: Sections 6-1-310.2, 311.2 and 504 shall not apply to particulate
matter emissions from the following sources:

113.1 Commercial cooking equipment subject to the provisions of Regulation 6,
Rule 2.

113.2 Salt processing operations whose TSP _emissions are greater than 99 weight
percent salt.

6-1-114 Limited Exemption, Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) Emission Limits for Fuel
Combustion: Sections 6-1-310.2 and 311.2 shall not apply to particulate matter
emissions from the following sources:

114.1 Gas-, liquid- and solid-fuel fired indirect heat exchangers, including furnaces,
heaters, boilers, gas turbines and supplemental fuel-fired heat recovery steam
generators, but excluding Carbon Monoxide Boilers downstream of Petroleum
Refinery Fluid Catalytic Cracking Unit regenerators.

114.2 Gas-fuel fired control devices that control only gaseous emissions.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District December 5, 2007
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114.32 Section 6-1-504 shall not apply to gas-fuel fired indirect heat exchangers or
gas-fuel fired control devices that control only gaseous emissions. Liguid- and
solid-fuel fired indirect heat exchangers shall remain subject to Section 6-1-
504.

6-1-115 Limited Exemption, Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) Concentration Limitation:
Section 6-1-310.2 shall not apply to particulate emissions from a sewage treatment
plant solid waste incinerator abated by a wet scrubber with an Air District Permit to
Operate until July 1, 2025.

6-1-116 Limited Exemption, Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) Limits: Section 6-1-310.2
and 311.2 shall not apply to particulate emissions from a carbon monoxide boiler
abated by a water scrubber with an Air District Permit to Operate.

6-1-117 Limited Exemption, Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) Limits: Section 6-1-310.2
and 6-1-311.2 shall not apply to particulate emissions from a petroleum coke calcining
unit abated by a baghouse with an Air District Permit to Operate until January 1, 2022.

6-1-200 DEFINITIONS

6-1-201 Active Operations: As defined in Reqgulation 6-201, any activity with the potential to
create particulate emissions from any source or fugitive dust emissions.

6-1-202 Bulk Material: As defined in Regulation 6-202, any unpackaged sand, soil, gravel,
aggregate, solid construction material, solid industrial chemical or other unpackaged
solids less than 2 inches in length or diameter.

6-1-203 Bulk Material Site: As defined in Regulation 6-203, any site with one or _more
stockpiles of bulk material greater than 5 feet high or with a footprint greater than 100
square feet.

6-1-2034 Exhaust Gas Volume: -The volume of gases discharged from an operation or an
emission point, corrected to standard conditions (as defined in Regulation 1-228),
excluding water vapor or steam.

6-1-205 Particle: A minute quantity of solid matter or liquid droplet.

Anv_mate

including solid fuels and process air, but excluding (i) liquids and gases used solely as

fuels, (ii) air that is not consumed as a reactant_or is not critical to the process, (iii) air

that is used only for dilution, and (iv) combustion air.

6-1-2047 Process Weight Rate and Exhaust Gas Rate: -A rate established as follows:
2047.1 For continuous or long-run, steady-state operations, the total process weight

or exhaust gas volume for the entire period of continuous operation or for a
typical portion thereof, divided by the number of hours of such period or
portions thereof.

2047.2 For cyclical or batch operations, the total process weight or exhaust gas
volume for a period which-that covers a complete operation or an integral
integer number of cycles, divided by the hours of actual process operation
during such period. Where the nature of any process or operation or the design
of any equipment is such as to permit more than one interpretation of this
section, that interpretation which results in the minimum value for allowable
emission shall apply.

6-1-208 Requlated Bulk Material Site: A bulk material site that (i) produces, handles, loads,
unloads, stores or uses more than 10 tons per year of bulk materials; and (ii) is subject
to an authority to construct and/or permit to operate for bulk material storage and
handling issued by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District December 5, 2007
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6-1-209

Stockpile: As defined in Regulation 6-208, an open or unenclosed storage pile of bulk

6-1-210

material, external to any barn, pit or silo.
Workday: As defined in Requlation 6-210, any period, typically 8 — 12 hour shifts,

6-1-300

6-1-301

6-1-302

6-1-303

6-1-304

6-1-305

6-1-306

when active operations occur on the site.

STANDARDS

Ringelmann No. 1 Limitation: -Except as provided in Sections 6-1-303, 304 and 306,
a person shall not emit from any source for a period or aggregate periods aggregating
of more than three minutes in any hour, a visible emission that which-is as dark or
darker than No. 1 on the Ringelmann Chart, or of such opacity as to obscure an
observer's view to an equivalent or greater degree.

(Amended July 11, 1990)
Opacity Limitation: -Except as provided in Sections 6-1-303, 304 and 306, a person
shall not emit from any source for a period or aggregate periods aggregating-of more
than three minutes in any hour an emlssmn equal to or greater than 20% opamtyas

(Amended July 11, 1990)
Ringelmann No. 2 Limitation: -A person shall not emit for a period or_aggregate
periods aggregating-of more than three minutes in any hour, a visible emission that
which-is as dark or darker than No. 2 on the Ringelmann Chart, or of such opacity as
to obscure an observers view to an equwalent or greater degree nor-shall said

sueh—dewee—rs—remﬁed—bv—&stﬁet—reewatren&or be equal to_ora greater than 40

percent opacity, from the_following sources:

303.1 Internal combustion engines of less than 25 liters (1500 in3) displacement;;

303.2 -erany Eengines used solely as a standby source of motive power;

303.23 Laboratory equipment used exclusively for chemical or physical analyses or
experimentation;

303.34 Portable brazing, soldering or welding equipment;.

(Amended 1/5/83; 7/11/90)

Tube Cleaning: -During tube cleaning, and except for three minutes in any ene-hour,
a person shall not emit from any heat transfer operation using fuel at a rate of not less
than 148 GJ (140 million BTU) per hour, a visible emission as dark or darker than No.
2 on the Ringelmann Chart, or of such opacity as to obscure an observer's view to an
equwalent or greater degree or equal to or greater than 40 percent opacity—as
A .-The aggregate duration
of such emissions in any 24-hour perlod shall not exceed 6.0 minutes per 1055 GJ
(one billion BTU) gross heating value of fuel burned during such 24-hour period.
Visible Particles: No-A person shall ret-emit particles from any operation in sufficient
number to cause annoyance to any other person where the which-particles are large
enough to be visible as individual particles at the emission point, or of such size and
nature as to be visible individually as incandescent particles. This Section 6-1-3065
shall only apply if such patrticles fall on real property other than thatthe property of the
person responsible for the emission.
Diesel—Piledriving Hammers: No person shall emit visible emissions from a
Ppiledriving hammers-powered-by-dieseHuelshallcomply-with-one-of that exceeds the
following standards for a period or aggregate periods of more than four minutes during
the driving of a single pile:
306.1 For plledrlvmq hammers other than those specmed in Sectlon 306.2, any
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a-visible-emission-which-that is as dark or darker than No. 1 on the Ringelmann
Chart, or of such opacity as to obscure an observer's view to an equivalent or
greater degree,

For piledriving hammers utilizing kerosene, smoke suppressing fuel additives
and synthetic lubricating oil, and for which fuel usage records are kept as

requrred bv Sectron 6-1-503, anv vrsrble emrssron A—persen—shau—net—emn—trem

darker than No. 2 on the angelmann Chart or of such opacity as to obscure
an observer s view to an equrvalent or greater degree —prewded—tha{—theepera{er

(Adopted July 11, 1990)
Prohibition of Visible Emissions Within and From a Requlated Bulk Material Site:

307.1

Effective July 1, 2019, the owner/operator of a Regulated Bulk Material Site

307.2

shall not cause or allow a fugitive dust visible emission from: active operations

at the site, a bulk material stockpile, or a bulk material spill that:

a. Exceeds (i) 5 feet long, 5 feet wide, or 5 feet high, and (ii) 10 percent
opacity as determined by EPA Method 203B (or half as dark in shade
as that designated as Number 1 on the Ringelmann Chart), for a
period or aggregate periods of more than 3 minutes in any 60-minute
period; or

b. Travels or carries beyond the site property line.

Effective July 1, 2019, the owner/operator of a Regulated Bulk Material Site

6-1-310

shall clean up any bulk material spill of more than 12 inches high or more than
25 square feet by the end of the workday, unless the spill is adequately wetted,
covered, or is protected by a wind screen with no more than 50 percent
porosity that is (i) equal to or higher than the height of the spill; and (ii) placed
upwind of the spill at a distance no greater than the height of the wind screen.
Cleanup activities shall not cause fugitive dust visible emissions that exceed
20 percent opacity as determined by EPA Method 203B (or as dark in shade
as that designated as Number 1 on the Ringelmann Chart), for a period or
aggreqgate periods of more than 3 minutes in any 60-minute period.

Particulate-Weight LimitationTotal Suspended Particulate (TSP) Concentration

Limits:

310.1

310.2

A-No person shall ret-emit TSP from any source matter-in excess of 343 mg
per dscm (0.15 gr per dscf) of exhaust gas volume.
Effective July 1, 2020, Table 6-1-310.2 emission limits shall apply to any

source with a Potential To Emit TSP (as defined in Reqgulation 2-1-217) greater
than 1,000 kg per year. No applicable source shall emit TSP at a concentration
in excess of the limit indicated for the source’s Exhaust Gas Rate in Table 6-
1-310.2:

Table 6-1-310.2: Exhaust Gas Rate vs. Allowable TSP Concentrations

Exhaust Gas Rate TSP Concentration Limit
dscm/min dscf/min mg/dscm gr/dscf
50 or less 1,766 or less 343 0.150

>50 - 75 >1,766 - 2,649 298 0.130
>75 —100 >2,649 - 3,531 268 0.117
>100 — 150 >3,531 - 5,297 230 0.101
>150 — 200 >5,297 - 7,063 207 0.0903
>200 — 300 >7,063 - 10,594 178 0.0776
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6-1-311

>300 — 400 >10,594 - 14,126 159 0.0697
>400 — 500 >14,126 - 17,657 147 0.0641
>500 — 750 >17,657 - 26,486 126 0.0551
>750 - 1,000 >26,486 - 35,315 113 0.0495
>1,000 - 1,500 >35,315 - 52,972 97.3 0.0425
>1,500 - 2,000 >52,972 - 70,629 87.3 0.0382
>2,000 - 3,000 >70,629 - 105,944 75.1 0.0328
>3,000 - 4,000 >105,944 - 141,259 67.4 0.0295
>4,000 - 5,000 >141,259 - 176,573 62.0 0.0271
>5,000 - 7,500 >176,573 - 264,860 53.3 0.0233
>7,500 - 10,000 >264,860 - 353,147 47.8 0.0209
>10,000 - 15,000 >353,147 - 529,720 41.1 0.0180
>15,000 - 20,000 >529,720 - 706,293 36.9 0.0161
>20,000 - 30,000 >706,293 - 1,059,440 31.7 0.0139
>30,000 - 40,000 >1,059,440 - 1,412,587 28.5 0.0124
>40,000 - 50,000 >1,412,587 - 1,765,733 26.2 0.0115
>50,000 - 70,000 >1,765,733 - 2,472,027 23.1 0.0101
>70,000 >2,472,027 23.0 0.0100

310.3 For the purposes of Section 6-1-310, the measured concentration of TSP in
the exhaust shall be corrected to standard conditions (as defined in Regulation
1-228) and (i) 12 percent carbon dioxide (CO2) by volume, minus water vapor,
for_incineration or salvage operations and gas-fired pathological waste
incinerators; or (ii) 6 percent oxygen (O2) by volume, minus water vapor, for
heat transfer operations. In the case of an incineration or salvage operation,
the concentration shall be corrected as if no auxiliary fuel had been used and
any CO2 produced from combustion of liquid or gaseous fuel shall be excluded
from the correction to 12 percent CO».

General-OperationsTotal Suspended Particulate (TSP) Weight Limits: ln-addition

311.1 No person shall emit TSP net-discharge-into-the-atmeosphere from any source

general-operation—particulate—matterfrom-—any-emission—point—at a rate in
excess of the limit indicated for the source’s Process Weight Ratespecified in
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Table 16-1-311.1-ferthe-process-weight-rate-indicated. This section shall not

apply to gas-, liquid- or solid-fuel -fired indirect heat exchangers.

68
69
1
13
21
33
43
52
60
96
15
18-

ESREEELSEEREL

Table 6-1-311.1: Process Weight Rate vs. Allowable TSP Emission Limits

Process Weight Rate TSP Emission Limit
ka/hour Ib/hour ka/hour Ib/hour

250 or less 551 or less 0.81 1.78
>250 - 300 >551 - 661 0.91 2.02
>300 - 400 >661 - 882 1.11 2.45
>400 -500 >882 - 1,102 1.29 2.84
>500 - 600 >1,102 - 1,323 1.45 3.21
>600 - 700 >1,323 - 1,543 1.61 3.56
>700 — 800 >1,323 — 1,764 1.76 3.89
>800 — 900 >1,764 — 1,984 191 4.21
>900 — 1,000 >1,984 — 2,205 2.05 4.52
>1,000 - 1,200 >2,205 — 2,646 2.31 5.11
>1,200 - 1,400 2,646 — 3,086 2.56 5.66
>1,400 - 1,600 3,086 — 3,257 2.80 6.19
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>1,600 - 1,800 3,257 — 3,968 3.03 6.70
>1,800 — 2,000 >3,968 — 4,409 3.26 7.19
>2,000 — 2,500 >4,409 — 5,512 3.78 8.35
>2,500 —3,000 >5512 — 6,614 4.27 9.43
>3,000 — 3,500 >6,614 — 7,716 4.74 10.5
>3,500 — 4,000 >7,716 — 8,818 5.18 11.4
>4,000 - 4,500 >8,818 — 9,921 5.61 12.4
>4,500 - 5,000 >9,921 - 11,023 6.02 13.3
>5,000 — 6,000 >11,023 - 13,228 6.80 15.0
>6,000 - 7,000 >13,228 - 15,432 7.54 16.6
>7,000 -8,000 >15,432 — 17,637 8.24 18.2
>8,000 — 9,000 >17,637 — 19,842 8.92 19.7
>9,000 - 10,000 >19,842 — 22,046 9.57 21.1
>10,000 — 12,000 >22,046 - 26,455 10.8 23.9
>12,000 - 14,000 >26,455 - 30,865 12.0 26.5
>14,000 - 16,000 >30,865 - 35,274 13.1 29.0
>16,000 - 18,000 >35,274 — 39,683 14.2 31.3
>18000 - 20,000 >39,683 - 44,092 15.2 33.6
>20,000 - 22,000 >44,092 — 48,502 16.2 35.9
>22,000 - 24,000 >48,502 — 52,911 17.2 38.0
>24,000 - 25,000 >52,911 — 55,116 17.7 39.1
>25,000 >55,116 18.1 40.0

311.2 Effective July 1, 2020, Table 6-1-311.2 emission limits shall apply to any

source with a Potential To Emit TSP (as defined in Requlation 2-1-217) greater

than 1,000 kg per year. No applicable source shall emit TSP at a rate in excess

of the limit indicated for the source’s Process Weight Rate in Table 6-1-311.2:

Table 6-1-311.2: Process Weight Rate vs. Allowable TSP Emission Limits

Process Weight Rate

TSP Emission Limit

ka/hour Ib/hour kg/hour Ib/hour

100 or less 220 or less 0.45 0.99
>100 - 150 >220 - 331 0.59 1.29
>150 - 200 >331 - 441 0.70 155
>200 - 300 >441 - 661 0.90 1.98
>300 - 400 >661 - 882 1.06 2.34
>400 -500 >882 -1,102 1.21 2.67
>500 - 750 >1,102 - 1,653 152 3.34
>750 — 1,000 >1,653 - 2,205 1.78 3.92
>1,000 — 1,500 >2,205 - 3,307 2.21 4.86
>1,500 - 2,000 >3,307 - 4,409 2.56 5.65
>2,000 - 3,000 >4,409 - 6,614 3.15 6.95
>3,000 - 4,000 >6,614 - 8,818 3.64 8.02
>4,000 - 5,000 >8,818 - 11,023 4.06 8.95
>5,000 - 7,500 >11,023 - 16,535 4.96 10.9
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6-1-320

6-1-330
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6-1-401
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Sulfuric Acid Manufacturing Plants: -A person shall not emit from any operation
manufacturing sulfuric acid using as a principal raw material any sulfur-containing
material, any emission having a concentration of SOs or H2SO4, or both,-expressed
converted to and quantified as 100% H2SOa, exceeding 92 mg per dscm (0.04 gr/dscf)
of exhaust gas volume.

Sulfur Recovery Units: -A person shall not emit from any operation manufacturing
sulfur, using as a principal raw material any sulfur-containing material, any emission
having a concentration of SOz or H2SO04, or both,—expressed converted to and
quantified as 100% H2S004, exceeding 183 mg per dscm (0.08 gr/dscf) of exhaust gas
volume.

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

Appearance of Emissions: Persons subject to this Rule are subject to and shall

comply with the reqwrements of Requlatlon 6- 1025vepy—pepsen—respens+ble—iepan

Alternate Source Test Frequency: The APCO may authorize a person to reduce the

6-1-500

6-1-501

frequency of source tests required in Section 6-1-504 or 505 if at least three (3)
consecutive prior source test results indicate compliance with the applicable standard.
To apply for such authorization, a person subject to Section 6-1-504 or 505 must
submit_a request in writing to the Director of Compliance and Enforcement and
Manager of Source Test indicating (i) the name of the person requesting the reduction,
(ii) the site number of the site for which the reduction is sought, (iii) the source number
of the source for which the reduction is sought, (iv) the pollutant for which the reduction
is sought; and (iv) the results of prior source tests demonstrating compliance with the
requlatory standard involved. The APCO shall approve or deny the reduction in
frequency of source tests under this provision within 180 days of receipt of the written

request.
MONITORING AND RECORDS

Sampling Facilities and Instruments Required: -As described in Requlation 6-501,
persons subject to this Rule are subject to, and shall provide sampling facilities and
install instruments as required by, the provisions of Requlation 1.Persons-subjectto
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6-1-502

6-1-503

6-1-504

Data, Records and Reporting: As described in Regulation 6-502, pPersons

monitoring emissions in accordance with the requirements of Sectiens-1-520-and-1-
521-ef Regulation 1 shall keep records, report emission excesses and provide
summaries of data collected as required by Regulation 1.

Records: -In order to be eligible for the Ringelmann No. 2 limitation set forth in Section
6-1-306.2, the A-person responsible for the operation of a diesel-pile-driving hammer
who-chooses—to—comply—with—subsection-6-1-306.2-shall must maintain and have
available for inspection records which-that establish the use of kerosene, smoke
suppressing fuel additives and synthetic lubricating oil.

(Adopted July 11, 1990)

Demonstration of Total Suspended Particles (TSP) Compliance: Effective July 1,

6-1-505

2019, the owner/operator of a source with a District permit to operate and with a
Potential To Emit TSP (as defined in Regulation 2-1-217) of greater than 2,000 kg per
year shall conduct source testing to demonstrate compliance with Section 6-1-310 and
311 according to the testing frequencies listed in Table 6-1-504, unless the
owner/operator_receives written approval from the APCO for a different testing
frequency, as described in Section 6-1-402. Inactive permitted sources are not
required to conduct compliance source testing until they become active by operating
more than 90 days in a calendar year, and must conduct a source test within six months
of becoming active. Source tests required under this section shall be conducted in
accordance with Section 6-1-602.1.

Table 6-1-504: Required Compliance Test Frequencies

. . Q i . . -
Potential to Emit Corr_lreI;lnce Min. Time Max. Time

TSP (kg/year) — Between Tests Between Tests
Frequency

> 16,000 Annually 9 months 15 months

> 8,000 — 16,000 Biennially 18 months 30 months

> 2.000 — 8,000 Every five 48 months 72 months
years

Demonstration of SO; and H.SO, Compliance: Effective July 1, 2019, the

owner/operator of a source with a District permit to operate and with a Potential To
Emit SOz and H2SO4 (as defined in Regulation 2-1-217), converted to and quantified
as 100 percent HoSOu4, greater than 2,000 kg per year shall conduct source testing to
demonstrate _compliance with Section 6-1-320 or 330 according to the testing
frequencies listed in Table 6-1-505, unless the owner/operator receives written
approval from the APCO for a different testing frequency, as described in Section 6-1-
402. Inactive permitted sources are not required to conduct compliance source testing
until they become active by operating more than 90 days in a calendar year, and must
conduct a source test within six months of becoming active. Source tests required
under this section shall be conducted in accordance with Section 6-1-602.2.
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Table 6-1-505: Required Compliance Test Frequencies

Potential to Emit Compliance Min. Time Max. Time
20 Ll 50, Test | Between Tests | Between Tests
(kglyear) Frequency
>16,000 Annually 9 months 15 months
> 8,000 — 16,000 Biennially 18 months 30 months
> 2,000 - 8,000 Every five. 48 months 72 months
years
6-1-506 Monitoring and Recordkeeping at Regulated Bulk Material Sites: The
owner/operator of any Regulated Bulk Material Site shall monitor sources and
operations at the site subject to the requirements in Section 6-1-307 as follows:

506.1 Monitor the nature and extent of any fugitive dust visible emissions from each
source or operation, using simple observation of the source or operation with
the sun or light positioned behind the observer, at times when the potential for
fugitive dust visible emissions is at its highest due to wind conditions and/or
work activities, or as otherwise specified by the APCO, according to the
following frequencies:

a. For any source or operation with the potential to generate fugitive dust
located within 1000 feet of the site property line on a workday when the
wind is blowing from the source toward the property line, at least twice
during each such workday;

b. For all sources and operations with the potential to generate fugitive dust,
at least once during each workday.

c. _Monitoring of petroleum coke, calcined coke, or coal operations are
required during daylight hours only.

506.2 Document the sources and operations monitored each workday when active
material handling and storage operations occur.

506.3 Maintain records required by Section 6-1-506.2 for two years, in electronic,
paper hard copy or log book format, and make these records available to the
APCO upon request.

6-1-600 MANUAL OF PROCEDURES
6-1-601 Applicability of Test Methods: The common test methods cited in Regulation 6 shall

apply to this Rule, including the methods cited in Regulation 6-601: Assessment of

6-1-602 Methods for Determining Compliance: Compliance testing required by Sections 6-

1-504 and 505 shall be based on the following test methods:

602.1 Total Suspended Particulate: Source tests to determine compliance with TSP
emissions limits shall be conducted in accordance with EPA Method 5, or an
alternate_method as described in Regulation 6-603. Source tests are not
required if sources cannot be modified to comply with source test requirements
and testing is not physically possible (e.q., for sources without a defined stack).

602.2 SOz and Sulfuric Acid Mist: Source tests to determine compliance with SOz
and H2S04 emission limits shall be conducted in accordance with EPA Method

Bay Area Air Quality Management District December 5, 2007
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8 or an EPA and APCO approved alternative. Source tests are not required if
sources cannot be modified to comply with source test requirements and
testing is not physically possible (e.q., for sources without a defined stack).
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REGULATION 6
PARTICULATE MATTER
RULE 6

PROHIBITION OF TRACKOUT
Effective July 1, 2019

GENERAL

Description: The purpose of this Rule is to limit the quantity of particulate matter in

the atmosphere through control of trackout of solid materials onto paved public roads

outside the boundaries of Large Bulk Material Sites, Large Construction Sites, and

Large Disturbed Surface sites including landfills. This Rule does not apply to Bulk

Material Sites, Construction Sites and Disturbed Surface Sites less than 1 acre.

Applicability of General Provisions: The general provisions in Regulation 1 and

Regulation 6 shall apply to this rule.

Exemptions for Activities Subject to Other Rules and Regulations:

110.1 Metal Recycling and Shredding Operations: The provisions of this rule shall
not apply to facilities subject to the provisions of Regulation 6, Rule 4.

110.2 Portland Cement Manufacturing: The provisions of this rule shall not apply to
facilities subject to the provisions of Regulation 9, Rule 13.

DEFINITIONS

Active Operations: As defined in Regulation 6-201, any activity with the potential to
create particulate emissions from any source or fugitive dust emissions. With regard to
this rule, any activity with the potential to create trackout that when dry could create
fugitive dust emissions.

Applicability of Common Definitions: The common definitions in Regulation 1 and
Regulation 6 shall apply to this rule.

Bulk Material: As defined in Regulation 6-201, any unpackaged sand, soil, gravel,
aggregate, solid construction material, solid industrial chemical or other unpackaged
solids less than 2 inches in length or diameter.

Bulk Material Site: As defined in Regulation 6-202, any site with one or more
stockpiles of bulk material greater than 5 feet high or with a footprint greater than 100
square feet.

Construction Site: Any site at which one or more buildings, structures or other
improvements are being constructed, maintained, altered, remodeled, expanded or
demolished. For purposes of this definition, Construction Site includes all contiguous
and adjacent areas where any activities related to the construction, maintenance,
alteration, remodeling, expansion or demolition occur, including any preparatory or
ancillary activities including but not limited to land clearing and grubbing, ground
breaking, excavation, land leveling, grading, cutting and backfilling, planing, shaping,
drilling, trenching and landscaping.

Disturbed Surface Site: Any site at which land has been physically moved,
uncovered, destabilized or otherwise modified from its undisturbed natural soil
conditions, thereby making the surface subject to wind erosion, vehicle traffic, or
mechanical activities that have the potential to create trackout or generate fugitive dust.
Large Bulk Material Site: Any Bulk Material Site where the total land area covered by
bulk material handling operations and disturbed surfaces is greater than 1 acre.
Large Construction Site: Any Construction Site where the total land area covered by
construction activities, bulk material handling operations and disturbed surfaces is
greater than 1 acre.

Large Disturbed Surface Site: Any Disturbed Surface Site where the total land area
of disturbed surface is greater than 1 acre.

Trackout: Any sand, soil, dirt, bulk material or other solid particles from a site that
adhere to or agglomerate on the exterior surfaces of vehicles (including tires), and
subsequently fall or are dislodged onto a paved public roadway or the paved shoulder
of a paved public roadway on the path that vehicles follow at any exit and extending
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50 feet out onto the paved public roadway beyond the boundary of the site. Material
that has collected on the roadway from erosion is not trackout.

Workday: As defined in Regulation 6-209, any period, typically 8 — 12 hour shifts,
when active operations occur on the site.

STANDARDS

Prohibition of Trackout onto Paved Roadways: The owner/operator of any Large
Bulk Material Site, Large Construction Site, or Large Disturbed Surface Site shall not
cause or allow trackout at any active exit from such site onto an adjacent paved public
roadway or shoulder of a paved public roadway that exceeds cumulative 25 linear feet
and creates fugitive dust visible emissions without cleaning up such trackout within 4
hours of when the owner/operator identifies such excessive trackout; and shall not
cause or allow more than 1 quart of trackout to remain on the adjacent paved public
roadway or the paved shoulder of the paved public roadway at the end of any workday.
Prohibition of Visible Emissions During Cleanup of Trackout: The owner/operator
of any Large Bulk Material Site, Large Construction Site, or Large Disturbed Surface
Site shall not cause or allow a fugitive dust visible emission during cleanup of any
trackout that exceeds 20 percent opacity as determined by EPA Method 203B (or as
dark in shade as that designated as Number 1 on the Ringelmann Chart), for a period
or aggregate periods of more than 3 minutes in any 60-minute period.

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

MONITORING AND RECORDS

Monitoring and Recordkeeping: The owner/operator of any Large Bulk Material Site,

Large Construction Site, or Large Disturbed Surface Site that produces trackout shall:

501.1 Monitor the extent of the trackout at each active exit from the site onto a paved
public road at least twice during each workday, at times when vehicle traffic
exiting the site is most likely to create an accumulation of trackout, or as
otherwise specified by the APCO;

501.2 Document the active exit locations monitored each workday;

501.3 Document each occasion when the trackout exceeds cumulative 25 linear feet
and all trackout control and cleanup actions initiated as a result of monitoring
per Section 6-6-501.1; and

501.4 Maintain the records required by Sections 6-6-501.2 and 501.3 for two years,
in electronic, paper hard copy or log book format, and make them available to
the APCO upon request.

MANUAL OF PROCEDURES

Bay Area Air Quality Management District August 1, 2018
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) is proposing a new over-arching
regulation for Particulate Matter, Regulation 6: Common Definitions and Test Methods (Reg 6) to
accompany proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General Requirements, the Air
District’'s general particulate matter emissions limitation rule. The new Regulation 6 is proposed
to provide common definitions and test methods that apply to existing Regulation 6 rules and any
other source-specific rules as they are developed in the future. This Staff Report provides
background information on new Regulation 6 and a summary of the rationale for updating
Regulation 6, Rule 1 (Rule 6-1). Background research on Bay Area particulate matter emissions
is provided in Attachment 1. A separate Staff Report has been developed to provide the specific
information supporting the proposed amendments to Rule 6-1. The two proposed rules and two
staff reports are intended to provide the public with information on both the new Regulation 6 and
draft amendments to Rule 6-1 in advance of Public Hearing the Air District will hold in Spring
2018.

The proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 address a commitment by the Air District’s Board of
Directors to review Regulation 6, Rule 1. General Requirements, identified as control measure
SS31 in the Air District's 2017 Clean Air Plan. Prior to the 2017 Clean Air Plan, Air District staff
developed a focused study to address the Bay Area’s particulate matter challenges in a November
2012 report entitled Understanding Particulate Matter: Protecting Public Health in the San
Francisco Bay Area. These proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1 are the first of many
steps needed to reduce particulate matter emissions and improve public health.

Background research and analysis were done during the development of proposed amendments
to Rule 6-1, and are intended to provide the foundation for the Air District’s efforts to reduce public
exposure to unhealthy levels of particulate matter. Particulate matter, also called PM or soot, are
extremely small particles that cause or contribute to a wide variety of serious health problems,
including asthma, bronchitis, cardio-vascular diseases, and cancer. The Air District has committed
to reduce particulate matter levels to achieve significant health benefits. Staff expects that
additional, source-specific rulemaking will build upon this foundation.

Staff is proposing a new Regulation 6: Common Definitions and Test Methods to provide
definitions and test methods that apply to all Regulation 6, Particulate Matter rules. Proposed new
Reg 6 includes the following:

e An expectation that all operators of facilities subject to Regulation 6 Rules will monitor
their operations sufficiently to enable them to prevent violations, and take corrective
actions as needed to ensure compliance.

¢ Common definitions that apply to all particulate matter rules. This approach standardizes
the definitions and provides a single reference location for these definitions. Definitions
can be compromised when located in several source specific rules, where version control
is difficult.

e Source test methods that apply to all or most individual particulate matter rules. Similarly,
this approach standardizes test methods and provides a single reference location for these
test methods.

Staff proposes proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 because its particulate standards have not
been updated in decades; other air districts in California have more stringent standards, and
amendments are needed to ensure the Bay Area standards are equally health-protective. Control
technology is available that facilities can use to comply at a reasonable cost; and the revised
standards may lead to PM.s reductions that will help the Air District achieve its health-based
PM; s goals.
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Staff identified three additional opportunities to reduce particulate emissions:
o Bulk material storage and handling is subject to wind erosion, and can create particulate
emissions from handling solids and from vehicle traffic in and around bulk material sites.
e Trackout of mud and dirt onto paved roadways, where the dirt gets pulverized into silt, and
entrained in the air by passing vehicles.
e Asphalt operations, where hot asphalt vapors create odors and smoke. The smoke is
vaporized asphalt that condenses to form patrticles in the air.

Requirements for bulk material storage and handling facilities have been included in amendments
to Rule 6-1. A new Regulation 6, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout (Rule 6-6) is being proposed to
prohibit trackout of dirt and other solids onto adjacent public roadways. The third opportunity — a
draft new Regulation 6, Rule 7: Roofing Asphalt, was developed to control roofing asphalt fumes
that are both odorous and condense to form tiny particles in the air. Costs determined during the
workshop phase of the rule development process were found to be prohibitive, and further
development of this draft rule has been halted until additional options can be identified.

A separate Staff Report has been developed for draft new Rule 6-6 to provide supporting
information. The proposed rule and staff report are intended to provide the public with information
in advance of a Public Hearing the Air District will hold in early 2018. Proposed new Rule 6-6 will
be considered with proposed new Regulation 6, and amendments to Rule 6-1 at the same Public
Hearing.

Staff recommends the Board of Directors adopt proposed new Regulation 6, proposed
amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1, and approve the associated CEQA Analysis Negative
Declaration at the Public Hearing scheduled for Spring 2018.

The Air District invites all interested members of the public to review the proposed new Regulation
6, proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 and this Staff Report, to provide comments on this proposal,
and to participate in the Public Hearing. Air District staff will accept written comments, will respond
to all comments received and will present final proposals to the Air District's Board of Directors
for their consideration. For further information in advance of the Public Hearing, please contact
Guy Gimlen, Principal Air Quality Engineer, (415) 749-4734, ggimlen@baagmd.qgov.
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II. BACKGROUND

A. Characterization of Particulate Matter

This section provides background information regarding airborne particulate matter (PM) and
associated concerns with public health. The following discussion summarizes and applies
information provided in four Air District source documents:
e Health Impact Analysis of Fine Particulate Matter in the San Francisco Bay Area,
published in September 2011,
¢ Understanding Particulate Matter: Protecting Public Health in the San Francisco Bay Area,
published in November 2012, and
e Sources of Bay Area Fine Particles: 2010 Update and Trends, published in December
2012.
e Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan, published in April 2017 (see Chapter 2).

1. Introduction to Particulate Matter

PM encompasses a diverse assortment of tiny airborne particles of different sizes, physical states,
chemical compositions, and toxicity. Individual particles can vary in terms of their behavior in the
atmosphere and the length of time they remain suspended in the air. PM can originate from a
variety of anthropogenic stationary and mobile sources, as well as from natural sources. Typically,
PM consists of a mixture of microscopic solid particles and minute liquid droplets known as
aerosols that condense at atmospheric temperatures. PM can be emitted directly to the
atmosphere (referred to as direct PM or primary PM), or formed in the atmosphere through
reactions between other pollutants (referred to as indirect or secondary PM). Primary PM includes
soot and liquid aerosols from a wide variety of sources, including cars, trucks, buses, industrial
facilities, power plants, cooking, and burning wood. Primary PM also includes dust from
construction sites, tilled fields, paved and unpaved roads, landfills, and rock quarries. Secondary
PM may be formed when various pollutants from burning fuels such as sulfur oxides (SOx) and
nitrogen oxides (NOX) react with volatile organic compounds (VOC) and ammonia in the presence
of sunlight and water vapor. PM includes carbon and various metallic elements; compounds such
as nitrates, organics, and sulfates; and complex mixtures such as diesel exhaust, wood smoke,
and soil. Dust from roads, quarries and construction sites are generally larger, coarser particles,
whereas combustion soot and secondary PM tend to be very fine particles. Unlike the other criteria
pollutants, which are individual chemical compounds, particulate matter consists of all particles
suspended in the air.

PM is often characterized based on patrticle size using the following terminology:

e Total Suspended Particulate (TSP): Includes all sizes of airborne patrticles.

e PMiyqo: Is the fraction of the total particles in the atmosphere that are 10 microns or smaller
in diameter (one micron or micrometer equals one-millionth [10°%] of a meter). This includes
PM; s (described next).

o PMgys: Is the fraction of total particles that are 2.5 microns or smaller in diameter, and is
sometimes referred to as “fine” PM. This includes ultrafine PM (described next).

e Ultrafine PM: Consists of particles smaller than 0.1 micron in diameter.

Larger particles weigh the most, so large particles represent the largest fraction in terms of weight,
whereas the smaller particles are more numerous and have more surface area in aggregate but
usually contribute less toward the total mass of PMio. Ultrafine PM is estimated to account for
roughly 90 percent of the total number of particles but usually represent much lower percentage
of the mass.

When the 1970 federal Clean Air Act was adopted, regulatory efforts to address PM focused
primarily on Total Suspended Particulate (TSP), the generic name for all airborne particles of any
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size. Regulation 6, Particulate Matter; Rule 1: General Requirements was developed at that time.
Subsequently, scientific evidence pointed to smaller particles as posing the most serious health
consequences. Therefore, in 1987, EPA replaced its TSP clean air standard with a PM1o clean
air standard — one that regulated particles less than 10 microns in diameter. In 1997, EPA
augmented its PM1o standard with a PM.s clean air standard focused on particles less than 2.5
microns in diameter.

2. Bay Area PM Emissions and PM Formation

PM chemistry and formation are complex and variable. PM concentrations vary considerably both
in composition and spatial distribution, and on a day-to-day basis as well as from season to
season.

Primary PM Emissions

Direct PM2s emissions in the Bay Area are produced by a wide variety of sources, both human
and natural, but dominated by a few. About half of Bay Area PM.s is directly emitted from
combustion, i.e., burning fossil fuels, wood and other vegetative matter; or cooking. This directly
emitted PM2 s is mostly composed of organic carbon compounds and soot containing pure carbon,
as well as gases that form liquid aerosols as they cool, known as condensable PM.

Combustion of fossil fuels in all types of engines produces direct emissions of PM. In addition,
motor vehicles also: i) cause re-entrainment of dust on and along the side of roads as they drive,
i) create particles known as road dust by abrading road materials such as concrete and asphalt
pavement, and iii) create tiny particles from tire and brake pad wear. Combustion of fossil fuels
also creates NOx and SOx which can react with other air pollutants to form secondary PM.

Diesel engines emit a complex mixture of air pollutants, with a major fraction consisting of PMs.
Diesel emissions account for roughly one-sixth of total emissions of carbonaceous PM:s in the
Bay Area. Because exposure to diesel PM is linked to a wide range of negative health effects, as
described below, reducing emissions of diesel PM from heavy-duty engines is a priority for the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the Air District. Diesel PM emissions from heavy-
duty vehicles have already declined substantially over the past decade, and they are expected to
continue decreasing significantly over the next decade in response to recent CARB Diesel Risk
Reduction Program regulations and Air District regulations and other efforts.

Geological dust, which includes construction dust and windblown dust, accounts for a relatively
modest fraction of PM2s (five to ten percent), but a very large portion of PM1o (50 - 60 percent).
Sea salt from the ocean contributes another ten percent on an annual basis.

Condensable PM Emissions

Condensable particulates are a subset of directly emitted, primary particulate matter.
Condensable PM leaves the hot engine exhaust or industrial stack in gaseous form, and then
condenses to form liquid aerosols or solid particles after mixing with cooler ambient air. The
amount of condensable PM is an unknown for many industrial sources because methods to
accurately quantify condensable PM have only recently been finalized.

Secondary PM Emissions

In addition to directly emitted PM, emissions of PM precursors such as sulfur dioxide (SO3), NOx,
ammonia, and volatile hydrocarbons contribute to atmospheric chemical reactions that form
secondary PM. Ammonia reacts with SO to form ammonium sulfate. Combustion of fossil fuels
produces NOx, which combines with ammonia in the atmosphere to form ammonium nitrate.
Volatile organic compounds can also form particles through a number of complex chemical
mechanisms in the atmosphere. These secondary PM compounds constitute approximately one-
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third of the Bay Area PM>s on an annual basis, and approximately 40 — 45 percent of Bay Area
PM. s during winter peak periods. Secondary PM formation of ammonium sulfate is relatively low
(averaging 1-2 pg/m?3), but it does account for approximately 10 percent of total PM2s on an
annual average basis.

Even though primary (direct) PM and secondary PM are defined in terms of the processes and
sources that produce PM, most individual particles in the atmosphere are in fact a combination of
both primary and secondary PM. An individual particle typically begins as a core or nucleus of
carbonaceous material, often containing trace metals. These primary (directly emitted) particles
are geologic dust or originate from incomplete combustion of fossil fuels or biomass. Layers of
organic and inorganic compounds then condense or deposit onto the particle, causing it to grow
in size. These layers are largely comprised of secondary material that is not emitted directly. As
a particle grows larger, gravity eventually causes it to fall out and be deposited onto a surface.

Aligning Emissions with Ambient Air Monitoring Results

Determining the relative contributions of various sources of direct emissions and PM2 s precursors
to the total is very complex. An estimate of the relative contribution from various sources is based
on emissions inventory data combined with results of chemical mass balance (CMB) analysis® of
the material gathered by the ambient air monitors. In analyzing PM sources, there may be
discrepancies between the estimated PM emissions inventory and ambient PM concentrations
estimated from CMB analysis. For example, the emissions inventory lists road dust, construction
dust, and windblown dust as significant sources, whereas chemical mass balance analysis shows
such dust to be a very small portion of PM. s, particularly during winter when PM;s levels are at
their highest. A likely explanation is that humidity is generally higher during the winter rainy
season, so geologic dust is less likely to become airborne during winter. An additional influence
is that fugitive dust does not necessarily stay airborne over extended distances. Larger PM2s
particles — i.e. those nearly 2.5 microns in diameter tend to settle out relatively quickly, whereas
smaller particles — those less than one micron in diameter including combustion related PM,5 —
can stay airborne much longer.

Seasonal Impacts

The Air District has found that PM_s levels that occur on a given day are strongly influenced by
the prevailing weather. Cool weather is especially conducive to the formation of ammonium
nitrate. Ammonium nitrate is a significant source of secondary PM- s in winter months, contributing
approximately 10 — 20 percent of total PM2s near the coast, and 40 — 50 percent of total PM2s
inland. This semi-volatile PM2s component is stable in solid form only during the cool winter
months.

The relationship between the weather and PM2s levels has been analyzed using a statistical
technique known as cluster analysis to find groups of days exhibiting similar conditions. Cluster
analysis was applied to ten years of measurements to determine winter weather patterns
associated with elevated Bay Area PMs levels. Cluster analysis found that a single weather
pattern accounted for most elevated 24-hour PM2 s episodes in the Bay Area. PM2 s exceedances
in the Bay Area usually occurred after two to four consecutive days of PM. s buildup under a high-
pressure system. High PM. s episodes are typically regional in scale, affecting multiple Bay Area
locations, but can also be highly localized depending on proximity of a source, meteorology and
other factors. These conditions occur when a high-pressure system moves over Central California
in winter months, resulting in sunny days and clear, cold nights with little wind. The lower levels

! Chemical mass balance (CMB) analysis is a methodology in which a computer model is used to apportion ambient
PM_s collected on filters over 24-hour periods at monitoring sites around the Bay Area to a set of source categories.
Each filter was analyzed for a range of chemical species. The same species were measured in special studies of
emissions from various sources, such as motor vehicles and wood burning. The CMB model finds the mix of these
source measurements that best matches the ambient sample, chemical species by chemical species.
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of sunlight in the winter lead to strong temperature inversions (phenomenon where the
atmospheric temperature increases with altitude). These inversions are conducive to the buildup
of PM in ambient air near ground level, especially PM2 s and ultrafine particles, which can remain
airborne for many days.

Winter is also when the most residential wood burning occurs. The CMB analysis shows that both
fossil fuels and biomass (primarily wood) combustion sources are large PM»s contributors in all
seasons. The biomass combustion’s contribution to peak 24-hour PMs levels is about three to
four times higher in winter than the other seasons, as confirmed by isotopic carbon (**C) analysis,
reflecting increased levels of wood burning during the winter season. In the Bay Area, wood
smoke is the largest source of airborne PM. s during winter elevated 24-hour PM episodes.

During winter months, the Bay Area may also be impacted by PM from the Central Valley. High-
pressure systems over Central California are highly conducive to the build-up of PMzs in the
Central Valley. As dense cold air converges on the Central Valley floor, which increases air
pressure, air flows westward through the Carquinez Strait and into the Bay Area, thereby
transporting PM2s from the Central Valley to the Bay Area. When PM.s from the Central Valley
combines with PM2s emitted or formed within the Bay Area, elevated PM levels in the Bay Area
can occur, especially in the eastern parts of the region closest to the Central Valley.

3. PM Health Effects

Since exposure to ambient PM has long been understood as a health hazard,? PM was
designated as one of the criteria pollutants in the original 1970 federal Clean Air Act. Concerns
about PM were initially based on its respiratory health effects, such as aggravating asthma,
bronchitis, and emphysema. However, in recent years, many epidemiological studies have linked
PM exposure to a much wider range of negative health effects, including cardiovascular effects
such as atherosclerosis (hardening of the arteries), ischemic strokes (caused by obstruction of
the blood supply to the brain), and heart attacks. Studies also indicate that exposure to PM may
be related to other health effects, including reduction in cognitive function, autism, and increased
risk of diabetes. Infants and children, the elderly, and persons with heart and lung disease are
most sensitive to the effects of PM.

Analysis by Air District staff found that PM. s is the most significant air pollution health hazard in
the Bay Area, particularly in terms of premature mortality.® Studies have concluded that reducing
PM emissions can reduce mortality and increase average life span.* Figure IlI-1 shows the
assessment of air pollution impacts on key health indicators in the Bay Area related to exposure
to emissions of PM, ozone and toxics. The graph presents information for “now” (based on 2008
data) compared to several decades ago (1970’'s for ozone, late 1980’s for toxics and PM).

2 The London fogs of the early 1950s that killed thousands of people were primarily caused by PM from coal, which
led to the banning of coal burning within the city.

3 See Appendix A in the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan.

4 For example, a recent study of nationwide scope found that reducing fine PM results in significant and measurable
improvements in human health and life expectancy. Pope, C. Arden 11 et al. “Fine Particulate Air Pollution and Life
Expectancy in the United States.” New England Journal of Medicine, January 22, 2009. VVolume 360:376-386. No. 4.
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Figure II-1: Assessment of Bay Area Health Burden from PM & Other Air Pollutants

Health Burden: Past and Present

7,000
H Diesel PM2.5
6,000 1 Other Anthropogenic PM2.5 ||
mOzone
Other Toxics
5,000 +—
%]
Q
9]
©
(@]
S 4,000 +—
@
Q
IS
S
Z 3,000 —
- [] I
: [
c
c
<
2,000 +— —— ——1
||
1,000 — —— - = == == == = b
| —_—
ol M e |
then now then ‘ now then now then ‘ now then now then ‘ now then now
Mortality Cancer Onset Respiratory Cardiovascular |Chronic Bronchitis| Nonfatal Heart Asthma
Hospital Hospital Attacks Emergency Room
Admissions Admissions Visits

Type of Health Impacts

Although the epidemiological evidence that shows strong correlation between elevated PM levels
and public health effects is very well documented, scientists are still working to understand the
precise biological mechanisms through which PM damages our health. A recent study by
researchers at the University of Michigan suggests that PM may harm our bodies by a
combination of 1) increasing blood pressure and 2) triggering a response causing inflammation
that can stiffen and damage blood vessels.®

The smaller the particle, the more easily it can evade the body’s filtration system, penetrate deep
into the lungs and enter the bloodstream. Research in recent years suggests that both PM» s and
“ultrafine” particles (those less than 0.1 microns) may pose the most serious threat to public
health.® Because of their small size, PMs and ultrafine particles account for a relatively small
fraction of total PM mass; however, they comprise the vast majority of particles by number. In
addition, small particles have a much higher surface area per mass than larger patrticles;
therefore, they can act as carriers for other agents such as trace metals and organic compounds
that collect on their surface. Again, internal combustion engines, whether powered by gasoline,
diesel, or natural gas, are a major source of PM. s and ultrafine PM. Studies in Southern California
have found elevated counts of ultrafine particles near freeways. Numerous studies’ have shown
increased incidence of respiratory and cardiovascular disease near heavily traveled roadways.

> See Robert Brook et al. “Insights into the Mechanism and Mediators of the Effects of Air Pollution Exposure on
Blood Pressure and Vascular Function in Healthy Humans” Hypertension: Journal of the American Heart Association,
July 29, 2009.

6 See Chapter 11 (Ultrafine Particles) in the 2007 South Coast Air Quality Management Plan.

" Health Effects Institute Panel on the Health Effects of Traffic-Related Air Pollution, Traffic-Related Air

Pollution: A Critical Review of the Literature on Emissions, Exposure, and Health Effects. Health Effects

Institute: Boston, 2010. Available at www.healtheffects.org.
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Public health officials and regulatory agencies, including the CARB, have expressed concern
about public exposure to PM from diesel engines. Diesel PM endangers public health not only as
a component of PM2 s, but also as a carcinogenic TAC. Analysis of TACs in the Bay Area for the
Air District’'s Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) program identified diesel PM as the TAC
responsible for the majority of cancer risk from air pollution in the Bay Area. It should be noted,
however, that the mortality risk from diesel PM primarily relates to its role as a component of
PM; s, rather than as a carcinogenic TAC.

Significant progress has been made to enhance our technical understanding of PM, including
improved monitoring and enhanced modeling capabilities. However, because the shift in focus
toward PM is relatively recent, efforts to analyze and control PM still lag pollutants such as ozone,
ozone precursors, and carbon monoxide. Research on the health impacts of PM.s and ultrafine
particles is still evolving, and no ambient air quality standards for ultrafine PM have yet been
established. Existing state and national ambient PM standards are based on mass (weight)
concentrations in the air, rather than the number of airborne particles.

A study of particle suspension in the air has shown that larger particles (larger than PMyo) fall
back to the earth quickly (typically within 100 - 200 feet), and smaller particles (PMzs) tend to
dissipate in the surrounding air. Measurements of diesel and other ultrafine PM from vehicles on
the freeways indicate that particulates tend to reach background concentrations about 250 meters
away from the freeway.® °

The chemical and physical properties of PM vary greatly with time, region, meteorology, and
source, thus complicating the assessment of health and welfare effects. One of the challenges in
devising strategies to reduce PM is that scientists are still working to determine the relative health
risk associated with the many types, sources and sizes of particles that comprise PM. Better
information in this regard will help prioritize our efforts to achieve the greatest benefit in reducing
health risks associated with PM. Nevertheless, our best knowledge to date suggests that fine
particles themselves are harmful, irrespective of composition, and reduction of PMzs
concentrations result in significant health benefits.

Other Impacts of PM

PM emissions also have impacts on the climate. PM aerosols can help to reduce the full effect of
global warming by scattering sunlight. Conversely, black carbon or soot, a component of PM
emitted by diesel engines and by wood or biomass combustion, absorbs sunlight and thus
contributes to global warming. Because airborne particles can have both cooling and heating
effects, it is difficult to determine the net impact of PM2s on climate. However, there is consensus
that we need to decrease emissions of black carbon to protect the climate.°

Particulate matter, especially larger particles (TSP and PM1o) can constitute significant nuisances
and are a source of public complaints, particularly about dust. Dust can also exacerbate a wide
variety of respiratory issues. PM is a prime cause of regional haze, which is a more general quality
of life issue.

8 Improving Air Quality and Health in Bay Area Communities, Community Air Risk Evaluation Program
Retrospective and Path Forward (2004 — 2014), April 2014, page 76.

9 Zhu, Y.F., W.C. Hinds, S. Kim, S Shen, C. Sioutas, 2002. Study of ultrafine particles near a major highway with
heavy-duty diesel traffic. Atmospheric Environment, 36, 4323-4335. d0i:10.1016/S1352-2310(02)00354-0.

10 US EPA Report to Congress on Black Carbon, March 2012
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4., Bay Area’s Attainment Status of PM Air Quality Standards

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and CARB have adopted health-based air
guality standards for PMig and PM2s. The federal standards are referred to as the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and the California standards are referred to as the
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and are designed to protect public health. Both
sets of standards are set as concentrations of particles (either 10 microns or smaller, or 2.5
microns or smaller) in the ambient air, using units of micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?3).

Both the national and California standards are reviewed periodically to evaluate whether
developments in public health and medical research suggest that the standards should be made
even more stringent. To date, researchers have not been able to identify a clear threshold below
which there are no adverse health effects from exposure to PM.s. This suggests that PMzs
standards may be further reduced in the future.

The EPA and CARB designate each region in the state as to whether it is “attaining” each NAAQS
and CAAQS. A summary of the Bay Area’s attainment status with respect to each national
standard is as shown in the following table.

Table II-1: National Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM2s and PM1o

National Air Limit | 2015-2017 2015-2017 Attainment Status
Quality (ng/m?3 Design Design Value
Standards D) Value® excluding fire-

(ng/m3) affected data®

(Hg/m?3)

National 24- 35d 35 25 Non-attainment®
hour PM2s
standard

(Three-year
average of 98"
percentiles)

National Annual 12.0 11.0 10.3 Unclassifiable/Attainment
PM,s standard
(Three-year
average)

National 24- 150 92 58 Unclassifiable/Attainment
hour PM 10
standard

a micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3)

b The Design Value for the 24-hour PMz2s standard is the highest three-year average of 98" percentile
concentrations at any site. The Design Value for the 24-hour PM2s standard is the highest three-year
average of the annual means at any site. The PM1o Design Concentration is the highest maximum 24-hour
concentration measured during the three-year period at any site.

¢ Data from days affected by wildfires (September 1-4 and October 9-19, 2017) are removed from these
Design Value determinations.

d US EPA tightened the national 24-hour PM2s standard from 65 to 35 pg/m3 in 2006. The designation of
the Bay Area as non-attainment for the 2006 24-hr national PM2zs standard became effective on December
14, 20009.

€0OnJanuary 9, 2013, U.S. EPA issued a Clean Data Finding for the 2006 24-hour PM2s National Ambient
Air Quality Standard based on air monitoring data, published in the Federal Register, Vol. 78, Page 1760
(78 FR 1760). However, the Bay Area AQMD has not yet submitted a redesignation request to EPA. The
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Bay Area will continue to be designated as non-attainment until the District submits a redesignation request
and maintenance plan to EPA, and EPA approves the request.

fThe national 24-hour PM10 standard is met if every site has no more than one expected exceedance per
year averaged over three years. However, with a one-in-six day sampling frequency, a monitoring site with
one exceedance during the three year period would violate the standard.

As explained in the table’s note b, the U.S. EPA finalized a Clean Data Finding for the 2006 24-
hour PM2 5 standard based on air monitoring data. The air monitoring data indicator for attainment
of national standards is known as the “Design Value.” The Design Value for 2015 through 2017
is 35 pg/md. If data affected by wildfires is removed, the 2015-2017 Design Value is 25 pug/m3.
The Bay Area is designated Unclassifiable/Attainment for both the national annual PMas
standardand the national 24-hour PM1, standard.

Table 1I-2 provides a summary of the Bay Area’s attainment status with respect to each California
standard.

Table II-2: California Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM2s and PMio

California Air Quality Limit 2015-2017 2015-2017 Current
Standards (Hg/m3) Designation | Designation Attainment
Value? Value Status
(Hg/m3) excluding
fire-affected
data®
(Hg/m?3)
California Annual PM2s 12 14 12 Non-attainment
standard
(maximum of most recent 3
years)
California 24-hour PM1o 50 95 58 Non-attainment
standard
California Annual PM1o 20 22 21 Non-attainment
standard

a The “Designation Value” is the highest yearly maximum or average between 2015 through 2017.

b Data from days affected by wildfires (September 1-4 and October 9-19, 2017) are removed from these
Designation Value determinations.

The Air District is not in attainment with the California annual PM. s standard of 12 pg/m?3. The air
monitoring data indicator for attainment of the California standards is known as the “Designation
Value” and is the maximum concentration measured at any site in the area during a three year
period. For 2015 — 2017, the Designation Value for the Bay Area is 14 ug/m?, measured at the
Napa site in 2017. If data affected by major wildfires is removed, the Designation Value is 12
ug/mé, measured at the Oakland-West site in 2017.

The Air District is not in attainment with the California 24-hour PM1, standard of 50 pg/m?3. The air
monitoring data for the State 24-hour PM1, standard are:

1. The number of days that are estimated to exceed the standard,

2. The high of the 24-hour average, and

3. The 24-hour Expected Peak Day Concentration (EPDC).

Compliance with the 24-hour PMyo standard is determined as follows:
1. An Expected Peak Day Concentration (EPDC) is computed based on the available 24-
hour data from each monitoring site,
Staff Report, Proposed Regulation 6
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2. The EPDC is an estimate of the 24-hour PM1, concentration that would be exceeded once
per year on average,

3. Each site’s Designation Value is the highest measured PMio concentration below the
EPDC, and

4. If the Designation Value exceeds 50 pg/m3 the site does not meet the standard.

During 2015-2017, the Bay Area does not meet the 50 pg/m® standard at the San Pablo
monitoring site which had a Designation Value in 2017 of 95 pg/m?3. The 2017 Designation Value
at San Pablo, excluding data affected by wildfires is 53 pg/m?.

The Air District is not in attainment with the California Annual PM1o standard of 20 ug/m?3. The air
monitoring data for the annual PM1, standard are:

1. The annual average at each monitoring site, and

2. The highest annual average during most recent three years.
Compliance requires the annual PM1o average at each monitoring location be at or below 20
ug/m? for each of the most recent three years. In 2015, the only site with an annual average above
20 pg/m® was San Jose, with a value of 21 pg/m3. In 2017, San Francisco was the highest annual
average at 22 pw/m?, followed by San Jose at 22 pg/m® and San Pablo at 20 pug/m3. There were
no values exceeding 20 pg/m? during 2016. The 2015 value of 21 pg/m? is the highest for 2015 —
2017, when data in 2017 affected by wildfires are removed.

The Bay Area is not yet in compliance with California PM1o clean air standards.

5. Particulate Matter Test Methods

Test methods used to characterize and quantify PM emissions have evolved over time. PM
regulatory efforts initially focused on TSP, and EPA’s original test method, EPA Test Method 5,
was designed to measure TSP. EPA Test Method 5 measures the solid particles in a sample
stream with a filter that is designed to collect 99.5 percent of all particles larger than 0.3 microns.
The solid particles captured in the sample probe and on the filter are known as “filterable” PM.
The Air District has its own testing procedures, which are set forth in the Air District's Manual of
Procedures (MOP). The MOP Source Test Method ST-15 has been used to quantify PM
emissions from permitted stationary sources in the Air District, and was in use prior to
development of EPA Test Method 5. MOP Source Test Method ST-15 is similar to EPA Method
5. It collects solid matter on an in-stack filter that is designed to capture 99.5 percent of particles
0.3 micron and larger, i.e. all the filterable particles known as Total Suspended Particles. The
MOP Source Test Method ST-15 reports emissions results for Total Suspended Particles (TSP)
in units of +/- 0.002 grains/standard dry cubic feet, and in pounds per hour.

When the PM1o clean air standard replaced the TSP standard in 1987, EPA developed a revised
test method to measure PMio. The revision incorporated the addition of a cyclone that separated
large particles from the PM1o. The revised test methodology is called EPA Test Method 201/201A.

When PMs requirements were added in 1997, Test Method 201/201A was further refined to
differentiate PM1o from PM2s by using an additional cyclone to segregate the particles larger than
2.5 microns from those smaller. After filtration, both test methods cool the sample stream to
capture any liquid aerosols and solid particles that condense. The liquids and solids captured
after cooling are known as “condensable” PM and were sometimes referred to as “back half” PM
emissions. Condensable PM is measured by EPA Test Method 202. All condensable PM is
considered PM:;s, since it is formed after passing through a 0.3-micron filter. The condensable
particles can also be separated into organic and inorganic condensable particulates. There is no
standardized test method yet for ultrafine PM.
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The following diagram shows the many forms of PM, and test methods needed to differentiate
each. Regulation 6 defines these terms and test methods. Proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 will
cite the specific test methods required for compliance.

| PM

PM,; ————> PM Precursors
SOZ/
Condensables . NOX VOC NH3
3
Filterable PM25
’ References:
Filterable PM,, ——> RPT Environmental Associates, Inc.;
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Total Suspended Particles (TSP): PM that can be filtered out of a gas stream as measured
using EPA Test Method 5.

PM1o: PM with an aerodynamic diameter equal to 10 microns or less, including both filterable and
condensable particles.

PM2s: PM with an aerodynamic diameter equal to 2.5 microns or less, including both filterable
and condensable particles.

Filterable PM1o: PM with an aerodynamic diameter equal to 10 microns or less that can be filtered
out of a gas stream at its normal operating temperature. These liquid and / or solid particles are
identified using EPA Test Method 201A.

Filterable PM2s: PM with an aerodynamic diameter equal to 2.5 microns or less that can be
filtered out of a gas stream at its normal operating temperature. These liquid and / or solid particles
are identified using EPA Test Method 201A.

Condensable PM: Liquid droplets that coalesce, or gaseous emissions that condense to form
liquid or solid particles. These liquid and/or solid particles are identified as condensable organic
or condensable inorganic PM using EPA Test Method 202.

PM Precursors: Air pollutants that can react with each other to form solid or liquid particles.

A significant amount of source testing has taken place on the Bay Area’s largest stationary
sources. Mid-sized stationary sources in the Bay Area have source tests done based on a
recurring test schedule, and smaller stationary sources have source tests done upon request. As
test methods changed over the years, the historical source test results have been a mix of TSP,
PMio and PM.s information, sometimes clearly identified as “filterable” and “condensable” PM,
and sometimes not clearly identified. Quality and comparability of the Air District PM data will
improve with use of consistent source test methods.

Measuring Visible Emissions Opacity

Opacity is a measurement of the degree to which particulates in an exhaust stream or dust plume
obscure the ability of an observer to see through the exhaust stream or dust plume. Opacity can
also be measured with instrumentation by a beam of light's ability to pass through the exhaust
stream without being reflected by any particles in the exhaust stream. As such, opacity is a
surrogate for the much more complicated and time intensive source testing (mass-based
measurements) of PM emissions. Regulation 6, Rule 1: General Requirements, Regulation 6,
Rule 3: Wood-burning Devices, and Regulation 12, Rule 4: Sandblasting all refer to the opacity
test method cited in the MOP, based on EPA Test Method 9. This opacity test method requires a
person to be trained and certified to view and “read” the degree to which the emissions obscure
the observer's view. If the emission is dark-colored, results are most often reported using the
Ringelmann scale from zero to five, representing 20 percent increments of reduced opacity. If the
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emission is light-colored, results are most often reported using increments of five percent opacity.
EPA Method 9 defines the observer’s positioning requirements in relation to the emission (with
the sun at the observer’s back), and requires the observer to view, read and record the opacity
once every 15 seconds for a six-minute observation period. Opacity limits are typically defined as
“no more than 20 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 1) for no more than a cumulative six minutes
(which would be 24 readings at 15 second intervals) in any one-hour observation period.”

EPA provides three other source test methods for assessing opacity that supplement EPA Method
9. EPA Method 203A uses the same qualifications and methods as EPA Method 9, yet provides
for “time-averaged” opacity readings every 15 seconds for observation periods other than 6
minutes long. EPA Method 203B provides a “time-exception” method where a facility may be
allowed to exceed an opacity threshold for a certain period (example being three minutes in an
hour) but not longer. EPA Method 203C provides for instantaneous opacity readings (every 5
seconds) where 12 consecutive readings can be averaged to provide a one-minute average
opacity.

EPA has recently certified an alternate method, based on an American Society for Testing and
Materials (ASTM) procedure, to measure opacity by using a digital camera and calculating the
opacity based on the digital picture of the emissions compared to the background. The Air District
is working with this technology to determine what role it may play in the future.

Observing Visible Dust Plumes

Fugitive dust can also be regulated by defining requirements that limit “visible emissions,” in terms
of whether dust or a dust plume is visible or not. The only requirement for observing emissions is
to have the sun (or other source of light) positioned behind the observer, as described in EPA
Method 9. EPA Test Method 22 uses the same requirements for observer positioning as EPA
Method 9, and assesses whether the emission is visible (or not) once every 15 seconds for the
duration of an observation period.

6. Bay Area PM Emissions Sources

This Section provides a summary of the technical review that Air District staff has undertaken to
review and identify the initial opportunities to reduce PM emissions. Air District staff first reviewed
the PM emissions inventory to identify source categories with the potential for significant PM
emissions reductions, and where the Air District has regulatory authority to address these
sources. Staff then evaluated control technologies that could be applied to reduce emissions in
the various significant emissions categories. A complete review of the research done to develop
the draft amendments to Rule 6-1, and two proposed new rules is shown in Attachment 1.

Air District PM Emissions Inventory

A summary of the 2011 Emissions Inventory is shown below in Table 11-3. Complete details of the
2011 Emissions Inventory for PM are shown in Attachment 1-1.
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Table II-3: 2011 Particulate Emissions Inventory - tons per day (tpd)

Source Categories TSP PM1o PM2s
Petroleum Refining 0.38 0.27 0.16
Other Industrial / Commercial Processes
Chemical Manufacturing 0.43 0.39 0.38
Cooking 2.81 2.81 1.80
Other Food and Agricultural Processes 0.63 0.44 0.26
Metallurgical Foundries & Forging 0.98 0.61 0.46
Metal Recycling and Shredding 0.14 0.10 0.07
Wood Products Manufacturing 0.15 0.10 0.06
Cement Manufacturing 0.12 0.11 0.08
Asphalt Concrete Plants 0.55 0.22 0.18
Concrete Batching 1.21 1.11 0.75
Glass & Related Products 0.71 0.69 0.68
Stone, Sand & Gravel 0.86 0.43 0.06
Sand Blasting 0.35 0.17 0.01
Landfills 6.35 1.56 0.22
Waste Management - other 0.35 0.34 0.32
Other Industrial / Commercial 1.07 0.75 0.45
Subtotal 16.71 9.83 5.78

Combustion — Stationary Sources

Domestic Combustion - space heating 0.70 0.70 0.70
Domestic Combustion - water heating 0.47 0.47 0.47
Wood Stoves 2.59 2.42 2.33
Fireplaces 8.88 8.31 8.00
Gas Turbines 0.89 0.88 0.88
Petroleum Refinery Combustion 2.51 2.51 2.45
Landfill Flares 0.11 0.11 0.11
Other Natural Gas Combustion 1.41 1.41 1.41
Planned Fires (prunings, crops, weeds, etc.) 0.32 0.29 0.27
Subtotal 17.88 17.10 16.62
Off-Road Mobile Sources 5.83 5.76 5.66
On-Road Motor Vehicles 12.70 12.51 6.69
Construction 23.44 11.47 1.14
Farming 3.48 1.58 0.23
Accidental Fires 1.39 1.25 1.20
Entrained Road Dust 59.42 28.05 4.00
Animal Waste 19.05 9.17 1.05
Wind Blown Dust 10.40 5.25 1.03
Tobacco Smoke & Miscellaneous 3.52 3.39 2.75
Total 174.20 | 105.63 46.31

A complete analysis of the emission inventory is available in Attachment 1-2.

Review of Bay Area Stationary Sources for Potential PM Reductions

PM from Combustion

Combustion of various fuels and materials from stationary sources is the single largest category
of PM emissions. Rule 6-3 is very effectively addressing PM from fireplaces and woodstoves.
However, the remaining sources are much more difficult to control.

The primary control technology used for natural gas combustion sources to minimize direct
emissions of PM is “good combustion practice,” which means ensuring that combustion is as
complete as possible. Normally good combustion practice is indicated by low carbon monoxide
(CO) concentration in the outlet stream, since low CO concentrations are an indication of
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complete combustion. Natural gas is by far the cleanest burning fuel because it usually has a very
consistent heating content, and is relatively easy to mix the fuel and air as needed for clean
combustion. PM from combustion for space heating and hot water is dependent on the design of
the furnace, boiler or water heater. In general, this equipment is very efficient, and burns cleanly.
The reason the PM emissions are high from this equipment is that a large volume of natural gas
is burned in these devices for heating across the entire Bay Area.

PM emissions from gas turbines, and electrical power generating stations are significant because
they are large combustion sources, and most burn natural gas. Gas turbines generally have CO
emissions limits in their operating permit to ensure complete combustion. Rule 9-11 limits NOx
from electrical power boilers, and includes a CO emission limit to ensure complete combustion.

PM emissions from refinery combustion are significant, because refineries are large combustion
sources, and they burn refinery process gas. Refinery process gas does not burn as cleanly as
natural gas because it is a variable mixture of fuels from various refining processes. Rule 9-10
limits NOx from refinery combustion, and includes a CO emission limit for all refinery process
heaters to ensure complete combustion.

Liquid fuels like jet fuel, diesel and fuel oil produce much higher PM emissions. Solid fuels like
petroleum coke (and coal, although no coal is burned the Bay Area) create the highest PM
emissions. Most industrial sources in the Bay Area burn natural gas, and refineries burn refinery
fuel gas.

Although it is less common, several types of sources such as foundries and calciners use
incinerators or thermal oxidizers for particulate control. Incinerator efficiencies can range from 25
to 99 percent, depending on the source and design of the incinerator.

As mentioned above, diesel truck exhaust is a significant source of PM;s in the Bay Area. CARB
is phasing in clean burning diesel fuel requirements, which also apply to non-emergency
stationary diesel engines. Clean burning diesel fuel coupled with diesel particulate filters can
reduce diesel PM2s by 85 percent.

PM from Wide Variety of Stationary Sources

Table 11-4 shows the Source Categories that are considered significant sources of PM, and are
stationary sources (either point sources or area sources) where the Air District has jurisdiction to
regulate the emissions. There are two broad areas where emission reductions may be achieved:
i) industrial emissions from materials processing, and ii) fugitive dust from a variety of sources
such as construction sites, disturbed surfaces and road dust.
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Table 1I-4: Stationary Source Categories Considered for Rule 6-1 Amendments

Source Category TSP PM1o PM2s
tpd tpd tpd
Petroleum Refinery Processing? 0.38 0.27 0.16
Chemical Manufacturing 0.43 0.39 0.38
Other Food and Agricultural Processes 0.63 0.44 0.26
Wood Products Manufacturing 0.15 0.10 0.06
Asphaltic Concrete Plants 0.55 0.22 0.18
Concrete Batching 1.21 1.11 0.75
Glass & Related Products 0.71 0.69 0.68
Stone, Sand & Gravel 0.86 0.43 0.06
Landfills 6.35 1.56 0.22
Waste Management — other 0.35 0.34 0.32
Other Industrial / Commercial 1.07 0.75 0.45
Construction — 5 source categories 23.44 11.47 1.14
Entrained Road Dust — 6 source categories 59.42 28.05 4.00
Total: 95.55 45.82 8.66

a Excludes combustion at refineries

Twenty-two stationary source categories were identified, consisting of 2,455 permitted stationary
sources with particulate matter emissions. These sources were screened to focus on the largest
of these facilities, 55 of which emit more than 90 Ib/day of particulates. These 55 large sources
represent slightly more than 2.2 percent of the permitted sources and approximately 85 percent
of the total emissions.

Staff visited each of these 55 facilities to assess the current conditions, and understand what the
potential impact would be if PM control requirements were placed on these operations. Some of
these 55 facilities have PM emissions from industrial stacks and vents and could be affected by
the more stringent TSP concentration and mass emissions limits proposed in the draft
amendments to Rule 6-1. Some of these source categories are sources of fugitive dust so more
stringent visible emissions limits may have an impact. Background information and the potential
for reduced PM emissions are summarized for each of these sources below. These assessments
provide the basis for estimated PM emissions reductions and estimated costs for these facilities
to comply with potential PM controls. A complete analysis of the potential for PM controls and
associated emission reductions are shown in Attachment 1-3.

7. Opportunities for PM Emissions Reductions

Industrial Stacks and Vents

Most industrial stacks and vents have permit limits based on Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) at the time the facilities were installed or modified, but a few do not. New general
requirements from the proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 will affect the facilities that do not have
stringent permit conditions. Amendments to Rule 6-1 are proposed separately along with its own
staff report.

Fugitive Dust from Bulk Materials, Construction Sites, and Disturbed Surface Areas

Bulk material stockpiles, construction projects and disturbed surfaces are susceptible to wind
erosion, and can be significant sources of fugitive dust. While fugitive dust is a significant source
of PM emissions, the patrticle size of the dust depends on the specific material. Dust from gypsum
is almost 90 percent PM1o, and approximately 50 percent PM2s. About half (50 percent) of most
typical geologic dust is larger than 10 microns, and only about 5 percent is smaller than 2.5
microns. Most grains used for flour and animal feed are only 30 percent PMyo, and about one
percent PMzs. Fugitive dust, which can cause haze and quality of life issues, is a moderate
contributor to the PM.s concerns about health impacts. Analysis of data collected by Air District
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particulate matter monitors indicates that geological material comprises a small part (less than 10
percent) of the PM1p and PM2s in the atmosphere. This is likely since these kinds of particles tend
to settle out of the air rather quickly. In addition, sources of fugitive dust are many, varied, and
spread widely across the Bay Area.

While preventing and controlling fugitive dust is helpful in reducing area haze and PM1, levels, it
is less effective at reducing PMs—the particles with greatest health impact. Most of the practical
fugitive dust control strategies use water to wet dusty areas. Given the severe drought situation
in California, staff believes the concerns about the lack of water currently outweigh the need for
general fugitive dust controls at this time, in light of the fact that fugitive dust is a moderate
contributor to the PM2s and related health impacts. Staff proposes to focus on the highest impact
sources of fugitive dust while minimizing water consumption.

Bulk Material Storage and Handling

As cited above, wind erosion at bulk material storage and handling facilities can create significant
dust, particularly when handling fine solids like gypsum, or even gravel and sand from rock
guarries. The Air District has received numerous complaints about coke dust and coal dust. Coke
and coal stockpiles and loading / unloading are unique in that fugitive dust from these products is
black and highly visible as compared to geologic dust. Since black coke and coal are sources of
nuisance complaints, staff is including coke and coal storage and handling within the broader
category of bulk materials. Staff has incorporated new draft requirements to control dust from bulk
material storage and handling operations into the proposed amendments to Rule 6-1.

Trackout

Trackout is a concern at bulk material sites, construction sites, and disturbed surface areas
including landfills. As mentioned above, water is often used to control dust. Mud can form at these
locations, and accumulate on the bottoms of vehicles and vehicle tires. When vehicles leave the
work site, they can track mud out onto a public roadway. Over the next 50 - 100 feet of the road,
the mud falls off the vehicles and tires. As the mud dries, the dirt remains on the paved road where
subsequent traffic can pulverize the dirt into silt, and the turbulence from the passing vehicles
entrains the silt into the air. This mud / residual dirt is called trackout. Trackout can be a significant
source of PM2s, and can be controlled cost effectively by knocking or washing the mud off the
vehicles before they leave the facility. A new rule is proposed separately with its own staff report.

Staff proposes a new rule (new Rule 6-6) to prohibit trackout of mud and dirt onto adjacent public
roadways, where subsequent traffic can pulverize the dirt into silt, and turbulence from the passing
vehicles entrain the silt into the air. This material is one source of road dust that can readily be
controlled.

Paving and Roofing Asphalt Operations

PM emissions from both paving asphalt and roofing asphalt are odorous, as well as estimated to
be 95 percent PMzs. Asphalt is applied at high temperatures (250 - 325°F) for paving asphalt,
and even higher temperatures (400 - 500°F) for roofing asphalt. Asphalt emits odors, and some
of the hot asphalt appears to volatize and then subsequently condense into very small liquid
aerosols or solids that take the form of smoke. This is commonly known in the asphalt industry as
“blue smoke,” and asphalt fumes from both paving and roofing asphalt are associated with eye,
nose and throat irritation. Roofing asphalt is applied at very high temperatures, and there is
typically significant smoke and fumes that come from both the heater / storage unit (known as an
asphalt kettle), and during application of the hot asphalt on the roof. The smoke is vaporized
asphalt that forms odorous liquid aerosols and solid particles (PM2s) when exposed to cooler air.
Data conflict regarding whether these fumes are toxic or not. Staff investigated controls for both
paving asphalt and roofing asphalt, and could find no cost-effective control methods beyond what
is currently done. While a draft rule to address roofing asphalt was presented at workshop, more
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detailed cost information indicates low-fuming roofing asphalt is only available from one supplier,
and the incremental cost is prohibitive. Staff will not move forward with any proposal to control
paving asphalt or roofing asphalt at this time.

8. Current Emissions Control Technology and Methods

As noted above, particulate emissions come from two general types of stationary sources. The
first type of source involves processing of various solid materials that are contained inside
equipment and ducts, so the subsequent emissions are typically emitted through a stack or vent.
The second type of source is more general in nature: dust coming from stockpiles of bulk
materials, activities during construction projects and from vehicle traffic on unpaved roadways
and disturbed surface areas. The control technologies available to address these two broad areas
of PM emissions are discussed below.

PM Emissions from Combustion

PM emissions from combustion, and methods to control / prevent these particulates is discussed
above. Staff has no recommendations to reduce PM emissions from combustion during this rule-
making, but is developing rules as described in the Air District-wide Combustion Strategy included
in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. This combustion strategy will focus on improving energy efficiency to
reduce the total fuel burned, and analyze specific sources where stack dimensions can be
modified to reduce localized impact on neighbors.

Liquid fuels like jet fuel, diesel and fuel oil produce much higher PM emissions than gaseous fuels
like natural gas, but are also difficult to control. CARB is phasing in clean burning diesel fuel
requirements, which also apply to non-emergency stationary diesel engines. Clean burning diesel
fuel coupled with diesel particulate filters can reduce diesel PM.s by 85 percent.

Solid fuels like petroleum coke (and coal, but no coal is burned the Bay Area) create the highest
PM emissions. Although it is less common, several types of sources such as foundries and
calciners use incinerators or thermal oxidizers for particulate control. Incinerator efficiencies can
range from 25 to 99 percent, depending on the source and incinerator design. Combustion of
solid fuels is rare, and must be analyzed on a case-by-case basis.

PM Emissions from Industrial Stacks and Vents

Solid materials are generally moved through an industrial production process with conveyor belts
and / or elevators. Particulates can be contained within equipment, or with shrouding or ducts
surrounding the conveyors. The equipment or ducts are kept under a slight vacuum by drawing
air into the equipment through ducts with suction from an induced draft fan. This slight vacuum
keeps the solids from leaking into the surrounding area. The discharge from the fan is routed
through a control device, to a stack or vent piping. Three types of control equipment are typically
used to abate particulate emissions from stack or vents at industrial facilities:

¢ Wet mechanical scrubbers and / or cyclones,

e Baghouses, or

o Electrostatic precipitators

If the process is compatible, water is often injected into the suction produced by the induced draft
fan to serve as a wet mechanical scrubber (generally known as a roto-clone). If the process is not
compatible with water, a cyclone is installed on the discharge of the fan to control the PM
emissions. Wet mechanical scrubbers and cyclones are most effective on large particulates.
Table 5 (below) shows that neither device is very effective at controlling small particles less than
2.5 microns.

Baghouses and Electro-Static Precipitators (ESP’s) are far more effective at controlling small
particles less than 2.5 microns. Baghouses use bags made of cloth, or various plastics to filter
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out particles. The particles collect on the outside surface of the filter cloth, where the particles
themselves can establish a filter-cake that serves to filter out additional particulates in the effluent
stream. The baghouse is designed to periodically shake or backflow the process stream to
remove the filtered particles, collecting these particles for disposal or recycling back into the
production process. ESP’s are most effective on particles that are susceptible to accepting a
positive electrical charge from exposure to high voltage electrodes. Once charged, these particles
are then electrically attracted to grounded plates inside the ESP. Similar to the baghouse; the
ESP is designed to periodically shake the grounded plates to remove the filtered particles. Table
5 indicates that baghouses and ESP’s are far more effective at controlling small particles less
than 2.5 microns than cyclones or wet scrubbers.

Table 5: Particle Size versus Percent Abatement Efficiency!!

Particle Size Cyclones Wet Scrubber Baghouses ESP’s
< PMio 80% 82% - 95% 94% - 99% 94% - 99%
< PM2s 50% 50% - 92% 93% - 99% 90% - 99%

Cyclones and baghouses, or wet mechanical scrubbers and ESP’s can be used in tandem to
achieve Best Available Control Technology. The first stage (cyclone or wet scrubber) removes
the bulk of the larger particulate matter, and the second stage (baghouse or ESP) removes most
of the remaining smaller particles. These systems have demonstrated particulate matter removal
to levels of 0.001 - 0.002 grains/dry standard cubic foot. The abatement efficiencies shown in
Table II-5 are based on EPA’s analysis of coal and biomass combustion. These control
technologies are not appropriate for all the Bay Area’s diverse source types, especially for
combustion of liquid and solid fuels.

Wet scrubbers and wet electrostatic precipitators are the only technologies that address
condensable PM, because wet scrubbers and ESP’s cool the effluent stream with water. As
discussed previously, condensable PM starts as a gas, then condenses around a nucleus
(typically a solid particle) as it cools in the atmosphere, and remains a liquid aerosol in the ambient
air. Cyclones, baghouses, and dry ESP’s typically operate at high temperatures, so condensable
PM is not controlled because the effluent remains in a gaseous state. It may be possible to
improve abatement efficiencies by cooling the gases before they enter the abatement devices.
Cooling techniques may be considered in the future as a possible control strategy.

Review of EPA’s BACT / LAER and ARB’s BACT Clearinghouse

EPA provides a searchable database of current knowledge for Reasonably Available Control
Technologies (RACT), Best Available Control Technologies (BACT), and Lowest Achievable
Emission Rates (LAER). Use of BACT results in the lowest feasible emissions for a source and
is required of significant new permitted sources under Air District Regulation 2, Rule 2: New
Source Review. LAER is a summary of installed technology that achieves the lowest emissions
in practice. CARB provides a similar database called the BACT Clearinghouse. Staff searched
both databases to identify PM1o and PM2s BACT controls for particulate matter sources in other
air districts and other states. ARB’s BACT Clearinghouse currently has no references for PMz;s.
EPA’'s BACT / LAER Clearinghouse provides information for both PM1o and PM25. The EPA’s
BACT / LAER Clearinghouse search results provide examples of industry specific controls, and
indicates the most effective controls were the same for both PMiy and PM;s, although the
allowable emission rates for each were different. There were no additional technologies identified
specifically for PM.s and no mention of controls for condensable PM; 5.

11 EPA Control Techniques Document for Fine Particulate Matter dated 10/1998.
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Control of Fugitive Dust

Prevention of wind erosion is the primary control method used for most fugitive dust. Dust can be
generated by a wide variety of human activities, including disturbing natural surface areas where
wind can subsequently create windblown dust. Entrained dust from vehicle traffic on both paved
and unpaved surfaces can also be significant.

Current Controls — Rule 6-1 and Storm Water Requirements

The Air District currently does not have any regulations that directly target fugitive dust, other than
the general opacity limits and the New Source Review requirements in Regulation 2, Rule 2.
Section 6-1-301 establishes a Ringelmann No. 1 emission limit, and Section 6-1-302 establishes
a 20 percent opacity limit for no more than three minutes in any hour observation period. These
provisions do not necessarily prohibit all fugitive dust emissions of concern. Moreover, the
average worker at a site that may generate fugitive dust emissions, such as construction sites or
bulk materials storage sites, does not readily understand opacity requirements based on the
Ringelmann scale. An observer must be rigorously trained and become certified to measure dust
plume opacity using the Ringelmann scale, and although Air District inspectors receive such
training and certification, few workers in the field do. If workers in the field cannot determine when
the dust is excessive, they are unlikely to take any corrective actions. For these reasons, the Air
District’s current PM regulations do not adequately address fugitive dust emissions.

Many construction sites and other sites where earth-disturbing activities are undertaken are
subject to storm water runoff prevention requirements under CEQA and Regional Water Quality
Control Board storm water discharge permits. These authorities normally require affected sites to
develop Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPP) that utilize Best Management
Practices (BMP’s) to limit dirt, mud and silt in water runoff into downstream waterways. Some of
these SWPPP BMP’s also target control of fugitive dust. SWPPP requirements are enforced
through a State General Construction Storm Water Permit system that applies to most storm
water discharges associated with construction activity. The State General Construction Storm
Water Permit (Water Quality Order 2009-0009-DWQ, amended by 2010-0014-DWQ & 2012-
0006-DWQ) requires construction sites to electronically file various compliance documents,
including a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), to the State Water Board. The
Regional Water Quality Control Boards may also issue General Construction Storm Water
Permits. These existing requirements mean that many sites are already implementing control
measures necessary to prevent significant fugitive dust emissions.

The SWPPP guidance documents provide several Best Management Practices (BMP’s) that may
be needed to control soil erosion so that excessive dirt and mud do not enter the storm water
system and do not pollute downstream waterways. Several of these BMP’s also apply to wind
erosion, and apply to control of trackout, spills, and soil erosion onto public paved roads. A
certified SWPPP preparer must identify site specific BMPs needed to ensure water effluent from
a construction site is acceptable. A certified SWPPP inspector must monitor implementation of
the required BMP’s to ensure the plan is implemented effectively. The SWPPP does not require
firm pH (acidity) or turbidity limits because each construction site is unique. However, each
SWPPP does identify contingency action levels if storm water quality exceeds limits included in
the plan.

The BMP’s that are applicable to fugitive dust control includes the following categories:

Erosion Control

Sediment Control

Trackout Control

Non-Storm Water Management

Waste Management Materials

Any draft requirements for control of fugitive dust or trackout should be consistent with the SWPPP
requirements.
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Significant resources exist to help with development and implementation of SWPPP’s, including
details on BMP’s. Examples are:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/construc/stormwater/caltrans guidance manual-revl.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/construc/stormwater/BMP_Field Master FullSize Final-Jan03.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/construc/stormwater/documents/SWPPP_Prep ManualJune2011.pdf

The best information is available from the California Storm Water Quality Association, for a
nominal subscription fee: https://www.casqa.org/resources/bmp-handbooks.

Control Measures
Prevention of wind erosion usually takes one of five approaches:
¢ Minimize the surface area being disturbed at any given time.
Apply dust suppression measures when needed.
Establish wind breaks, and limit work on windy days.
Limit traffic on disturbed surfaces, and limit vehicle speeds.
Prevent dirt, mud, and solids spills; and clean up any spills that have the potential to create
dust immediately.

As mentioned above, control of wind erosion is currently required for construction projects larger
than one acre of disturbed surface area by the State Water Quality Board. They have
requirements to develop a SWPPP that follows BMP’s to limit dirt, mud and silt in water runoff into
downstream waterways, and include dust control.

Control measures by necessity are different in areas where active dust generating operations are
underway, as opposed to inactive areas. Dust control measures in active areas include:
e Pre-watering, and keeping disturbed surfaces damp during earth moving operations.
Keeping dusty materials damp, especially when processing these materials.
Providing wind barriers or enclosing dusty material handling and storage areas.
Keeping storage piles covered.
Limiting vehicle traffic to paved or stabilized surfaces.
Limiting vehicle speeds.
Preventing dirt, mud and other solids from being tracked out or spilled onto paved
roadways.
e Preventing erosion of dirt or mud onto paved roadways.

Other control techniques for a wide variety of sources are found in Attachment 1-5.
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Figure 1I-2: Water Truck
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Water truck used to keep unpaved roadways damp.

Dust control in inactive areas includes:
¢ Using wind erosion controls, like trees or bushes, wood or rock walls, earthen banks, or
permanent wind breaks.
o Appling chemical dust suppressants that will form a crust on the disturbed surface by
absorbing moisture from the air.
e Growing vegetative ground cover. Even if the vegetation dries up during the dry season,
the plant root systems will prevent wind from eroding the soil

Test methods for soil stabilization are found in Attachment 1-6.

Control of Trackout onto Paved Roads

Facilities that use water to control dust can create a problem with mud that sticks to vehicles and
vehicles’ tires, then carrying the mud out onto an adjoining paved roadway. Any dirt that
accumulates on a paved roadway can and will be pulverized into fine particles by passing vehicle
tires, and then entrained into the air by the turbulence from passing vehicles.

Most facilities have a truck “grizzly” bar or a rumble strip to prevent trackout onto the public
roadways. Rumble strips are typically a series of pipes or bars on six-inch centers used to shake
the vehicle, and dislodge any mud from the vehicle. In addition, these bars or pipes are designed
to flex the vehicle’s tires, and dislodge mud from between the tire treads before it leaves the

property.
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A critical, and often overlooked element of ensuring a grizzly or rumble strip is effective is to keep
the area under the rumble strip clear of accumulated mud. When this area below the grizzly fills
with mud, the rumble strip is no longer effective at removing mud from the vehicle or tires.

In addition, some facilities use a truck wash station designed to clean mud from the tires and

under-carriage of the vehicle. Other facilities have long paved roads prior to reaching the public
traveled roadways that are either washed down or kept clean with street sweepers.
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Figure IlI-4: Truck-wash Station used to control Trackout

There are typically three ways to mitigate road dust:
e Support vegetation on median strips and next to road shoulders to minimize wind erosion,
e Water flush,
¢ Mechanically sweep or vacuum sweep.

The vegetation strategy is best when built into the design of highways and freeways. Water
flushing is effective, but creates the concern of flushing silt into the groundwater.

Street sweeping is often the most practical, and has the advantage of removing trash, litter and
various other debris from the roadways. However, mechanical sweepers often create as much
dust as they prevent. Some sweeper designs include a water spray ahead of the sweeper to
control dust, but that often just wets the silt and allows it to cling to the road or gutter surface,
rather than being swept up. Vacuum sweepers are far more effective at collecting and removing
road dust. Street sweepers are now available equipped with air jets to blow silt from the cracks in
the street, coupled with high capacity vacuum systems to prevent creation of a dust cloud during
the sweeping operation, combined with high efficiency air filters on the discharge of the vacuum
systems to capture more than 80 percent of PM1o. However, even these most effective street
sweepers must be operated within strict design guidelines to achieve 80 percent cleanup
efficiency. Street sweepers are typically designed to operate at speeds of less than five miles per
hour (mph). It is common to see street sweepers operating at 10 — 25 mph, particularly on
freeways. At speeds greater than 10 mph, street sweeping can aggravate road dust problems by
re-entraining road dust rather than recovering it.
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Figure II-5: Street Sweeper

A situation similar to trackout occurs when spills from passing vehicles leave solid materials on
the roadway that can be pulverized and entrained into the air. This material is called carryout, and
controls include ensuring the vehicle does not leak either solids, or liquids containing solids, and
covers for the material so that solids are not blown out of the top of the vehicle at higher speeds.
California Motor Vehicle Code, Section 3.3.6 currently has requirements to control spills and
carryout.

Control of Asphalt

Control of Paving Asphalt

Paving asphalt is a mixture of asphaltic cement (liquid asphalt from a refinery) combined with
gravel to give it strength. Paving asphalt may be applied hot (300 — 350°F), or can be applied at
cooler temperatures if solvents or water emulsions are used to keep the asphalt pliable and
workable at the lower temperature. When paving asphalt is transferred from a storage bin into a
delivery truck (known as load-out), a small portion of the hot asphalt vaporizes, creating smoke
and fumes. This smoke is vaporized asphalt that forms odorous liquid aerosols and solid particles
(PM25) when exposed to cooler air. This smoke usually creates a haze that is blue in color, so it
is called “blue smoke”. Blue smoke can be captured and controlled by drawing the aerosols with
an induced draft fan through ducts into a filtration system. These blue smoke abatement systems
are currently in place in at least two asphalt plants and being installed in a third asphalt plant in
the Bay Area.

Control of Chip Seal Paving Asphalt

Chip seal paving is a technique for lightly traveled roads where existing pavement with cracks can
be repaired by spraying hot asphalt onto the cracked pavement so the asphalt will fill the cracks,
then spreading light gravel on the asphalt and pressure rolling the gravel smooth. Chip seal
asphalt is like paving asphalt, normally applied hot (300 — 350°F). Since this asphalt is sprayed,
it can produce a large quantity of blue smoke. Blue smoke abatement is also available for chip
seal spray systems. A portable module with an induced draft fan, suction hoods and ductwork are
positioned next to the chip seal spray nozzles, and is quite effective at capturing and controlling
the blue smoke aerosols.

Control of Roofing Asphalt

Control of smoke and odors from roofing asphalt is a challenge. Smoke and odors come from the
asphalt kettle where plugs of roofing asphalt are heated to above 400°F, and smoke and odors
occur again when the roofing asphalt is delivered onto the roof, and spread across the rooftop.
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BMPs for roofing asphalt kettles include kettle siting to minimize impact on people, temperature
control of the asphalt in the kettle (to prevent overheating the asphalt), keeping the kettle closed,
and having good seals on the edges of the kettle openings. Compliance with these management
practices is driven primarily by safety and efficiency, but also supports emission reduction of both
PM and odors.

One roofing asphalt manufacturer has developed a polymer additive that when added to the
asphalt creates “low-fuming” roofing asphalt. This polymer floats on the surface of the asphalt to
prevent asphalt vaporization, and significantly reduces fumes from the asphalt kettle by 60 — 80
percent. However, this control method does not help reduce emissions during application of the
hot asphalt on the roof. This product, known as low-fuming roofing asphalt, appears to be an
improvement in worker exposure to fumes as well as providing a reduction in PM emissions and
odors. Other roofing asphalt manufacturers have developed a “low-odor” roofing asphalt by
adding an odorant to make the smell more pleasing, but it does not reduce smoke or PM
emissions.

B. Regulatory History

Air District staff reviewed the existing framework of regulations that address PM emissions
sources. The Air District’s efforts to further address the health impacts from PM in the ambient air
will be implemented on the foundation of these existing regulations. The discussion below
describes the current regulatory framework addressing PM emissions, including a review of the
Air District’s existing PM regulations and how they interplay with state and federal law.

1. Air District Rules / Regulations

The Air District has long been concerned about particulate matter. Regulation 6 was adopted in
1973, and other regulations that address PM, including Regulation 5, Open Burning. However,
on-going research and developments in medical science and public health have identified small
particulates as having the greatest health impacts. PM regulations that began addressing Total
Suspended Particles (TSP) have subsequently focused on PMio and PM2s, and have become
more stringent as the health impact of fine particles becomes clearer. The Air District’s lack of
attainment with the California Ambient Air Quality Standards requires that we take strong
regulatory action to address PM.

There are currently eleven Air District rules directly addressing PM emissions:

e Regulation 2, Permits, Rule 2: New Source Review: This rule requires new and
modified sources of specified “criteria” pollutants, including PM, to implement BACT to
limit emissions. The BACT standard is a technology-forcing requirement that requires new
or modified sources to install the latest “state-of-the-art” emissions control technology.

e Regulation 5, Open Burning: This rule prohibits open fires within the San Francisco Bay
Area, with certain important exceptions.

e Regulation 6, Particulate Matter, Rule 1: General Requirements: This rule contains the
Air District's general limitations on PM emissions, and is the rule for which the Air District
is currently proposing amendments. This rule is described in more detail in the staff report
for the proposed amendments to Rule 6-1.

e Regulation 6, Particulate Matter, Rule 2: Commercial Cooking Equipment: This rule
limits the PM1o emissions from charbroilers used in restaurants.

e Regulation 6, Particulate Matter, Rule 3: Wood Burning Devices: This rule prohibits
wood burning during wintertime “Spare the Air” alerts.
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¢ Regulation 6, Particulate Matter, Rule 4: Metal Recycling and Shredding Operations:
This rule requires metal recyclers to develop and implement site-specific emissions control
plans approved by the Air District.

e Regulation 6, Particulate Matter, Rule 5: Particulate Emissions from Refinery
Fluidized Catalytic Cracking Units: This rule establishes a limit of 10 parts per million
by volume, dry (ppmvd) ammonia from FCC's, or requires the refinery to conduct
operational testing and source tests to establish enforceable ammonia emission limits that
minimize total PM2s emissions.

e Regulation 9, Inorganic Gaseous Pollutants, Rule 13: Nitrogen Oxides, Particulate
Matter, and Toxic Air Contaminants from Portland Cement Manufacturing: This rule
requires that TSP emissions (as measured by EPA Test Method 5) are less than 0.04
pounds per ton of clinker produced from the kiln, and less than 0.04 pounds per ton of
clinker produced from the clinker cooler. In addition, emissions from any miscellaneous
operations or emission point must meet opacity limits of no more than 10 percent for no
more than cumulative three minutes in any hour observation period. Each facility must
also implement a wide variety of Fugitive Dust Mitigation Control Measures.

e Regulation 10: Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources: This rule
incorporates the EPA’s requirements for New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) by
reference into the Air District’s regulations.

e Regulation 12, Miscellaneous Standards of Performance, Rule 4: Sand Blasting:
This rule requires sand blasting operations to meet stack opacity limits of no more than 20
percent for no more than cumulative three minutes in any hour observation period.

e Regulation 12, Rule 13: Foundry and Forging Operations: This rule requires foundry
and forging operations to develop and implement site specific emissions control plans
approved by the Air District.

The Air District has adopted and updated these rules periodically over time.

Source Specific Bay Area PM Regulations

The Air District currently has a few PM rules that apply broadly to all sources, and several
additional rules that apply to specific industries and categories of PM sources. As the Air District
moves forward to further control PM emissions, staff will consider each large source category of
PM emissions and determine the best approach to control that source category. Such initiatives
will be undertaken in separate rulemaking projects. Proposed new Regulation 6: Common
Definitions and Test Methods has been developed to provide the over-arching definitions and test
methods for the current PM rules and potential future source-specific regulations.

2. State Regulations

Most CARB PM-related regulations are directed at mobile sources — primarily diesel engines.
With respect to stationary sources, state law authorizes local air districts to adopt PM regulations
and leaves the ultimate decision of how best to regulate stationary source PM emissions to each
district’s Board of Directors. California air pollution control laws set standards for several specific
source categories, such as pile-driving hammers, sandblasting operations, and portable diesel
equipment in order to ensure statewide consistency, and state law provides guidelines for the
local air districts to regulate agricultural burning.

3. Federal Regulations

Federal law also leaves the primary role in regulating PM emissions from stationary sources to
local agencies. The EPA has promulgated regulations to limit criteria pollutants from new and
modified sources known as New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), as well as regulations
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aimed at the toxic air quality impacts known as National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants (NESHAP). The federal NSPS and NESHAP encompass a wide variety of specific
stationary source categories, as listed in Attachment 1-4. The federal regulations delegate
responsibility to enforce these requirements to the local air quality agencies. The Air District has
incorporated the NSPS requirements by reference into Air District regulations in Regulation 10;
and it enforces the NESHAP by incorporating the NESHAP standards into Air District permit
conditions for affected sources, which are enforceable by the Air District under the California
Health & Safety Code. Beyond these requirements, the federal Clean Air Act also authorizes local
districts to adopt additional, more stringent requirements as needed to achieve the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards.

C. Technical Review of Control Technologies

Current controls were described above (Section 11.A.8). Two additional control technologies
appear to be equally effective at controlling fugitive dust, and use less water.

1. Water Misting Systems

Figure 1I-6: Fugitive Dust Control with Portable, Adjustable Water Mist

Water and dust suppressants have been used to control fugitive dust. Water sprays are most
effective when wetting a stockpile or an unpaved road to prevent fugitive dust. Water sprays are
generally not effective when used to wet and control a fugitive dust plume that has already formed
from wind erosion, truck traffic, or some active operation that generates dust. Water fog and water
mist systems are much more effective at wetting dust particles and use less water. Well-designed
water fog / mist systems generate small water droplets that are about the same size (10 — 50
microns) as the dust particles. Water droplets that are roughly the same size as the dust particles
are far more effective at controlling dust plumes.
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2. Wind Screens
Figure II-7: Fugitive Dust Control with Wind Screen

Windscreens are very effective at reducing wind velocity, and significantly reduce wind erosion.
To be most effective, wind screens are typically as tall as any operation or stockpile they are
designed to protect, and will reduce wind effect for a distance of eight to ten times the height of
the wind screen downwind. As an example, a ten-foot-tall stockpile would need a ten-foot-tall
windscreen, and the wind screen would protect the stockpile up to 80 — 100 feet downwind from
the wind screen. Windscreens are typically constructed with up to 50 percent porosity (i.e. the
screen has about 50 percent open area to allow 50 percent of the wind to blow through the
screen). This reduces the velocity of the wind on the stockpile by 50 percent, and reduce wind
erosion by more than 70 percent.

III. PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

Air District staff proposes new Regulation 6: Common Definitions and Test Methods to provide
the over-arching definitions and test methods for current PM rules and any potential future source-
specific rules. Proposed new Regulation 6 would address two broad categories:

o Definitions that apply to more than one rule.

o Test methods that apply to more than one rule.

This new regulation is intended to provide the foundation upon which existing regulations exist
and new source specific rules can be developed.

A. Common Definitions

The definitions in Regulation 6 are those that are used in more than one PM rule. The intent is to
provide the definition in one place where any future amendments to the definition can be made.
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There are many forms of PM, so as specific rules focus on PM1o, PM2 s, condensable PM, or PM
precursors, the common definitions can be found in a single location.

B. Administrative Requirements

The general provisions in proposed new Regulation 6 are an expectation of monitoring and
corrective actions needed to be in compliance with the standards, an emergency exemption, and
monitoring and record keeping requirements.

Section 6-102 requires that each person responsible for PM emissions must provide and maintain
a means to observe or monitor their operations. This provision is based on Air District experience
where a facility may have been exceeding PM emissions limits, and claimed a defense of not
being aware of the excessive emissions. Each owner / operator must establish a management
system that monitors and holds itself accountable to meet the various requirements and emissions
limits (confirming no visible emissions, or no change in visible emissions), or actions such as
monitoring trackout to determine if any corrective actions are needed.

The visible emissions limits are typically based on opacity (or equivalent number on the
Ringelmann Chart) using EPA Method 9 or related test methods as the assessment method.
Since most facilities do not have a person certified to assess opacity using EPA Method 9, these
facilities may simply monitor any visible emissions to determine whether the emissions are visible
or not, and if the appearance of the emissions (size, shape, or degree to which it obscures the
observer’s view) changes. While monitoring is not expected to be a certified assessment of visible
emissions, the observation should be done with the sun positioned behind the observer to give
the most valid perspective, as required in EPA Method 9. Any significant change in visible
emissions represents an early indication that corrective actions may be needed.

Section 6-110 provides a general exemption for agricultural sources, as described in Regulation
1-110.9.

C. Test Methods

The test methods listed in Regulation 6 are those that are used in more than one PM rule. The
intent is to provide a single location for listing all associated test methods, where any future
amendments to the listing can be made. In addition, as other forms of PM are regulated, the
specific test methods for PM19, PM2 5, condensable PM, or PM precursors can be added.

Sampling, instrumentation and assessment of visible emissions / opacity are based on specific
procedures cited in the Manual of Procedures. Assessment of opacity is conducted in accordance
with Modified EPA Method 9 or equivalent as provided by the Manual of Procedures, Volume, 1,
Part 1.

D. Comparative Analysis

Regulation 6 is a foundational regulation that provides the common definitions and test methods
for other Regulation 6 rules that address PM emissions. As such, there are no direct comparison
regulations that need to be addressed, or comparisons of emission limits that need to be made.

IV. EMISSIONS and EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS

This section of the Staff Report summarizes the emission reduction benefits that would result from
the proposed regulation and the costs involved. Proposed new Reg. 6 is a foundational regulation,
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to provide the basis for future industry and source specific future regulations. As a result, no
emissions reductions are expected from implementation of this regulation.

A. Emission Reductions Expected

No emission reductions are expected from proposed new Regulation 6.

V. ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Economic impacts are assessed by the cost effectiveness of proposed proposed emission
controls, and a socioeconomic assessment of affected industries.

Regulation 6 is a foundational regulation for the existing PM rules, and any new source specific
rules that may be developed in the future. No controls are required under proposed new Reg. 6,
SO no costs are incurred. Future administrative costs are expected to be reduced with definitions
and test methods located in one regulation, rather than being repeated.

A. Socioeconomic Impacts

Review of Potential Economic and Job Impacts with a Socioeconomic Analysis

The Air District contracts with an independent consultant to conduct a Socioeconomic Analysis of
potential economic impacts from the definitions and test methods in new Regulation 6, and the
associated proposed amendments to Rule 6-1. The consultant has made an initial assessment of
any economic impacts based on the new Regulation 6 and proposed amendments to Rule 6-1,
and this staff report. The Socioeconomic Impact Analysis is included as Appendix A.

Independent Socioeconomic Analyses will be made on any proposed new source specific rules.
The economic impacts on different industries differ, so will be analyzed separately. There may be
overlap between the bulk material storage and handling requirements in the amendments to Rule
6-1, and new Rule 6-6: Prohibition of Trackout so those economic impacts may be evaluated
together.

This final proposed rule language and staff report have been used to complete the Socioeconomic
Analysis. The Socioeconomic Analysis will be included in the final regulatory package, posted for
public review and comment at least 30 days before the Public Hearing. At the Public Hearing, the
Air District Board of Directors will consider the final proposal, and public input before taking any
action on the new Regulation 6 and amendments to Rule 6-1.

B. District Impacts

Staff anticipates improved efficiency in administering PM rules with the clarifications made in
proposed Regulation 6, and the proposed amendments made to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General
Requirements. The Manual of Procedures, Evaluation of Visible Emissions has been amended to
incorporate the Cumulative Time method, and the Time Averaged method of assessing opacity
from Type B emission points.

Compliance test requirements are now explicit, and testing frequency is defined based on PM
emissions rates. Compliance & Enforcement staff and Source Test staff may have to review more
source test information as this information comes into the Air District, but the incremental time
required is not significant.
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VI. REGULATORY IMPACTS

A regulatory impact analysis is required by H&SC Section 40727.2. This analysis compares the
proposal to other Air District, State and federal rules addressing the same sources. The following
table provides this regulatory impact analysis.
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Regulation 6

H&SC Section 40727.2 Regulatory Analysis

Source Test Methods 5, 9,
22, 201a, 202, 203a,b,c

Source Test Methods 5, 9,
22, 201a, 202, 203a,b,c

Section | Description (paraphrased) Comparable State or Air Comparable Federal Discussion
District Provision Provision
6-101 Description / Purpose No equivalent No equivalent Foundational document — applies to
requirements requirements all Regulation 6 source specific rules
6-102 Expectation of Compliance Various monitoring Various monitoring Establish expectation to monitor
requirements requirements operations in a manner sufficient to
prevent violations
6-200 Definitions Consistent with Consistent with EPA Provide consistency for all
SCAQMD Rule 102, Source Test Methods 5, 9, | Regulation 6 rules
SJVUAPCD Rule 1020 201a, 202, 203a,b,c
6-300 Standards None None Foundational document
6-400 | Administrative Requirements Consistent with No specific monitoring Emissions monitoring to ensure
SCAQMD Rule 403, requirements compliance with emission or
SJVUAPCD Rule 1020 limitation requirements
6-500 Monitoring and Records Consistent with Refers to Regulation 1 monitoring
Regulation 1 and records requirements
6-600 Manual of Procedures Consistent with EPA Consistent with EPA Clarification of test methods needed

for each sub-set of particulate matter

A complete listing of the applicable federal standards is found in Attachment 1-4.
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VII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Review of Potential Environmental Impacts Under CEQA

The Air District contracts with an independent consultant to conduct a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) analysis of potential environmental impacts of the new Regulation 6, and
proposed amendments to Rule 6-1. The consultant has conducted an initial assessment of any
environmental impacts based on the new Regulation 6, the proposed amendments to Rule 6-1,
and this staff report.

Similarly, CEQA analyses have been conducted on the other new source specific proposed rules.
The CEQA analysis, attached as Appendix B, combines the analysis to review all impacts of the
proposed new Regulation 6, proposed amendments to Rule 6-1, and the proposed new Rule 6-6
together all as one project, so that the cumulative impact of these proposals can be assessed and
considered.

The combined CEQA analysis shows that no significant environmental impacts are expected, and
a Negative Declaration has been prepared. The CEQA Negative Declaration will be included in
the final proposal, posted for public review and comment at least 30 days before the Public
Hearing. At the Public Hearing, the Air District Board of Directors will consider the final proposals,
and public input before taking any action on the new Regulation 6 and amendments to Rule 6-1,
and before acting on new Rule 6-6: Prohibition of Trackout.

VIII. RULE DEVELOPMENT / PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS

Rule Development Process

The Air District’'s 2010 Clean Air Plan addressed PM, including PM'’s significant health impacts,
and was approved on September 15, 2010. The 2010 Clean Air Plan included Stationary Source
Measure SSM 6: General Particulate Matter Emission Limitation. In addition to developing
amendments to Rule 6-1 to satisfy SSM 6, staff started work on this regulatory project in April
2010 by reviewing the entire inventory of PM emissions; and identifying source categories where
PM (particularly PM25) emissions are significant, where the Air District has authority, and where
the potential for substantial PM reductions are available.

The proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 are part of a rule-making process that began with the
2010 Clean Air Plan, and addresses a commitment by the Air District's Board of Directors to
review Regulation 6, Rule 1, identified as Stationary Source Measure SS31 in the Air District's
2017 Clean Air Plan. Proposed new Regulation 6 and propsoed amendments to Regulation 6,
Rule 1 begin to fulfill these important commitments to reduce PM emissions and improve public
health.

Staff based the proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 on the 2011 emissions inventory. Staff
identified the source categories to be considered during development of potential amendments,
and identified the largest sources in each category. Staff selected 55 of the largest permitted
stationary sources, and visited each one to better understand each facility’s business, each
unique emissions source and discuss potential control techniques available to reduce PM
emissions. In addition, concerns about the lack of information regarding particle size distribution,
possible sources of condensable PM, and potential secondary PM formation were discussed.
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Staff visited eight facilities that store and handle petroleum coke and coal to ensure the unique
issues with these solids were incorporated into the rule development process. Staff used the
information from these visits to develop the draft amendments and two source specific rules, and
to estimate the emission reductions that could be achieved by implementing these draft rule
changes.

Staff conducted eight workshops throughout the Bay Area from January 30 — February 8, 2017.
These workshops were conducted in parallel with Open House forums for the 2017 Clean Air
Plan. Many stakeholders voiced concern that the PM workshops were diminished by being
scheduled with the Clean Air Plan Open Houses, and the combined Open House / workshop
format prevented staff from making a formal presentation of the preliminary drafts of each rule or
engage in direct questions / answers. Others felt the personal interaction with staff regarding the
preliminary drafts of each rule provided better opportunity for genuine discussion, including
guestions / answers.

Comments received after the workshops provided additional input regarding the process used for
outreach to the wide variety of affected parties. Many indicated that they had not heard about the
workshops at all, or only at the last minute. The Public Outreach and Consultation process
described below in Section B was not as effective as staff would have preferred, so staff will mail
Public Hearing notices to each Air District permitted facility with any significant PM emissions,
and mail Public Hearing notices to additional facilities with similar Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) codes or North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) codes from
a business database used by the Socioeconomic Analysis contractor called InfoUSA, including
bulk material storage and handling and construction companies.

Proposed new Regulation 6 will provide the foundational regulation for current PM rules, and
potential future source specific rules. Proposed new Regulation 6 rule language, and this
accompanying staff report are the next step in the rule development process. Staff anticipates
that proposed new Regulation 6, and proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 will be considered
together at a Public Hearing. One other proposed new source specific rule, Rule 6-6, and
associated staff report may also be considered at that Public Hearing.

The CEQA Analysis has been conducted with the proposed new Regulation 6, propose
amendments to Rule 6-1, and the other proposed new source specific rule all considered one
project, so that the cumulative impact of these proposals can be considered. The socioeconomic
analysis for each project were conducted separately.

B. Public Outreach and Consultation

In analyzing the inventory of PM emissions and source categories where PM (particularly PM2s)
emissions are significant, where the Air District has authority, and the potential for substantial PM
reductions, staff consulted with the following interested and affected parties:

Businesses Governmental Agencies

Morton Salt - Newark CALTRANS District 4 - Oakland

Cargill - Newark Bay Area Regional Water Quality Board -
Oakland

Criterion Catalysts - Pittsburg North Coast Regional Water Quality
Board — Santa Rosa
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CertainTeed Gypsum — Napa

Bay Area Rapid Transit — Richmond
Maintenance Yard

Maxwell House — San Leandro

Alameda County

C & H Sugar — Crockett

Contra Costa County

Con Agra — Oakland

Marin County

CEMEX — Oakland

Napa County

CEMEX — Clayton

Santa Clara County

Strategic Materials — San Leandro

San Francisco City & County

Dutra Materials — San Rafael

San Mateo County

Superior Supplies — Santa Rosa

Solano County

Granite Rock — Redwood City

Sonoma County

Hanson Aggregates — Clayton

Contra Costa County Sanitary District

Bodean / Mark West Quarry — Santa
Rosa

City of Hayward

PABCO Gypsum — Redwood City

City of Napa

Georgia Pacific Gypsum - Antioch

City of Oakland

Syar - Napa City of San Jose
Syar — Santa Rosa City of San Rafael
Syar - Vallejo City of Santa Rosa

Soiland Quarry - Cotati

Langley Hill Quarry - Woodside

Industry Associations

Granite Construction — Santa Clara

Association of Building Contractors

Granite Construction — San Jose

Associated Roofing Contractors of the
Bay Area Counties

Willowbrook Feeds — Petaluma

California Asphalt Pavement Association

Hunt & Behrens — Petaluma

Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition

Owens-Corning — Santa Clara

Northern California Engineering
Contractors

Owens-Brockway - Oakland

Waste Management — San Leandro

Zanker Road Material Processing — San
Jose

Waste Management - Altamont

Redwood Landfill

Guadalupe Landfill

Ox Mountain Landfill - Half Moon Bay

Clover Flat / Upper Valley Resources

Potrero Hills Landfill

Stavin

McGuire & Hester Construction - Oakland

Ghilotti Bros. Construction — San Rafael

Universal Building Services - Richmond

Statewide Sweeping — Milpitas

Levin Richmond Terminal

Lehigh Cement

Phillips 66 Coker

Phillips 66 Coke Calciner

Shell Coker

Tesoro Coker
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Valero Fluid Coker
APS West
Carbon Inc.

These discussions led to a review of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) Best
Management Practices, and the suggestion that any proposed requirements should be consistent
with SWPPP requirements.

As described above, feedback indicates that outreach could have been more comprehensive.
Public Hearing notices will be mailed to all District permitted facilities with significant PM
emissions, and to all entities with similar Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes or North
American Industry Classification System (NAICS) codes from a business database used by the
Socioeconomic Analysis contractor called InfoUSA, including construction firms.

Public Hearings are the next step in the rulemaking process. Air District staff will publish the Public
Hearing package for new Regulation 6: Common Definitions and Source Test Methods; and
proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General Requirements. Air District staff will
accept written comments, will respond to all comments received and will present final proposals
to the Air District’'s Board of Directors for their consideration. Response to comments is included
as Appendix A of this staff report.

IX. CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATIONS

Pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code section 40727, before adopting, amending, or
repealing a rule the Board of Directors must make findings of necessity, authority, clarity,
consistency, non-duplication and reference. This section addresses each of these findings.

A. Necessity

“Necessity’ means that a need exists for the regulation, or for its amendment or repeal, as
demonstrated by the record of the rulemaking authority.” H&SC section 40727(b)(1).

Proposed new Regulation 6: Particulate Matter—Common Definitions and Source Test Methods
is needed to provide a foundational regulation with definitions and test methods that are common
to one or more source specific regulations. Amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General
Requirements are needed to update emission limits that have not been reviewed for more than
20 years, and to clarify compliance testing requirements and test methods. The update to
emissions limits are needed because the Bay Area is not yet in attainment for either PM1o or PM25
California Ambient Air Quality Standards.

B. Authority

“Authority’ means that a provision of law or of a state or federal regulation permits or requires the
regional agency to adopt, amend, or repeal the regulation. H&SC section 40727(b)(2).”

The Air District has the authority to adopt this rule under Sections 40000, 40001, 40702, and
40725 through 40728.5 of the California Health and Safety Code.
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C. Clarity

Clarity’ means that the regulation is written or displayed so that its meaning can be easily
understood by the persons directly affected by it.” H&SC Section 40727(b)(3)

Proposed Regulation 6 is written so that its meaning can be easily understood by the persons
directly affected by them. Further details in the staff report clarify the proposals, delineate the
affected industry, compliance options, and administrative requirements for the industries subject
to this rule.

D. Consistency

“Consistency’ means that the regulation is in harmony with, and not in conflict with or
contradictory to, existing statutes, court decisions, or state or federal regulations.” H&SC Section

40727(b)(4)

The proposed new rule is consistent with other Air District rules and not in conflict with state or
federal law.

E. Non-Duplication

“Nonduplication’ means that a regulation does not impose the same requirements as an existing
state or federal regulation unless a district finds that the requirements are necessary or proper to
execute the powers and duties granted to, and imposed upon, a district.” H&SC Section

40727(b)(5)

Regulation 6 is non-duplicative of other statutes, rules or regulations.

F. Reference

“Reference’ means the statute, court decision, or other provision of law that the district
implements, interprets, or makes specific by adopting, amending, or repealing a regulation.”
H&SC Section 40727(b)(6)

Implementing, interpreting or making specific the provisions of the California H&SC Sections
40000, 40001, 40702 and 40727.

The proposed rule has met all legal noticing requirements, have been discussed with the
regulated community and other interested parties, and reflect consideration of the input and
comments of many affected and interested stakeholders.

G. Recommendations

Air District staff recommends adoption of proposed Regulation 6: Common Definitions and Source
Test Methods; and amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General Requirements, and approval of
the CEQA Negative Declaration.
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) staff is proposing amendments to
Regulation 6, Rule 1: General Requirements (Rule 6-1), the Air District's general particulate
matter emissions limitation rule. This Staff Report has been developed to provide the information
supporting the proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 and is intended to provide the public with
information on draft amendments to Rule 6-1 in advance of Public Hearing the Air District will hold
in Spring 2018.

The Air District is also proposing a new over-arching regulation for Particulate Matter,
Regulation 6: Common Definitions and Test Methods (Reg 6) to accompany revisions to Rule 6-
1. The new proposed Regulation 6 would provide common definitions and test methods that apply
to existing Regulation 6 rules and other source-specific particulate matter rules as they are
developed in the future.

The proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 are part of a rule-making process to fulfill a commitment
by the Air District’'s Board of Directors to review Regulation 6, Rule 1, identified as Stationary
Source Measure SS31 in the Air District’'s 2017 Clean Air Plan. Since the 2010 Clean Air Plan
originally identified amending Rule 6-1 as a Stationary Source Control Measure, Air District staff
further committed to taking steps to address the Bay Area’s particulate matter challenges in a
November 2012 report entitled Understanding Particulate Matter: Protecting Public Health in the
San Francisco Bay Area. These draft amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1 begin to fulfill these
important commitments to reduce particulate matter emissions and improve public health.

Staff proposes amendments to Rule 6-1 because the amendments are needed to ensure the Bay
Area standards are as health-protective as possible; other air districts in California have more
stringent particulate matter standards; and the Air District’'s general requirement particulate
standards have not been updated in decades. Control technology is available that facilities can
use to comply at a reasonable cost. Staff found no facilities with PM emissions quantified by
source test that are affected by the amendments to Rule 6-1. As mid-sized and smaller particulate
matter sources begin to conduct source tests, some may find a need to install controls. However,
most of these sources currently have more stringent permit limits than those being proposed. Staff
estimates no emission reductions from these sources.

In the workshop phase of this rule development effort, Air District staff drafted a new regulation to
control particulate matter, Regulation 6, Particulate Matter, Rule 8: Bulk Material Storage and
Handling (Rule 6-8). Draft new Rule 6-8 would focus on fugitive dust from bulk material storage
and handling operations, a large source of particulate matter and a moderate source of fine
particulates (PM.). Fugitive dust is dust that is generated from active operations such as vehicle
traffic, loading and unloading solid materials; grinding, screening, or transporting solids using
conveyors; and wind erosion on solids during storage and/or handling operations.

Rather than continue to the separate development of draft new Rule 6-8, staff recognized that
fugitive dust control requirements from bulk material storage and handling facilities best fits within
general requirements, and has incorporated these requirements into the proposed amendments
to Rule 6-1. The new section proposed for Rule 6-1 addresses fugitive dust from active operations
and from wind erosion of storage piles, disturbed surfaces, and any other activities where the
solids can be exposed to the wind by setting limits on any allowable fugitive dust plume, and by
prohibiting any visible emissions of fugitive dust from traveling or carrying beyond the site
property. In addition, significant bulk material spills must be cleaned up so they do not become a
source of fugitive dust. Bulk materials include coke and coal storage and handling. Coke and coal
are particularly troublesome solids because the dust from these products is black, visible, and
particularly annoying if any particles fall onto adjoining property.
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This proposed new section of Rule 6-1 will affect approximately 120 facilities that store and handle
bulk materials, ten of which handle petroleum coke, and three facilities that store and handle coal.
Approximately 40 of these facilities already have controls for fugitive dust, mostly water sprays.
Wind breaks are a very effective method to control wind erosion that initiates fugitive dust plumes,
particularly when bulk materials are actively conveyed from one place to another. Costs for wind
screens and improvements to watering systems are relatively minor. Emission reductions are
estimated to be 0.37 tons per day (tpd) of particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10
microns or less (PMio), with approximately 0.03 tpd of emissions being PM.s. Complaints from
neighbors are expected to be reduced significantly. The new rule would reduce emissions of
particulate matter in the Bay Area in a technically feasible and cost-effective manner, thereby
improving public health and reducing nuisance dust deposited on nearby neighbors’ property.

The Air District is proposing these amendments to Rule 6-1 as part of three proposals addressing
fine particulate pollution. The three proposals include (i) a new Regulation 6 providing common
definitions, expectation of monitoring emissions to remain in compliance, and test methods that
apply generally to all of the particulate matter Rules under Regulation 6; (i) amendments to Rule
6-1; and (iii) a new Rule 6-6: Prohibition of Trackout. More information about these related
proposals can be found in their respective staff reports, which are being published concurrently
with this report.

This Staff Report describes the review that staff has undertaken to analyze the various source
categories addressed by Rule 6-1 and determine any significant emission reductions. Following
this introduction and summary, Section Il, Background refers to the parallel section in the
Regulation 6 staff report supplemented with additional information regarding bulk material storage
and handling. Section Ill, Proposed Requirements describes the specific requirements and
emission limits, and rationale supporting each. Section IV, Emissions and Emission Reductions
describes the expected emissions impacts. Section V provides estimated costs for
implementation of Rule 6-1; assesses cost effectiveness of the emission reductions; summarizes
the Socioeconomic Impacts on the affected industries, jobs market, and local economy; and
covers the implementation impacts for the Air District. Section VI provides a discussion on how
this rule fits into the existing structure of state and federal regulatory requirements. Section VI
summarizes the environmental impacts, and references the California Environmental Quality Act
analysis conducted for the amendments to Rule 6-1, in combination with new Regulation 6, and
new Regulation 6, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout. A Negative Declaration is proposed as a result
of the CEQA review. Section VIII describes the rule development and public participation process
used to ensure all affected and interested parties participated in this rulemaking project. Section
IX summarizes the findings required by the California Health and Safety Code to adopt an
amended regulation, summarizes the staff conclusions, and lists the staff recommendations to
the Board regarding Rule 6-1, and the Negative Declaration from the CEQA analysis. References
are provided, and the associated CEQA Analysis, Socio-economic Analysis and Response to
Comments are appendices to this staff report.

Staff recommends the Board of Directors adopt the proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule
1, and approve the associated CEQA Analysis Negative Declaration at the Public Hearing
scheduled for Spring 2018.

The Air District invites all interested members of the public to review the proposed amendments
to Rule 6-1 and this Staff Report, to provide comments on this proposal, and to participate in the
Public Hearing. Air District staff will accept written comments, will respond to all comments
received, and will present final proposals to the Air District's Board of Directors for their
consideration. For further information in advance of the Public Hearing, please contact Guy
Gimlen, Principal Air Quality Engineer, (415) 749-4734, ggimlen@baagmd.gov.
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II. BACKGROUND

Refer to the Background section of the staff report for new proposed Regulation 6, Section A for
the broad review of all particulate matter sources in the Bay Area, including bulk material storage
and handling. This background information provided the basis for the amendments to Rule 6-1,
and discusses the recognition that most sources currently have more restrictive permit limits, so
the more restrictive particulate matter standards result in very few if any emission reductions. That
review also lead directly to the new section of Rule 6-1 addressing control of fugitive dust from
bulk materials, including petroleum coke and coal storage and handling. Supplemental
background information on petroleum coke and coal storage and handling is included here.

A. Industry / Source Description

There is potential for fugitive dust being emitted from any location that produces, handles or stores
solid material, particularly where heavy truck and vehicle traffic are part of producing and selling
these bulk materials. Bulk material is defined as any unpackaged sand, soil, gravel, aggregate,
solid construction material, solid industrial chemical or other solid product less than two inches in
length or diameter. Petroleum coke and coal handling facilities are included with bulk material
sites.

1. Bulk Material Storage and Handling

Wind erosion at bulk material storage and handling facilities can create significant dust emissions,
particularly when handling fine solids like gypsum, or even gravel and sand from rock quarries.
Background on bulk material storage and handling is found in the Regulation 6 staff report,
Section II.A.7: Opportunities for PM Emission Reductions. In addition, the Air District has received
numerous complaints about coke dust and coal dust. Coke and coal loading / unloading and
stockpiles are unique in that fugitive dust from these products is black and highly visible other
more typical forms of dust.

PM Emissions from Petroleum Coke and Coal

Petroleum coke is a product of the oil refining process, converting residuum (the heavy asphaltic
material from crude oil) into lighter gas oils and solid coke. Three of the five Bay Area refineries
produce solid coke. The solid coke is formed in a large vessel called a coke drum, and removed
from the drum with high pressure water. The solid coke usually falls into a pit, where it is scooped
up, crushed to a manageable size, and conveyed to storage on a conveyor belt. Each refinery
conveys, loads, and stores coke in stockpiles (either on-site or off-site). The solid coke may be
loaded directly onto a truck and transported to a customer. Most petroleum coke is burned for
fuel. One refiner also calcines a portion of their coke to produce a specialty product called calcined
coke. One other refiner produces “fluid” coke, which has the consistency of black sand.

One cement manufacturer in Cupertino burns petroleum coke as fuel. Coke is transported to this
facility by truck, offloaded via conveyor to a storage pile, and then fed into the process stream.
Most of the coke produced in the Bay Area is shipped overseas. There are three coke shipping
facilities, one located in the Richmond harbor, one in Pittsburg, and one in Benicia. Each of these
shipping facilities receives solid coke by truck, off-loads it, conveys and stores it, then loads it
onto ships. The facility in Richmond stores the coke in an open stockpile. The facility in Pittsburg
is a state of the art facility, with enclosed off-loading, enclosed conveyors, and enclosed storage.
The facility in Benicia is partially enclosed and handles fluid coke.

The Bay Area has two foundries that use coal as a raw material in the manufacturing process.
One is in Oakland and the other is in Union City. Coal is received from out of state by railcar at
each facility. One facility off-loads and conveys the coal to open storage, then scoops up coal as
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needed to supply the manufacturing process. The other off-loads and conveys the coal to a series
of silos where the coal is stored until used in the manufacturing process.

Coal dust is a concern throughout the transportation and handling process. Coal contains 2-5 wit.
% silt (particles smaller than 70 microns), and the silt can create dust from wind erosion if not kept
moist. Coal dust can be emitted from the open tops on railcars in transit. Additional silt is formed
as coal jostles in the railcar but most of the coal dust silt is emitted from the railcar in the first few
miles of travel. The Air District does not have authority to regulate rail transportation.

In addition, coal dust is a concern when off-loading the railcar into a hopper and conveyor system.
Staff observed coal dust coming out of the top of the railcar during unloading, and coal dust
surrounding the receipt hopper below the railcar. In addition, the facility that scoops up the coal
to feed into the manufacturing processes had issues with coal spills into the vehicle path used to
deliver the coal to the process equipment.

2. Pollutants and Emissions Sources

The pollutants of concern from bulk material sites are fugitive dust from the any of the solid
materials being handled and stored, and any dust from vehicle traffic on unpaved roads within the
site. Rock quarries, asphalt plants, construction sites, equipment storage yards that are not
paved, landfills, and any industrial facility that handles solids has the potential to create dust that
can add to the particulate load in the air, and that can impact neighbors.

3. Current Emissions Control Technology and Methods

As described in Background section of the staff report for new draft Regulation 6, Section A, the
conventional controls for fugitive dust from bulk material storage sites include water trucks
spraying water on stockpiles and roads, covers for stockpiles, limiting vehicles speeds on internal
haul roads, water sprays for crushers, screens and conveyor belts, and cleanup of any spills.

B. Regulatory History

Refer to the Background section of the staff report for new draft Regulation 6, Section B for the
broad review of Regulatory History.

C. Technical Review of Control Technologies

Refer to the Background section of the staff report for new draft Regulation 6, Section C for the
broad review of control technologies. There are no new innovative technologies used for
controlling fugitive dust from bulk material sites, but there are control technologies that are very
effective that are currently under-utilized and can impact dust generation significantly. Wind
screens are very effective, often more effective than using water to control dust. Staff strongly
encourages use of wind screens rather than watering to control dust, particularly with the semi-
constant drought that persists throughout California.

1. Wind Screens are Effective Dust Controls

Prevention of wind erosion for bulk materials, including coke and coal, is very similar to that
needed for geologic fugitive dust:

e Minimize the surface area being exposed to wind erosion;

e Establish windbreaks, and limit work on windy days;

e Apply dust suppression measures including water fog or mist when needed,;

o Limit traffic on surfaces with dusty silt, and limit vehicle speeds; and
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e Prevent dirt, mud, and solids spills; and clean up any spills that have the potential to
create dust immediately.

Staff observed the following areas of opportunity for better bulk material dust control:
e Protect locations where bulk materials are handled from wind erosion:
0 Unloading from a railcar or truck into a hopper that feeds a conveyor;
0 Unloading from a ship (this is seldom done, but uses a clamshell style scoop when
it is done);
o Conveyors are often up in the air and more susceptible to winds;
o0 Conveyor transfer points (the transitions from the end of one conveyor onto
another conveyor, or crusher or screening device);
0 Stockpiles; and
0 Loading onto trucks, railcars and ships.
¢ Reduce drop heights at conveyor transfer points, and drop heights onto stockpiles where
the material is exposed to the wind;
Prevent and cleanup spills that are subject to wind erosion; and
e Prevent bulk materials from migrating into vehicle traffic areas where it can be pulverized
into silt, and entrained into the air from the turbulence of the vehicle traffic.
Staff visited most bulk material handling sites, and found each site (except the petroleum coke
shipping facility in Pittsburg) needed improvements in a least two of the areas listed above.

Figure II-1: Typical Wind Screen - constructed to protect a down-wind stockpile.

Wind barriers are very effective at reducing wind velocity and controlling wind erosion. Research
on wind barrier design finds that the most effective designs! have 50 percent porosity (i.e. allows
about half of the wind to blow through the wind screen), and the height of the windbreak should

1 Windbreak Effectiveness for Storage-Pile Fugitive-Dust Control, Billman and Ayra, Department of
Marine, Earth and Atmospheric Sciences, North Carolina State University.
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be as high as the bulk material handling operation or stockpile that it protects. The windbreak
should be placed a distance no more than its height upwind from the potential dust source. Wind
screens are estimated to be 70 percent effective at reducing fugitive dust. Figure II-2 shows the
impact a wind barrier has on wind velocity. This example is provided by Dust Solutions, Inc., a
company that provides a wide variety of dust solutions, including water misters and wind barriers.
Wind screens with porosity allow enough wind to blow through the screen preventing a low-
pressure area on the downwind side that can create eddy currents the aggravate wind erosion.

Figure 1I-2: Wind Barrier — from Dust Solutions, Inc.
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Dust controls are similar during active dust generating operations. Dust control measures for
active bulk material handling include:
e Provide wind barriers to prevent / minimize wind erosion, or enclose dusty material
handling and storage areas.
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Figure 11-3: Wind Barrier surrounding a transfer point

Windbreaks on conveyors can be built or attached to the support structure for the conveyor, with
adequate clean-out openings to accommodate conveyor spills. Conveyors may also need catch-
pans to catch any small spills from conveyor operation. These catch-pans, however, are often
difficult to retrofit onto an existing conveyor because the mechanical structure must be designed
for the weight of the catch-pan plus any spills that may collect. Staff is not proposing to require
catch-pans on conveyors because of this retrofit problem.

Fugitive dust from wind erosion is estimated based on wind speed above what is known as “the
friction threshold velocity” (the wind speed required to get the first particle of fugitive dust into the
air). Use of a wind screen reduces wind velocity by 50%. Average wind speed in the Bay Area
during the dry summer season is typically about 10 mph with peak wind speed seldom over 20
mph, so wind screens can be up to 85% effective at controlling fugitive dust. Staff estimates that
a combination of windscreens and judicious use of water fog and misting systems can control
more than 90% of fugitive dust. However, since about one-third of bulk material handling facilities
already use some combination of wind screens and water sprays, staff estimates that enhanced
effort to control dust, particularly using wind screens, will be approximately 70% effective.

2. Judicious Water Use to Control Dust

In addition to wind screens, judicious use of water is the next most effective way to control dust.
Water sprays and dust suppressants continue to be the most effective way to control dust from
stockpiles and unpaved, unstabilized haul roads. Covers for stockpiles, and a low-silt gravel base
for unpaved haul roads are effective and reduce water use.

In situations where active operations occur and fugitive dust is being generated, water fog and
water mist are more effective at reducing dust. Rather than spraying significant volumes of water,
fog and mist systems create small water droplets that are more effective at contacting small dust
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particles. Most estimates of water fog and water mist systems indicate they are 10 — 20 times
more effective at reducing fugitive dust per gallon of water. During this recurring drought in
California, staff recommends water fog or mist systems, and recommends converting existing
water spray systems to water fog/mist systems. These water fog systems can also be even more
effective when a surfactant (typically a soap) is used to help the water contact and adhere to the
solid particles of dust more easily.

Figure II-4: Use water fog or mist to control dust during active handling operations.

Figure II-5: Spray water fog and mist to keep disturbed surfaces damp during bulk
material moving operations.
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Staff estimates that water spray systems can control approximately 50 percent of fugitive dust
generation, and water fog or water mist systems can be equally effective using less than 25
percent of the water used by water sprays.

Note the obvious concern about excessive use of water to control fugitive dust emissions,
especially with the persistent recurring drought being experienced in California. This concern
about water use drives the recommendation to use wind screens as a first approach to dust
control, and to take advantage of the better effectiveness of water fog and water mist systems,
rather than water sprays, water hoses, and water trucks. A complication of water fog and mist
systems is that the fog or mist must be protected from the wind by an enclosure or a wind screen,
because the fog or mist will be affected by the wind patterns.

3. Vehicle Traffic Controls

At many bulk material sites, vehicle traffic is the largest source of fugitive dust. Staff recommends
the following control methods to prevent, and reduce dust from vehicles:
e Limit vehicle traffic to paved or stabilized surfaces;
e Limit vehicle speeds to less than 15 mph;
e Use barricades or barriers to prevent erosion of bulk materials onto the vehicle pathways
where vehicles can pulverize the solids into fine particles; and
o Prevent dirt, mud and other solids from being tracked out or spilled onto paved
roadways.

Staff has specifically not required these specific controls in the proposed rule language, because
it is up to each bulk material site to use the controls that best fit their operations, as needed to
prevent significant dust plumes and to prevent any visible dust plumes from being carried beyond
the property line where the dust can impact neighbors.

III. PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

A. Purpose

This regulation limits the quantity of PM in the atmosphere by establishing limits on emission rates
and concentrations from facilities with stacks and by establishing visible emission limits, including
opacity standards for any source, including fugitive dust from bulk material storage and handling
facilities.

B. Applicability

This is a general requirements rule, so it would apply to all sources of PM in the Bay Area. In
addition, the general provisions in Regulation 1, and the common definitions and source test
methods in Regulation 6 also apply to Rule 6-1 as cited in the rule. A proposed new section
addresses fugitive dust from bulk material sites.

C. Exemptions

Rule 6-1 provides exemptions for sources that are subject to other source-specific rules
addressing those operations. Section 6-1-110.1 exempts temporary sandblasting operations
because they are currently subject to the provisions of Regulation 12, Rule 4. Section 6-1-110.2
exempts outdoor fires because they are currently subject to the provisions of Regulation 5.
Section 6-1-110.3 exempts wood-burning devices because they are currently subject to the
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provisions of Regulation 6, Rule 3. Section 6-1-110.4 exempts metal recycling and shredding
operations because they are currently subject to the provisions of Regulation 6, Rule 4.

Section 6-1-111 provides a limited exemption for explosive blasting operations that have been
permitted by the State of California Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Occupational
Safety and Health (and other applicable local permitting authorities). It is very difficult to control
dust during blasting operations. Staff has observed significant pre-watering of a blast site (for
approximately 12 hours), yet there was very little impact on the resulting fugitive dust from the
blast. This exemption applies to the blasting operations only. The storage and handling of bulk
materials remain subject to the requirements of this rule.

Section 6-1-112 provides a limited exemption from new Section 307 regarding fugitive dust from
bulk material handling, because Regulation 9-13-304 requires specific fugitive dust mitigation
control measures. This section also provides a limited exemption to Section 6-1-310 (particulate
matter concentration limits) and Section 6-1-311 (particulate matter weight limits) for Portland
Cement manufacturing because these sources are subject to the specific requirements of
Regulation 9, Rule 13.

Section 6-1-113 provides a limited exemption from the proposed more stringent amendments to
Section 6-1-310 (particulate matter concentration limits), the proposed more stringent
amendments to Section 6-1-311 (particulate matter weight limits), and from compliance testing
required in Section 6-1-504 for commercial cooking, because these sources are subject to the
provisions of Regulation 6, Rule 2. Similarly, salt processing operations are proposed to be
exempt because pure (greater than 99 weight percent) salt air emissions to not have health
consequences. Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for salt cites no specific health impact limits.?

Staff considered a similar exemption for sugar processing operations, but found that the National
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) recommends no more than 5 mg/m? of
exposure to sugar dust, so the limited exemption was not included in the rule language.

Section 6-1-114 also provides a limited exemption from the proposed more stringent amendments
to Section 6-1-310 (particulate matter concentration limits) and the proposed more stringent
amendments to Section 6-1-311 (PM weight limits), for combustion from fuel fired indirect heat
exchangers (furnaces, heaters, boilers, etc.) and gas-fuel fired control devices that control only
gaseous emissions. Particulates from fuel combustion are generally the result of incomplete
combustion, and the most practical method to control particulates is to install an oxidation system
(either catalytic oxidation or afterburner) in the flue gas stream. Oxidation systems are currently
Best Available Control Technology for new installations, but represent a significant alteration to
an existing combustion flue gas stream, and can affect draft so induced draft fans are often
necessary. Installation of any oxidation system is site specific and furnace/boiler specific, so
beyond the scope of this general particulate control rulemaking project. Best Available Retrofit
Control Technology that applies to these sources is “good combustion practice.” In addition, gas-
fuel fired indirect heat exchangers are exempt from compliance testing required in Section 6-1-
504. Liquid- and solid-fuel fired indirect heat exchangers remain subject to compliance testing
required in Section 6-1-504 so additional information can be developed on these sources.

Section 6-1-115 provides a delayed compliance date for the more stringent TSP concentration
limits in Section 6-1-310.2 for one specific facility. This facility is a sewage treatment plant that
currently incinerates sludge. Source test data indicate the sludge incinerator may occasionally
have difficulty meeting the more stringent TSP concentration limits. A delayed compliance date

2 Morton Salt Safety Data Sheet: CAS Number 7647-14-5, MSDS Code 100
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will give this facility time to identify controls that both satisfy the TSP limit and also address toxic
emissions requirements in Rule 11-18.

Section 6-1-116 exempts two specific sources at one facility from the more stringent TSP limits in
Section 6-1-310.2 and 6-1-311.2. These sources are abated by a wet scrubber that has an Air
District Permit to Operate, and the wet scrubber constitutes best available control technology
(BACT) for particulates emitted from these sources.

Section 6-1-117 provides a delayed compliance date for the more stringent TSP limits in Section
6-1-310.2 and 6-1-311.2 for one specific facility. This facility plans to install additional control
equipment based on the requirements of Regulation 9, Rule 14: Petroleum Coke Calcining
Operations. This equipment will not be installed and in operation until late 2019. This limited
exemption delays the more stringent PM requirements for two additional years, until January 1,
2022, to provide time needed for tuning this control equipment.

One limited exemption that was considered and rejected was for situations where wind gusts
exceed 25 mph. Fugitive dust is very difficult to control in high wind situations, and facilities can
implement all feasible control measures to limit fugitive dust and still have visible emissions that
can travel or carry beyond the property line. Rather than provide a specific exemption for such
situations, staff proposes using the current method of allowing Compliance and Enforcement
personnel to use their collective judgement and discretion regarding the degree to which the Air
District enforces Section 6-1-307 during high wind situations. Enforcement inspectors currently,
and will continue to consider the background level of dust upwind of any specific source, and
whether the owner/operator has a written dust control contingency plan and has implemented the
dust control measures in the contingency plan. Potential dust control measures are identified in
the Staff Report for Regulation 6, Attachment 1-5.

D. Definitions

The common definitions in Regulation 6 apply to Rule 6-1. In addition, Rule 6-1 provides
definitions for “Exhaust Gas Volume” and “Process Weight Rate.” These two definitions are used
in setting PM emission limits.

“Exhaust Gas Volume” is defined as the volume of gas discharged from an emission point,
adjusted to standard conditions (defined in Reg. 1-228) excluding any water vapor or steam.

“Particle” is defined because it is used in Section 6-1-305. It is defined as a minute quantity of
solid matter or liquid droplet.

“Process Weight” is defined as total weight of all material going into a process operation, including
solid fuels and any process air needed (generally for cooling), but excluding:

e Any liquid or gas fuels,

e Air that is not consumed as a reactant, or not critical to the process,

e Air that is used only for dilution, and

e Combustion air.
This definition of process weight is designed to include the volume of gases needed by the
process, but excluding combustion products and excluding any dilution air.

“‘Regulated Bulk Material” site is defined as a bulk material site that produces, handles, loads,
unloads, stores or uses more than 10 tons per year of bulk materials; and is subject to an authority
to construct and/or permit to operate specifically for bulk material storange and handling issued
by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. New draft more stringent limits on fugitive dust
will apply regulated bulk material sites.
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A stockpile is defined as a storage pile of bulk material that is open or unenclosed, external to any
barns, pit or silo.

E. Emission Limits

Currently, Regulation 6, Rule 1: General Requirements Sections 6-1-301 and 302 establish a
visible emissions limit from any source of no more than Ringelmann 1, or 20 percent opacity for
no more than three minutes in any hour observation period (five percent of the time), using EPA
Method 9. This requirement applies to all sources, except for those outlined in Sections 6-1-303
and 304. Other aspects of Sections 6-1-301 to 306 include minor edits for clarity. Reference to
opacity sensing devices is deleted, because those references are now included in Regulation 6-
602.

Staff considered altering the language defining the opacity observation period from “any hour” to
“any sixty-minute period.” However, regarding facilities with Continuous Emissions Monitors
(CEMSs), the District Manual of Procedures, Volume V, Section 8.3.2 specifically identifies “clock
hour” when determining any excess emission. Staff received feedback after the workshops
indicating that several facilities rely on this interpretation in control of soot-blowing functions, and
in calculations of CEM monthly summaries and excesses. Staff recommends leaving the opacity
observation period definition as “any hour.”

Section 6-1-307 requires Regulated Bulk Material Sites to meet a more stringent fugitive dust
plume requirement of no more than 10% opacity (equivalent to Ringelmann 0.5), that does not
linger in the air for more than a cumulative three minutes in any 60-minute observation period
(five percent of the time) and that is not larger than five feet long, five feet high, or five feet wide.
This significance threshold is designed to allow a reasonable or small dust plume that may occur
from vehicle traffic, some active operation on solid materials, or minor puffs of dust from the wind.
However, if the plume becomes taller than a person or wider than a car, the 10 percent opacity
and three minutes in any 60-minute observation period limits apply.

In addition, Section 6-1-307 prohibits any visible dust plume from traveling or being carried by the
wind beyond the property line of the site. Visible emissions are determined by EPA Method 22,
which is based on whether the particulate plume is visible or not. This limit is established to be
sure dust is not leaving the site and impacting neighbors.

Section 6-1-307 also requires any bulk material spill that is more than 12 inches high or covers
an area of more than 25 square feet must be cleaned up by the end of the workday, unless the
spill is stabilized or protected by a wind screen to prevent fugitive dust. Cleanup activities must
meet a 20 percent opacity limit for no more than three minutes in any sixty-minute period.

Section 6-1-310 establishes Total Suspended Particle (TSP) concentration limits that apply to
facilities with a stack or vent with sufficiently regular geometry so that both flow volume and
contaminant concentrations can be measured.

Section 6-1-310.1 retains the current limit of 343 milligrams/dry standard cubic meter (0.150
grains/dry standard cubic foot (gr/dscf)).

Section 6-1-310.2 establishes emission limits for any source where the Potential to Emit (defined
in Regulation 2-1-217) is greater than 1,000 kilograms/year (approximately six Ibs per day).
Emission limits are provided in a table, ranging from 0.150 to 0.0100 gr/dscf, depending on volume
of Exhaust Gas Rate. These emission limits are equal to limits currently in place in the South
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Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast) Rule 404, and have been achieved in
practice. Section 6-1-310.2 goes into effect July 1, 2020.

Section 6-1-310.3 defines adjustments needed to standardize emissions concentrations, namely
12 volume percent carbon dioxide (CO,) for incinerators and salvage operations, or six volume
percent oxygen (O-) for heat transfer operations.

Section 6-1-311 establishes TSP weight limits that apply to facilities with a stack or vent with
sufficiently regular geometry so that both flow volume and contaminant concentrations can be
measured.

Section 6-1-311.1 retains the current table of limits, but clarifies the exact range of process weight
for each emission limit. Limits range from 1.8 to 40 Ibs per hour.

Section 6-1-311.2 establishes emission limits for any source where the Potential to Emit (defined
in Regulation 2-1-217) is greater than 1,000 kilograms per year(kg/yr) (approximately six Ibs per
day). Emission limits are provided in a table, ranging from 1.0 to 30 Ibs per hour depending on
process weight rate. These emission limits are equal to limits currently in place in the South Coast
Rule 405, and have been achieved in practice. Similarly, Section 6-1-311.2 goes into effect July
1, 2020.

Sulfuric acid manufacturing plant acid mist emissions were not studied in the scope of this rule
development project. Section 6-1-320 for Sulfuric Acid Manufacturing Plans has minor
clarifications. TSP limits in Sections 6-1-310 and 311 continue to apply to sulfuric acid
manufacturing plants. Review of sulfuric acid manufacturing plant source tests indicates these
plants easily meet these emissions limits.

Sulfur recovery unit acid mist emissions were not studied in the scope of this rule development
project. Section 6-1-330 for Sulfur Recovery Units has minor revisions for clarification. TSP limits
in Section 6-1-310 and 311 continue to apply to sulfuric recovery units. Review of sulfur recovery
unit source tests indicate these units easily meet these emissions limits.

F. Administrative Requirements
The monitoring requirement in Regulation 6-102 applies.

Section 6-1-402 provides an Alternate Source Test Frequency from the source testing
requirements in Section 6-1-504 and 505. The APCO will consider applications for reducing
source test frequency based on actual test results if three consecutive results are in compliance
with the applicable standard.

G. Monitoring and Records
Sections 6-1-501 — 503 have minor clarifications.

Section 6-1-504 defines TSP compliance testing requirements, based on the extent of the TSP
emissions. Compliance testing is required for any source with a District Permit to Operate and
TSP emissions greater than 2,000 kilograms per year (approximately 12 Ibs per day). Testing
frequency ranges from annually for facilities emitting more than 16,000 kg/yr to once every five
years for facilities emitting 2,000 — 8,000 kg/yr. Inactive sources do not require testing until they
operate for more than 90 days.
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Similarly, Section 6-1-505 defines sulfur trioxide (SOz) / acid mist compliance testing
requirements, based on the extent of the acid mist emissions. Compliance testing is required for
any source with a District Permit to Operate and acid mist emissions greater than 2,000 kg/yr
(approximately 12 Ibs per day). Testing frequency ranges from annually for facilities emitting more
than 16,000 kg/yr to once every five years for facilities emitting 2,000 — 8,000 kg/yr. Inactive
sources do not require testing until they operate for more than 90 days.

Section 6-1-506 establishes the requirements for regulated bulk material site monitoring of fugitive
dust visible emissions. These facilities are not expected to have a person certified to assess plume
opacity; but they are expected to establish a management system to monitor sources and
operations with the potential to generate fugitive dust, and take corrective actions if there is any
indication that fugitive dust is becoming significant. These sites are not asked to make a
“‘compliance determination.” Rather, they are asked to pay attention to the potential for fugitive
dust, and take corrective actions if fugitive dust appears to become significant.

Each regulated bulk material site is required to monitor sources and active operations for fugitive
dust visible emissions when the potential for dust is high due to wind conditions and/or work
activities as follows:

e Monitor the nature and extent of fugitive dust visible emissions from each potential source
or operation using simple observation of the emission, with the sun (or artificial light)
positioned behind the observer:

0 Observe each source with the potential to generate fugitive dust that is located
within 1,000 feet of the site property line on a workday when the wind is blowing
from the source toward the property line — at least twice each such workday; and

0 Observe all sources with the potential to generate fugitive dust at least once each
workday.

0 Petroleum coke, calcined coke and coal operations are required to monitor during
daylight hours only, since black dust is virtually impossible to see at night.

e The APCO may specify the monitoring and frequency of monitoring if needed.

¢ Document the sources and operations monitored each workday.

e Maintain records in electronic, paper hard copy or log book format for two years and make
these records and any other photographic or video records of fugitive dust the site may
have available to the Air District upon request.

o Air District enforcement will occur through the normal process of site visits including visual
observations and records reviews, and may be adjusted based on conditions found.

Monitoring is required during active operations regardless of when the workday starts or ends.
Visible emission limits are in effect day and night, and subject to enforcement action by the
District. Lighting at each facility varies, so monitoring at night is more difficult.

Any individual that monitors fugitive dust plumes is not expected to be proficient in either EPA
Method 9 or EPA Method 22. However, when observing sources with the potential to create

fugitive dust, they are expected to position themselves with the sun (or artificial light) behind them,
as this is the positioning required in EPA Method 9.

H. Manual of Procedures

Section 6-1-601 affirms that the common test methods in Regulation 6 apply to this rule, including
the test methods used to assess fugitive dust visible emissions.
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Section 6-1-602.1 defines the test method for TSP as EPA Method 5 or an approved alternate
method as described in Regulation 6-603. Source tests are not required if the sampling facilities
are not adequate to conduct the source test as required by the test method. The Air District
reserves the right to require modification of the sampling facilities as needed (when possible) per
Regulation 1, Section 501 so that a proper source test can be conducted.

Section 6-1-602.2 defines the test method for acid mist as EPA Method 8 or an approved
alternate. Source tests are not required if the sampling facilities are not adequate to conduct the
source test as required by the test method. The Air District reserves the right to require
modification of the sampling facilities as needed (when possible) per Regulation 1, Section 501
so that a proper source test can be conducted.

L. Comparative Analysis

Proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 bring it up to date with the most stringent regulations in
California. TSP concentration and weight limits meet or exceed the most stringent in South Coast,
San Joaquin Valley, and Sacramento Metro air districts.

Requirements for regulation bulk material storage and handling are analogous and more stringent
that South Coast Rule 403 and Rule 403.1, and San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control
District (San Joaquin Valley) Rule 8031. Section 6-1-307 is performance based requiring plumes
no greater than 10 percent opacity, where the South Coast and San Joaquin Valley rules require
specific particulate control plans or specific control measures provided as options to control
fugitive dust to less than 20 percent opacity (Ringelmann 1).

Acid mist limits for sulfuric acid manufacturing and sulfur recovery units equal those in the other

air districts. Draft compliance testing requirements strengthen this rule. Source test methods are
clarified.

IV. EMISSIONS and EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS

Table IV-1 summarizes the emissions and emission reductions anticipated from the draft
amendments to Rule 6-1.

Table IV-1: Estimated Emissions Reductions from Draft Amendments to Rule 6-1:

i TSP PMio PM2s
Source Categories (tpd) (tpd) (tpd)
Current Emissions:
Other Industrial / Commercial Processes 16.7 9.83 5.78
Estimated Emission Reductions 0.45 0.37 0.03
Percent Reduction 2.7% 3.8% 0.5%

Current PM emissions estimates from the 2011 Emission Inventory total 174.2 tons per day (tpd)
of TSP, 105.6 tpd PMio, and 46.31 tpd PM.s. The emissions addressed by these proposed
amendments are from the target category of “Other Industrial / Commercial Processes.”

A. Summary of Estimated Emission Reductions

The proposed more stringent TSP limits will impact only one moderate source of PM emissions.
Most Bay Area source’s PM limits have been established through permit conditions when the
source was installed or modified. The general nature of the TSP limits in Rule 6-1 require that
they apply to all PM sources, so they are less restrictive than the permit conditions that may be
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applied to any specific source. As a result, no emission reductions are expected to be realized
from the proposed more stringent TSP limits.

One source, the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District sludge incinerator, is expected to install
controls to address toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions within the next several years to meet
the requirements in Rule 11-18. These controls will also reduce TSP emissions by approximately
16 Ib/day (three tons per year). However, such controls are not cost effective for a relatively minor
three tons per year TSP reduction. In addition, the timeframe required for most public owned
treatment works to install controls is a total of six years for budgeting, financing, design,
installation and startup. Section 6-1-114 provides this facility a delayed compliance period of
seven years from adoption to give the facility adequate time to address toxics and TSP emissions.

While developing possible amendments for Rule 6-1, staff identified Bay Area Rapid Transit
(BART) four maintenance yards that each have BART car-cleaning facilities as having potential
for significant PM emission reductions. However, staff discovered that the existing abatement
systems (roto-clone wet scrubbers) were not accounted for in the existing emissions inventory.
BART car-cleaning facilities are currently in compliance with the more restrictive emission limits
in Rule 6-1.

The proposal contains more stringent TSP limits that may also impact two additional facilities: a
bottle manufacturing facility in Oakland, and a facility in Santa Rosa that manufactures paper tape
used to join and smooth two sections of wallboard. The glass manufacturing facility in Oakland is
shut down with no plans to re-open. The current emissions performance from the paper tape
manufacturer is estimated, with no supporting source test information available. Additional source
tests are needed to determine whether additional controls will be required, and whether those
controls would be cost effective. Based on these uncertainties, no emission reductions from these
two facilities are included in this summary.

As affected facilities perform compliance source testing, some additional sources may be affected
by the amendments to Rule 6-1. Cost effective control options are available for almost all types
of sources.

Bulk Material Sources with more than six Ibs per day TSP emissions

There are 72 facilities with 134 sources of more than six Ibs per day of TSP emissions. Forty- four
of these sources are already equipped with water spray systems, and the other 90 of these
sources do not currently appear to have any dust controls. Staff estimates that the 44 sources
may elect to upgrade their existing water sprays to water fog or water mist systems to reduce
water use, but this will not significantly reduce emissions. Staff estimates that the remaining 90
sources will be controlled with wind screens, transfer point shrouds, and loading / unloading
chutes. Some judicious use of water fog and water mist systems may be necessary in locations
where it is difficult to fit wind screens or shrouds. Staff expects that less than half of the 90 sources
will require supplemental water fog or sprays along with wind screens. In addition, staff estimates
that only half of these sources will actually install controls, because the facilities will be able to
improve their operations to meet the 10 percent opacity requirements. Emissions reductions are
estimated based on only 45 sources adding additional emissions control. Staff assumes wind
screens/shrouds and loading chutes are 70 percent effective, resulting in emission reductions of
0.37 tpd of PM1o, and 0.03 tpd of PMas.

Bulk Material Sources with two to six Ibs per day TSP emissions

There are 72 facilities with 123 sources of TSP emissions ranging from two to six Ibs. per day
(some of these facilities also have sources with greater than 6 Ibs per day of TSP emissions).
Forty of these sources are already equipped with water spray systems, and the other 83 of these
sources do not currently appear to have any dust controls. Staff estimates that some of the 40
sources with water sprays may be upgraded to water fog or water mist systems to reduce water
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use, but will not significantly reduce emissions. Staff estimates that the remaining sources will
likely not be controlled with wind screens, transfer point shrouds, and loading/unloading chutes.
Current emissions of two — six Ibs per day may be small enough to meet the visible emissions
performance objective of ten percent opacity without installing additional controls. Staff assumes
no additional emissions reductions from these sources.

V. ECONOMIC IMPACTS

A. Cost Effectiveness

Proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 TSP concentration limits, and TSP weight limits are consistent
with the requirements and emission limits that have been demonstrated in practice, as South
Coast, San Joaquin Valley, and Sacramento Metro air districts have had similar regulations in
place for several years. Control technologies that have been “achieved in practice” can be
required as best available control technology (BACT) without having to make a cost effectiveness
determination.® In addition, since these more stringent TSP limits do not appear to trigger
installation of any emission controls, no cost effectiveness analysis is required.

Central Contra Costa Sanitary District solid sludge incinerator is the only facility that would be
required to meet the more stringent TSP concentration limits. An improved wet scrubber is
estimated to cost $17,000,000 in capital cost, and $2,200,000 annualized costs including capital
amortization, operating and maintenance costs. Emission reductions are only three tons per year,
so any controls required specifically for PM do not appear to be cost effective. CCC Sanitary
District staff indicate that they anticipate installing controls to address TAC emissions and expect
PM emission reductions to be a side-benefit. Staff has excluded PM emission reductions from
CCC Sanitary District because they are not a direct result of amendments to Rule 6-1.

The proposed more stringent TSP limits may also affect a facility in Santa Rosa that manufactures
paper tape used to join and smooth two sections of wallboard. The current emissions performance
from the paper tape manufacturer is estimated at 117 Ibs per day. If these emissions are verified
with a source test, additional controls are cost effective in reducing emissions. Staff estimates
that a baghouse could be added downstream from the existing cyclone, reducing PM emissions
by at least 90 percent and resulting in emission reductions of 105 Ibs per day. A baghouse is
estimated to cost $315,000 in capital cost, amortized to $45,000 per year plus additional utility
and maintenance costs of $50,000 per year. Total annual costs of $95,000 per year for a reduction
in 13.7 tons per year of PM results in a cost effectiveness of $6,900 per ton of reduced TSP. This
is well within the normal range for cost effectiveness.

Staff found no additional facilities with PM emissions quantified by source test that are affected
by the amendments to Rule 6-1. As mid-sized and smaller particulate matter sources begin to
conduct source tests, some may find a need to install controls. However, most of these sources
currently have more stringent permit limits than those being proposed. Staff estimates no
emission reductions from these sources.

Proposed new Section 6-1-307 will affect 72 facilities, with 134 sources with PM emissions
currently estimated to exceed 6 Ibs per day of TSP. Eighteen of these facilities already have water
spray abatement in place, so staff assumes each facility will make minor improvements to the
existing systems and be able to meet the requirements of this draft new requirement. Fifty-four of
these facilities, with 90 sources may require controls. The sources have a wide range of scale for
processing and handling bulk materials. The scope of the controls is directly set by the specific

3 BAAQMD Engineering Procedure: New or Updated BACT Determinations, December 19, 2006
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bulk handling operation involved, and the size of the bulk material handling facilities. Section 6-1-
307 may affect another 72 facilities with 123 sources with PM emissions currently estimated to
range from two to six Ibs per day of TSP. However, staff estimates PM emissions less than six
Ibs per day will not exceed the draft opacity limit.

Attachment 2, Table 2-1 describes each of the 90 sources that will potentially require controls.
Emission reduction estimates assume half of these 90 sources will find ways to meet the opacity
limit and other requirements without having to install significant controls. Staff assumes that only
half of the facilities will actually install the controls shown in Table 2-1. Total estimated costs to
control 45 sources is $866,000 in capital costs, and $206,000 in annual costs. Expected emission
reductions are 747 Ibs per day of PM1o (136 tons per year).

Water Use and Cost

Five water fog systems are recommended in Table 2-1. Each of these water fog systems is
anticipated to use 624,000 gallons of water per year, totaling 3,120,000 gallons of incremental
water use. Thirty-four water mist systems are recommended in the table above. Each of these
water mist systems is anticipated to use 312,000 gallons per year, totaling 10,608,000 gallons of
incremental water use. Total incremental water use for the proposed wind screens, and judicious
use of water is 13,728,000 gallons per year. Staff assumes all five of these water fog systems will
be installed. Total cost for 13,728,000 gallons of water at $0.01 per gallon is $137, 280 per year.

Total costs to control fugitive dust visible emissions from bulk material handling is estimated to be
$206,000 + $137,280 = $343,280 per year. Emission reductions are estimated to be 136 tons per
year. Cost effectiveness for these controls is estimated to be $2524 per ton of reduced PMio. The
poorest cost effectiveness is found for two controls: $13,968 per ton for a water fog system at a
quarry operation, and $10,303 per ton for a stockpile windscreen at a second quarry operation.
These cost effectiveness levels are within normal acceptable ranges for PM reductions.

Source Test Costs

Proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 explicitly require compliance testing of permitted sources
ranging from annually to once every five years, depending on the extent of the emissions. The
estimated cost to conduct an appropriate compliance source test is $3,000 — 5,000. The estimated
costs to modify sample ports to conduct these tests, if necessary, are estimated to cost less than
$10,000. Staff estimates approximately 50 sources will require source testing annually, 60
sources will require source testing biennially, and 250 sources will require source testing every
five years. Staff estimates no more than 50 sources will require sample port modifications.

B. Incremental Cost Effectiveness

There are no controls required directly from amendments to the TSP concentration limits and TSP
weight limits proposed for Rule 6-1, so no cost effectiveness analysis, and no incremental cost
effectiveness analysis are required.

Each regulated bulk material storage and handling site will determine what controls are needed
to limit fugitive dust plumes to meet the 10 percent opacity for significant plumes (greater than
five feet high, five feet long, five feet wide). The next more stringent requirement would be to
require any fugitive dust plume to meet the 10 percent opacity requirement. This requirement
would include any small dust plume (from a wind current on a stockpile, or from the wheel of a
truck driving down an unpaved road). Staff did not recommend this limit because of the concern
that the more stringent limit would cause many facilities to use excessive water to control dust.
The degree of stringency is based on concern about water use rather than a concern about
incremental cost effectiveness.
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C. Socioeconomic Impacts

The Air District contracts with an independent consultant to conduct a Socioeconomic Analysis of
potential economic impacts from the proposed amendments to Rule 6-1. After staff received
additional input during the workshop process, a final draft proposal and staff report have been
used to finalize the Socioeconomic Analysis. The Socioeconomic Analysis is included in the final
proposal, posted for public review and comment at least 30 days before the Public Hearing. At
the Public Hearing, the Air District Board of Directors will consider the final proposal, and public
input before taking any action on the amendments to Rule 6-1.

The Socioeconomic Analysis concludes that control costs are less than significant, will not impact
small businesses, and will not lead to job reductions.

D. District Impacts

An exemption for small stationary sources with potential to emit either TSP or PMio emissions at
less than 1,000 kg per year may create additional work for Air District permit engineers. Facilities
that have permitted sources currently estimated to have emissions less than 2,000 kg per year
may wish to take advantage of the proposed exemption by challenging the current estimating
techniques and/or EPA AP-42 Emission Factors used. Permit engineers may be asked to review
the current PM emissions factors, which can take approximately one hour of engineering time for
each source.

Air District Meteorology and Measurement Division resources will be needed to consult with each
permitted source to ensure each source has the proper sample ports, equipment and access
facilities needed to conduct the required source test. Staff anticipates the source test section will
fit this work into their normal day-to-day work, with no impact on personnel requirements or costs.

Compliance and Enforcement inspectors will not see any increase in workload because they
currently have responsibility for inspecting regulated bulk material sites. Compliance and
Enforcement currently conducts planned inspections of bulk material sites and permitted
disturbed surface sites as part of their annual coverage of all permitted facilities.

Compliance and Enforcement has trained its inspectors to use an existing physical object, or
traffic cone or other device of a known size to establish a frame of reference when assessing
whether a plume is larger than five feet. The inspectors will likely take a picture of the plume to
document its size, while conducting the opacity assessment to determine opacity. Inspectors have
been equipped with tape measures to measure the area of a bulk material spill. Costs for these
tape measures totaled $700 at $10 each for 70 inspectors.

Compliance and Enforcement will need to determine to what extent, and when they may want to
implement EPA ALT-082, the digital camera technique that can be used to measure opacity as
an alternate to EPA Test Method 9.

VI. REGULATORY IMPACTS

Regulatory impact analysis is required by H&SC Section 40727.2, comparing the proposal to
other Air District, State and federal rules addressing the same sources. The following table
provides this regulatory impact analysis.
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Amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: H&SC Section 40727.2 Regulatory Analysis

Section | Description (paraphrased) Comparable State or Air Comparable Federal Discussion
District Provision Provision
101 Description / Purpose Consistent with
SCAQMD 401
SCAQMD 1157, 1158
SJVUAPCD 4101
SMAQMD 401
102 Applicability of General Provisions From Regulation 6
110 Exemption: Activities Subject to Consistent with Non-
Other Rules duplication requirements
111 Limited Exemption: Blasting Consistent with
Operations SCAQMD 1157
SJVUAPCD 8021
112 Limited Exemption: Portland Cement | Consistent with Non-
Manufacturing duplication requirements
113 Limited Exemption: TSP Consistent with non-
Concentration and Weight Limits duplication for commercial Pure sugar and salt are readily
cooking, adsorbed into humans, with very little
Unique exemption for health impact.
pure salt and sugar,
No controls readily Combustion controls out of scope for
available for combustion this rule-making.
114 Limited Exemption: TSP Unique situation for one Delayed compliance date.
Concentration Limit specific facility
200 Definitions Consistent with
SCAQMD 102, 401
SJVUAPCD 1020, 4101
SMAQMD 101, 401
300 Standards / Emission Limits
301-306 | Visible Emissions Limits Consistent with 20% opacity or Ringelmann 1 is
SCAQMD 401 consistent throughout California
SJVUAPCD 4101
SMAQMD 401
307 Regulated Bulk Material Site fugitive | SCAQMD Rule 403 Consistent with Regulation 6 control

dust visible emissions limits

SCAQMD Rule 1157
SCAQMD Rule 1158
SJVUAPCD Rule 8011

measures cited in Reg 6 Staff
Report, Attachment 1-5.
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SJVUAPCD Rule 8031

SCAQMD Rule 1157 requires no
visible emissions > 100 feet which
could be more stringent, or less
stringent than the limit of the property
line.

310 PM Concentration Limits Consistent with Equal to most stringent in California
SCAQMD 404
SJVUAPCD 4201
SJVUAPCD 4203
SMAQMD 404

311 PM Weight Limits Consistent with Equal to most stringent in California
SCAQMD 405
SIVUAPCD 4202
SMAQMD 405

320 Sulfuric Acid Manufacturing Consistent with 40 CFR Part 60: Acid mist controls out of scope for
BAAQMD 12-6 Subpart H this rule-making.
SCAQMD 469

330 Sulfur Recovery Units Consistent with NSPS 40 CFR 60 Acid mist controls out of scope for
BAAQMD 9-1 Subpart J, Ja this rule-making.
SCAQMD 468

400 Administrative Requirements Monitoring from Monitoring required to ensure
Regulation 6 compliance.

500 Monitoring and Records Consistent with Demonstration of compliance
BAAQMD Reg 1 requirements added.
SCAQMD 404, 405
SIVUAPCD 4201, 4202
SMAQMD 404, 405 Consistent monitoring and records
SJVUAPCD Rule 8011 requirements.

600 Manual of Procedures Consistent with EPA Consistent with EPA Source test methods added.

Source Test Methods 5, 8,
9, 22, 201a, 202, 203a,b,c

Source Test Methods 5, 8,
9, 22, 201a, 202, 203a,b,c
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VII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Review of Potential Environmental Impacts Under CEQA

The Air District contracts with an independent consultant to conduct a California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis of potential environmental impacts of the new
Regulation 6, and draft amendments to Rule 6-1. The consultant has made an initial
assessment of any environmental impacts based on proposed new Regulation 6 and
proposed amendments to Rule 6-1, and this staff report. In addition, the CEQA analysis
has also been conducted on the proposed new Rule 6-6: Prohibition of Trackout. The
CEQA analysis, attached as Appendix B, combines the analysis to review all impacts of
the proposed new Regulation 6, proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 and Rule 6-6 together
all as one project, so that the cumulative impact of these proposals can be considered.

The CEQA analysis shows that no significant environmental impacts are expected, and a
Negative Declaration has been prepared. The CEQA Negative Declaration will be included
with the final proposals, posted for public review and comment at least 30 days before the
Public Hearing. At the Public Hearing, the Air District Board of Directors will consider the
final proposals, and public input before taking any action on the new Regulation 6,
amendments to Rule 6-1, and new Rule 6-6.

VIII. RULE DEVELOPMENT / PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
PROCESS

A. Rule Development Process

The Air District's 2010 Clean Air Plan addressed PM, including significant health impacts
associated with PM, and was approved on September 15, 2010. The 2010 Clean Air Plan
included Stationary Source Measure SSM 6: General Particulate Matter Emission
Limitation. In addition to developing amendments to Rule 6-1 to satisfy SSM 6, staff started
work on this rule-making project in April 2010 by reviewing the entire inventory of PM
emissions and identified source categories where PM (particularly PM;s) emissions are
significant, the Air District has authority, and potential for substantial PM reductions are
available.

The proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 are part of a rule-making process that began with
the 2010 Clean Air Plan and continues to address a commitment by the Air District’s Board
of Directors to review Regulation 6, Rule 1, identified as Stationary Source Measure SS31
in the Air District’'s 2017 Clean Air Plan. Since the 2010 Clean Air Plan originally identified
Rule 6-1 as a Stationary Source Control Measure, Air District staff further committed to
taking steps to address the Bay Area’s PM challenges in a November 2012 report entitled
Understanding Particulate Matter: Protecting Public Health in the San Francisco Bay Area.
These proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1 begin to fulfill these important
commitments to reduce PM emissions and improve public health.

Staff based the proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 on the 2011 emissions inventory. Staff
identified the source categories to be considered during review of potential amendments,
and identified the largest sources in each category. Staff selected 55 of the largest
permitted stationary sources, and visited each one to more fully understand each facility’s
business, each unique emissions source, and discuss potential control techniques
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available to reduce PM emissions. In addition, concerns about the lack of information
regarding particle size distribution, possible sources of condensable PM, and potential
secondary PM formation were discussed. Staff visited eight facilities that store and handle
petroleum coke and coal to ensure the unique issues with these solids were incorporated
into the rule development process. Staff used the information from these visits to develop
the proposed amendments to Rule 6-1, an overarching Regulation 6 that applies to all
Regulation 6 rules, and new draft Rule 6-6: Prohibition of Trackout; and to estimate the
emission reductions that could be achieved by implementing these draft rule changes.

Staff conducted eight workshops throughout the Bay Area from January 30 — February 8,
2017. These workshops were conducted in parallel with open house forums for the 2017
Clean Air Plan. Many stakeholders voiced concern that the PM workshops were
diminished by being scheduled with the Clean Air Plan Open Houses, and the combined
open house / workshop format prevented staff from making a formal presentation
regarding the preliminary drafts of each rule or engaging in direct questions / answers.
Others felt the personal interaction with staff regarding the preliminary drafts for each rule
provided better opportunity for genuine discussion, including questions / answers.

Comments received after the workshops provided additional input regarding the process
used for outreach to the wide variety of affected parties. Many indicated that they had not
heard about the workshops at all, or only at the last minute. Since some stakeholders
considered the Public Outreach and Consultation process described below in Section B
less effective than a workshop focused specifically on the rules, staff will mail Public
Hearing notices to each Air District permitted facility with any significant PM emissions,
and mail Public Hearing notices to additional facilities with similar Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) codes or North American Industry Classification System (NAICS)
codes from a business database used by the Socioeconomic Analysis contractor called
InfoUSA, including construction firms.

Proposed new Regulation 6 will provide the foundational regulation for current PM rules,
and potential future source specific PM rules. Proposed new Regulation 6 rule language,
proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 and this accompanying staff report are the next step
in the rule development process to further address PM emissions. Staff anticipates that
proposed new Regulation 6, and proposed amendments to Rule 6-1 will be considered
together at a Public Hearing in Spring 2018. Proposed new Rule 6-6: Prohibition of
Trackout and its associated staff report may also be considered at that Public Hearing.

A CEQA Analysis has conducted on the proposed new Regulation 6, proposed
amendments to Rule 6-1, and proposed new Rule 6-6 as one project, so that cumulative
impact of these three rule development projects can be considered. The Socioeconomic
Analyses for each project were done separately.

B. Public Outreach and Consultation

In analyzing the inventory of PM emissions and source categories where PM (particularly
PM:.5) emissions are significant, where the Air District has authority, and the potential for
substantial PM reductions, staff consulted with the following interested and affected
parties:

Businesses Governmental Agencies

Morton Salt — Newark CALTRANS District 4 - Oakland

Cargill — Newark Bay Area Regional Water Quality Board -
Oakland
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Criterion Catalysts - Pittsburg

North Coast Regional Water Quality
Board — Santa Rosa

CertainTeed Gypsum — Napa

Bay Area Rapid Transit — Richmond
Maintenance Yard

Maxwell House — San Leandro

Alameda County

C & H Sugar — Crockett

Contra Costa County

Con Agra — Oakland

Marin County

CEMEX - Oakland

Napa County

CEMEX — Clayton

Santa Clara County

Strategic Materials — San Leandro

San Francisco City & County

Dutra Materials — San Rafael

San Mateo County

Superior Supplies — Santa Rosa

Solano County

Granite Rock — Redwood City

Sonoma County

Hanson Aggregates — Clayton

Central Contra Costa Sanitary District

Bodean / Mark West Quarry — Santa
Rosa

City of Hayward

PABCO Gypsum — Redwood City City of Napa
Georgia Pacific Gypsum - Antioch City of Oakland
Syar — Napa City of San Jose
Syar — Santa Rosa City of San Rafael
Syar — Vallejo City of Santa Rosa

Soiland Quarry - Cotati

Langley Hill Quarry - Woodside

Industry Associations

Granite Construction — Santa Clara

Association of Building Contractors

Granite Construction — San Jose

Associated Roofing Contractors of the
Bay Area Counties

Willowbrook Feeds — Petaluma

California Asphalt Pavement Association

Hunt & Behrens — Petaluma

Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition

Owens-Corning — Santa Clara

Northern California Engineering

Contractors

Owens-Brockway - Oakland
Waste Management — San Leandro
Zanker Road Material Processing — San
Jose
Waste Management - Altamont
Redwood Landfill
Guadalupe Landfill
Ox Mountain Landfill - Half Moon Bay
Clover Flat / Upper Valley Resources
Potrero Hills Landfill
Stavin
McGuire & Hester Construction - Oakland
Ghilotti Bros. Construction — San Rafael
Universal Building Services — Richmond
Statewide Sweeping — Milpitas
Levin Richmond Terminal
Lehigh Cement
Phillips 66 Coker
Phillips 66 Coke Calciner
Shell Coker
Tesoro Coker
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Valero Fluid Coker
APS West
Carbon Inc.

These discussions led to a review of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
Best Management Practices, and the suggestion that any proposed requirements should
be consistent with SWPPP requirements.

As described above, feedback indicates that outreach was could be been more robust. In
light of this, Public Hearing notices will be mailed to all Air District permitted facilities with
significant PM emissions and to all entities with similar Standard Industrial Classification
(SIC) codes or North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) codes from a
business database used by the Socioeconomic Analysis contractor called InfoUSA,
including construction firms.

Public Hearings are the next step in these rulemaking processes. Air District staff will
publish the Public Hearing package for proposed new Regulation 6: Common Definitions
and Test Methods; and proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General
Requirements. Air District staff will accept written comments, will respond to all comments
received, and will present final proposals to the Air District's Board of Directors for
consideration. Response to comments is included as Appendix A of this staff report.

IX. CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATIONS

Pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code section 40727, before adopting,
amending, or repealing a rule the Board of Directors must make findings of necessity,
authority, clarity, consistency, non-duplication and reference. This section addresses
each of these findings.

A. Necessity

Necessity’ means that a need exists for the regulation, or for its amendment or repeal,
as demonstrated by the record of the rulemaking authority.” H&SC section 40727(b)(1).

Proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General Requirements are needed to
update emission limits that have not been reviewed for more than two decades, and to
clarify compliance testing requirements and test methods. Proposed new Section 6-1-307
applies to bulk material storage and handling that are currently permitted by the Air District,
and is needed to address the significant PM emissions from the source category of Other
Industrial and Commercial Processes. Bulk Material Storage and Handling addresses a
broad cross-section of these sources. Section 6-1-307 requires more stringent control of
fugitive dust visible emissions, specific monitoring, and cleanup actions if fugitive dust is
excessive. The Bay Area is not yet in attainment for either PMiy or PM.s California
Ambient Air Quality Standards.

B. Authority

Authority’ means that a provision of law or of a state or federal regulation permits or
requires the regional agency to adopt, amend, or repeal the regulation. H&SC section

40727(b)(2).”
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The Air District has the authority to adopt this rule under Sections 40000, 40001, 40702,
and 40725 through 40728.5 of the California Health and Safety Code.

C. Clarity

113

Clarity’ means that the regulation is written or displayed so that its meaning can be easily
understood by the persons directly affected by it.” H&SC Section 40727(b)(3)

Proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1 are written so that their meaning can be
easily understood by the persons directly affected by them. Further details in the staff
report clarify the proposals, affected emission sources, compliance options, and
administrative requirements for the industries subject to this rule.

D. Consistency
“Consistency’ means that the regulation is in harmony with, and not in conflict with or
contradictory to, existing statutes, court decisions, or state or federal regulations.” H&SC
Section 40727(b)(4)

The proposed new rule and amendments to the existing rule are consistent with other Air
District rules, and not in conflict with state or federal law.

E. Non-Duplication

“Nonduplication’ means that a regulation does not impose the same requirements as an
existing state or federal regulation unless a district finds that the requirements are
necessary or proper to execute the powers and duties granted to, and imposed upon, a
district.” H&SC Section 40727(b)(5)

Amendments to Rule 6-1 are non-duplicative of other statutes, rules or regulations. To the
extent duplication exists, such duplication is appropriate for execution of powers and
duties granted to, and imposed upon the Air District.

F. Reference
“Reference’ means the statute, court decision, or other provision of law that the district
implements, interprets, or makes specific by adopting, amending, or repealing a
regulation.” H&SC Section 40727(b)(6)

Implementing, interpreting or making specific the provisions of the California Health and
Safety Code Sections 40000, 40001, 40702 and 40727.

The proposed rules have met all legal noticing requirements, have been discussed with

the regulated community and other interested parties, and reflect consideration of the input
and comments of many affected and interested stakeholders.

G. Recommendations

Air District staff recommends adoption of amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 1: General
Requirements and adoption of the CEQA Negative Declaration.
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Attachment 1: Cost Estimates for Various Dust Controls

Costs of Controls for Bulk Material Handling
Wind screens can be used to shield almost any bulk material stockpile, handling
equipment, or loading/unloading operations. Wind screens around stockpiles are most
effective if they are at least as high as the pile, and extend beyond each edge of the pile.
Wind screens can also be used to protect bulk material handling equipment (crushers,
conveyors, transfer points, screen, and loading facilities from wind erosion. The following
provide the cost estimates for various wind screen equipment:
e Wind Screens for stockpiles
o 100-foot section of 10-foot high fencing estimated to cost $15 - $40 /
foot, or $3,000 capital®
o Slats or nylon mesh to provide proper porosity costs up to $5/foot?
o Estimated costs for construction and foundations equals double the cost
of materials
o Total capital for 100 feet of 10-foot high wind screen is $70/foot,
equaling $7,000 capital, amortized to $1,050 per year
o Estimated cost for 100-foot section of 20-foot high wind screen is $140 /
foot, equaling $14,000 capital, amortized to $2,100 per year
o Estimated cost for 100-foot section of 30-foot high wind screen is $280 /
foot, equaling $28,000 capital, amortized to $4,200 per year
0 Can control erosion down-wind for approximately eight — 10 times the
height of the barrier.
0 Total cost for a 10 feet tall stockpile requires 100 feet of windscreen —
with capital costs of $7,000, amortized to $1,575 per year
0 Total cost for a 20 feet tall stockpile requires 200 feet of windscreen —
with capital costs of $28,000, amortized to $4,200 per year
0 Total cost for a 30 feet tall stockpile requires 300 feet of windscreen —
with capital costs of $84,000, amortized to $12,600 per year
¢ Wind Screens for conveyors
0 Typical conveyor is about 100-foot long
0 Must erect a wind screen on at least one side (preferably the upwind
side) of the conveyor
Design check to be sure structural integrity is adequate - $2,000
Materials costs for stainless steel wire mesh screen - $1,500°
Additional structural steel to reinforce stainless mesh - $500*
Labor to install — roughly equal to materials costs - $2,000
0 Total costs — $6,000 capital, amortized to $900 per year
o Wind Screens for conveyor transfer points
0 4-sided 4ft X 4ft stainless steel mesh for wind screen - $250
0 4 sided 4ft X 4ft plastic shrouds - $150

(el elolNe]

1 An 8'-12' tall commercial-grade chain-link fence to enclose a residential tennis or basketball
court can cost $15-$40 or more a foot. Production Fence Works in Georgia estimates average
cost for an 8' high, 60'x100' fence around a single tennis court with a single walk-in gate at
$9,200.

2 Because of its open weave, a chain-link fence is transparent. To make it more opaque, metal,
wood or vinyl privacy slats can be woven into the mesh. The slats can be purchased separately,
at a cost of $1-$2 or more per foot of fencing, or a chain link fence with built-in privacy or a fabric
screen can cost $6-$40 a foot ($600-$4,000 for 100'; $1,800-$12,000 for 300") depending on the
type of materials, whether installation in included, and the height, gauge and mesh of the fence.
3 http://www.twpinc.com/wire-mesh-material/stainless-steel/16-mesh-t316-stainless-35

4 https://www.onlinemetals.com/merchant.cfm?pid=2&step=4&showunits=inches&id=3&top cat=1
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o Structural steel supports — $200

o0 Labor to install — roughly equal to materials costs — $600

0 Total cost for each transfer point shroud — $1,200 capital, amortized to

$180 per year
e Wind Screens for crushers, screening equipment, and loading and unloading
facilities

0 Three-sided 4 ft. X 10 ft. stainless steel mesh for wind screen — $500
Structural steel supports - $400
Labor to install — roughly equal to materials costs — $900
Total cost for each transfer point shroud - $1,800 capital, amortized to
$270 per year

[elelNe]

Loading and unloading bulk materials usually involved a front-end loader or a clamshell
style scoop. Wind screens are useful during these operations, but additional efforts are
needed to control the dust during the drop of material from the front-end loader or
clamshell. Dropping more slowly helps, but a delivery chute to control the fall of the
material is very effective, combined with a shroud around the chute to protect it from wind.
The following are the estimated costs for these facilities:
e Portable Solids Transfer Chutes and Shrouds
o Very similar to wind screen for crushers and screening equipment, but
must be portable to adjust to wind direction and loading requirements.
o Cost of portable loading chute with adjustable base — $10,000,
amortized to $1,500 per year.
o Cost of shroud with portable base to shelter loading/unloading
operations — $5,000, amortized to $750 per year.

Two other control methods are useful in preventing dust plumes — control vehicle traffic
within the facility, and clean up any spills. The following are the estimated costs for these
facilities:
e Truck Traffic Control
0 Signs restricting traffic to certain areas — less than $5,000 capital
0 Speed limit signs — less than $5,000 capital
0 Barriers to prevent erosion of bulk material into traffic lanes — less than
$10,000 capital
0 Management time needed to enforce speed limits — normally no
incremental costs.
o Bulk Material Spill Cleanup
o0 Manual cleanup — $75/hour for worker and hand-tools. One hour per
day, 200 dry workdays - $15,000 per year
0 Regenerative PMy, efficient street sweeper - $400,000 capital,
amortized to $60,000 per year, plus $150,000 per year for fuel and
operator.

Capital is amortized based on 7 percent interest, 15-year life, 1 percent taxes, 1 percent
insurance, and typical 2 percent maintenance costs — resulting in an approximatel5
percent annual cost of capital.

Estimated costs of water fog, and water misting systems is as follows:
o Water
0 Cost of water - $4-$7 per 100 cubic feet (758 gallons) equates to
approximately $0.01per gallon
0 Water Mist systems (Micro-Cool) is an industrial version of those used to
cool Palm Springs open air patios:
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» $15,000 for pump, filters and piping system

» Plastic tubing to deliver mist to desired locations - $1,000

» Portable water supply — 1-inch galvanized piping at $10 per foot®
- $5,000

= Amortized capital costs - $3,150 per year

= Water use ~ 100 gallons per hour — say 60 hours per week, 52
weeks per year = 312,000 gallons per year at a cost of $3,120

= Total costs to provide mist for a typical conveyor belt system -
$6,270 per year

0 Water Fog systems for a stockpile

= (Dust Boss, or Buffalo Monsoon) are large air blowers with air
mist systems surrounding the flow of air:

= $25,000 for pump, filters and piping system

= Portable water supply — 1-inch galvanized piping at $10 per foot -
$5,000

=  Amortized capital costs - $4,500 per year

= Power —5 HP - use 2 hours per day, 5 days per week, 52 weeks
per year = 9,698 kWh = $2,242.50 per year

=  Water use ~ 20 gallons per minute — use 2 hours per day, 5 days
per week, 52 weeks per year = 624,000 gallons per year at a
cost of $6,240.00 per year

» Total cost - $12,992.50 per year

For reference, below are estimated costs for the typical watering system currently used at
most construction sites, landfills, and bulk material handling facilities:
0 Water Spray systems for a stockpile
» Similar to golf course sprinkler systems®
$15,000 for 150 feet of piping, 4 sprinklers, and controller
$10,000 for installation and infrastructure
Amortized costs - $3,750 per year
Water use approximately 10,000 gallons per day — 5 days per
week, 52 weeks per year = 2,600,000 gallons per year at a cost
of $26,000.00
= Total cost - $29,7250 per year
o0 Firehose for watering specific locations
= 1 %" firehose — approximately 40 gpm’
» Cost of firehose and nozzle — $300
= Worker to direct the firehose — $25/hour, 2 hours per day, 5 days
per week, 52 weeks per year = $13,000
= Water use approximately 40 gallons per minute — use 2 hours
per day, 5 days per week, 52 weeks per year = 1,248,000
gallons per year at a cost of $12,480 per year
= Total costs — $25,480 per year
o Water truck for roads and can be used to water stockpiles:
*  Truck - $150,000 amortized to $22,500 per year
» Truck operator and fuel — $75,000 per year
=  Water — 5,000-gallon truck, 2 deliveries per day to keep
roadways stabilized — use 5 days per week, 52 weeks per year =
2,600,000 gallons per year at a cost of $26,000 per year

5 http://www.discountsteel.com/items/Galvanized Steel Pipe.cfm?item id=172&size no=11
6 http://store.rainbird.com/sprinklers.html?impact inlet=166
7 http://www.elkhartbrass.com/files/aa/downloads/catalog/catalog-f6-T.pdf
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= Total costs — $123,500 per year
e Dust Suppressants
o Costs for surfactants are much higher than water.
0 However, surfactants are assumed competitive with water when the
stockpile or disturbed area will be left stabilized for an extended period.
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Attachment 2: Cost Estimates for Specific Facilities

Table 2-1: Estimated Cost of Bulk Material Handling Facilities controls

Potential
PMaio PMio
Throughput | Emissions Recommended $ Reductions
Facility Source Material Tons per year Ib per day Controls $ Capital | Annualized Ib per day
Wind screen or
shroud for storage
PLUS
MINERL> Storage, Water mist
Granite Rock contained, Rock Stone system
United States Pipe MTGL/SEC> Storage, Wind screen for
& Foundry Slag, 5 days/wk. Slag stock pile
MINERL> Storage, Wind screen or
Berkeley Asphalt contained, Gravel/sand Sand/gravel shroud for storage
MINERL> Screening, Wind screen for
Syar Industries, Inc Gravel/sand Sand/gravel screener
MINERL> Screening, Wind screen for
Syar Industries, Inc Gravel/sand Sand/gravel screener
Wind screen for
screener
PLUS
MINERL> Screening, Water mist
Syar Industries, Inc Gravel/sand Sand/gravel system
Wind screen for
screener
PLUS
MINERL> Screening, Water mist
Syar Industries, Inc Gravel/sand Sand/gravel system
Wind screen for
grinder
PLUS
MINERL> Grinding, Water mist
PABCO Gypsum Gypsum, 8 tons/hr max Gypsum system
Wind screen or
FOOD/AG> Shipping Wheat - shroud for
ConAgra, Inc & receiving grain loading/unloading
MINERL> Storage, Wind screen or
Granite Rock contained, Rock Stone shroud for storage
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Potential

PMaio PMio
Throughput | Emissions Recommended $ Reductions
Facility Source Material Tons per year Ib per day Controls S Capital | Annualized Ib per day
Wind screen for
screener
CEMEX PLUS
Construction MINERL> Screening, Water mist
Materials Rock, 340 tons/hr max Stone system
CEMEX MINERL>
Construction Mining/quarry, Wind screen for
Materials stockpiling Stone stock pile
CEMEX
Construction MINERL>
Materials Mining/quarry, Rock Stone Water fog system
MINERL> Storage, Wind screen for
Hanson Aggregates open, Rock Stone stock pile
Other
Levin Richmond MISC-HDLG> Materials - Wind screen and
Terminal Material handling other/not spec shroud for handling
Other
Levin Richmond MISC-HDLG> Materials - Wind screen and
Terminal Material handling other/not spec shroud for handling
Levin Richmond MINERL> Storage, Wind screen for
Terminal open, Multi-material Coke stock pile
Wind screen and
shroud for handling
PLUS
Levin Richmond MISC-HDLG> Water mist
Terminal Material handling Iron ore system
Wind screen and
shroud for handling
PLUS
Levin Richmond MISC-HDLG> Water mist
Terminal Material handling Iron ore system
Levin Richmond MINERL> Storage, Wind screen for
Terminal open, Multi-material Iron ore stock pile
Levin Richmond MISC-HDLG> Wind screen and
Terminal Material handling Iron ore shroud for handling
Levin Richmond MISC-HDLG> Wind screen and
Terminal Material handling Coke shroud for handling
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Potential

PMaio PMio
Throughput | Emissions Recommended $ Reductions
Facility Source Material Tons per year Ib per day Controls S Capital | Annualized Ib per day
Levin Richmond MISC-HDLG> Wind screen and
Terminal Material handling Coke shroud for handling
MISC-HDLG> Storage, Wind screen for
Brenntag Pacific Potash, 5 days/wk. Potash stock pile
Wind screen for
conveying and
transfer points
PLUS
Right Away Redy MINERL> Conveying, Water mist
Mix Gravel/sand Sand/gravel system
Wind screen for
grinder
MISC-HDLG> PLUS
Grinding, 80 tons/hr Wood - Water mist
Redwood Landfill max other/not spec system
Wind screen or
shroud for storage
PLUS
MINERL> Storage, Water mist
Superior Supplies contained, Concrete Concrete system
Wind screen or
shroud for storage
PLUS
MINERL> Storage, Water mist
Superior Supplies contained, Concrete Concrete system
MINERL>
Mining/quarry, Wind screen for
Soiland Co stockpiling Stone stock pile
Wind screen for
FOOD/AG> conveying and
Hunt And Behrens Conveying/transferring Grains - feed transfer points
Wind screen for
conveying and
transfer points
PLUS
FOOD/AG> Water mist
Hunt And Behrens Conveying/transferring Grains - feed system
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Facility Source

Material

Throughput
Tons per year

PMaio
Emissions
Ib per day

Recommended
Controls

$ Capital

$

Annualized

Potential
PMao

Reductions
Ib per day

FOOD/AG>

Hunt And Behrens Conveying/transferring

Grains - feed

Wind screen for
conveying and
transfer points

PLUS

Water mist
system

FOOD/AG>

Hunt And Behrens Conveying/transferring

Grains - feed

Wind screen for
conveying and
transfer points

PLUS

Water mist
system

MINERL>
Loading/unloading,
Concrete

Central Concrete
Supply

Concrete

Portable shroud
and chute for
loading/unloading

Central Concrete
Supply

MINERL> Storage,
contained, Gravel/sand

Sand/gravel

Wind screen or
shroud for storage

PLUS

Water mist
system

Central Concrete
Supply

MINERL> Conveying,
Gravel/sand

Sand/gravel

Wind screen for
conveying and
transfer points

PLUS

Water mist
system

MISC-HDLG>
Material handling

Marin Sanitary
Service

Waste
material -
other/not spec

Wind screen and
shroud for handling

PLUS

Water mist
system

MINERL> Conveying,
Rock, 160 tons/hr max

Syar Industries Inc

Stone

Wind screen for
conveying and
transfer points

PLUS

Water mist
system
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Potential

PMaio PMio
Throughput | Emissions Recommended $ Reductions
Facility Source Material Tons per year Ib per day Controls S Capital | Annualized Ib per day
Wind screen and
shroud for loading
PLUS
MINERL> Loading, Water mist
Syar Industries Inc feed/surge/weigh bins Sand/gravel system
MINERL> Screening, Wind screen for
Syar Industries Inc Gravel/sand Sand/gravel screener
Wind screen for
screener
PLUS
MINERL> Screening, Water mist
Syar Industries Inc Gravel/sand Sand/gravel system
Wind screen for
screener
PLUS
MINERL> Screening, Water mist
Syar Industries Inc Gravel/sand Sand/gravel system
Misc. MINERL, 560 Waste
City of Berkeley, tons/hr max, 7 material -
Dept. of Public Works | days/wk. other/not spec Water fog system
Sugar City Building Misc. MINERL, Wind screen and
Materials Gravel/sand Sand/gravel shroud for handling
Wind screen or
shroud for storage
CEMEX PLUS
Construction MINERL> Storage, Water mist
Materials contained, Gravel/sand Sand/gravel system
Wind screen and
shroud for handling
CEMEX PLUS
Construction MINERL> Concrete Water mist
Materials batching, Concrete Concrete system
Wind screen and
shroud for handling
Waste PLUS
MISC-HDLG> material - Water mist
Davis Street SMART | Material handling other/not spec system
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Potential

PMaio PMio
Throughput | Emissions Recommended $ Reductions
Facility Source Material Tons per year Ib per day Controls S Capital | Annualized Ib per day
CEMEX
Construction MTGL/SEC> Storage, Wind screen and
Materials Cement, 5 days/wk. Cement shroud for handling
MINERL>
Mining/quarry, Wind screen for
Langley Hill Quarry stockpiling Stone stock pile
Misc. MINERL, Rock,
Langley Hill Quarry 200 tons/hr max Stone Water fog system
Wind screen or
shroud for storage
CEMEX PLUS
Construction MINERL> Storage, Water mist
Materials contained, Gravel/sand Sand/gravel system
CEMEX Portable shroud
Construction and chute for
Materials Truck Loadout Sand/gravel loading/unloading
Wind screen for
Oldcastle Precast MINERL> Conveying, conveying and
(Pleasanton) Cement Cement transfer points
CEMEX Wind screen for
Construction MINERL> Conveying, conveying and
Materials Gravel/sand Sand/gravel transfer points
Misc. MINERL,
Hydro Conduit Gravel/sand, 20 tons/hr Wind screen and
Corporation max Sand/gravel shroud for handling
Wind screen or
shroud for storage
MINERL> Storage, PLUS
Associated contained, 35 Cement - dry Water mist
Concrete Co min/batch process mfg. system
MISC-HDLG> Fertilizer - Wind screen and
Sonoma Compost Material handling other/not spec shroud for handling
Waste
Mission Trail Waste MISC-HDLG> material - Wind screen and
Systems Material handling other/not spec shroud for handling
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Potential

PMaio PMio
Throughput | Emissions Recommended $ Reductions
Facility Source Material Tons per year Ib per day Controls S Capital | Annualized Ib per day
Wind screen or
shroud for storage
Vulcan PLUS
Materials/Calmat MINERL> Storage, Water mist
Company contained, Gravel/sand Sand/gravel system
Vulcan
Materials/Calmat MINERL> Screening, Wind screen for
Company Rock, 407 tons/hr max Stone screener
MINERL> Storage, Wind screen or
RC Ready Mix Co contained, Cement Cement shroud for storage
Wind screen for
Concrete Ready MINERL> Conveying, conveying and
Mix, Inc Concrete Concrete transfer points
FOOD/AG> Storage, Wind screen or
Willowbrook Feeds Feed grains, 5 days/wk. Grains - feed shroud for storage
Wind screen for
FOOD/AG> conveying and
Willowbrook Feeds | Conveying/transferring Grains - feed transfer points
Portable shroud
FOOD/AG> Shipping and chute for
Willowbrook Feeds & receiving Grains - feed loading/unloading
Waste
Allied Waste MISC-HDLG> material - Wind screen and
Services of North Material handling other/not spec shroud for handling
Wind screen or
shroud for storage
PLUS
Right Away Redy MINERL> Storage, Water mist
Mix contained, Cement Cement system
FOOD/AG> Pressing, Wind screen for
Feed Sources, Inc Barley, feed Barley - feed presser
MINERL> Water fog
Mining/quarry, system, wind screen
Soiland Co, Inc crushing, Rock Stone for crusher
Portable shroud
Quikrete Northern MINERL> Loading, and chute for
California feed/surge/weigh bins Sand/gravel loading/unloading
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Potential

Shell Chemical LP Material handling

ous catalyst

shroud for handling

PM1o PMio
Throughput | Emissions Recommended $ Reductions
Facility Source Material Tons per year Ib per day Controls S Capital | Annualized Ib per day
Portable shroud
Quikrete Northern MINERL> Loading, and chute for
California feed/surge/weigh bins Sand/gravel loading/unloading
San Jose Concrete MINERL> Concrete Wind screen and
Pipe Co Inc batching, Gravel/sand Sand/gravel shroud for handling
CEMEX Wind screen for
Construction MINERL> Conveying, conveying and
Materials Limestone Sand/gravel transfer points
MISC-HDLG> Heterogene Wind screen and

Tyco Electronics
Corporation

MISC-HDLG> Mixing,
4.5 min/batch

Other
Materials -
other/not spec

Wind screen for
mixer

PLUS

Water mist
system

Wind screen for
conveying and
transfer points

PLUS
Central Concrete MINERL> Conveying, Water mist
Supply, Inc Gravel/sand Sand/gravel system
MINERL>
Mining/quarry, Wind screen for
BoDean Company stockpiling Sand/gravel stock pile
Wind screen and
shroud for handling
PLUS
Tesoro Refining & MISC-HDLG> Water mist
Marketing Co Material handling, Coke Coke system
Wind screen and
shroud for handling
Waste PLUS
Napa Recycling & MISC-HDLG> material - Water mist
Waste Service Material handling other/not spec system
MISC-HDLG> Wind screen and
Recall North Material handling, shroud for handling
America Paper Paper PLUS
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Potential
PMaio PMio
Throughput | Emissions Recommended $ Reductions
Facility Source Material Tons per year Ib per day Controls S Capital | Annualized Ib per day
Water mist
system
CEMEX Pacific MINERL> Loading, Wind screen for
Holdings, LLC feed/surge/weigh bins Sand/gravel loading bins
Wet Plant Aggregate Wind screen for
CEMEX bin system: 10 bins Sand/gravel bins
Waste
South Bay Solid Waste Transfer | material -
Recycling, LLC (SBR) Station other/not spec Water fog system
G3 Minerals, Byron Coarse Waste Sand Wind screen for
Plant Stockpile Sand/gravel stock pile
G3 Minerals, Byron Wind screen for
Plant No. 1 Dryer Feed Bin Sand/gravel dryer
G3 Minerals, Byron Wind screen for
Plant No. 2 Dryer Feed Bin Sand/gravel dryer
G3 Minerals, Byron
Plant Quarry Operation Sand/gravel Water fog system
Wind screen for
Phillips 66 Carbon conveying and
Plant Portable Conveyor Coke transfer points
Wind screen for
Phillips 66 Carbon conveying and
Plant Portable Conveyor Coke transfer points
Stockpile Fugitive
Phillips 66 Carbon Emissions; Including All Wind screen for
Plant Transfers Coke stock pile
Totals $1,722,600 $412,640 1,493.2 #/day

Staff expects only half of these potential control measures to be implemented, and expects to accrue only half of the emission reductions, based on some facilities
and sources may be able to achieve the opacity limit currently, or through other minor improvements to their existing operation.

Expected capital investment for control measure to be approximately $866,000 capital, with resulting annual operating expenses of $206,000. Emission reductions
are estimated to be 747 Ibs per day of PM1o, or 136 tons per year. Average cost effectiveness is $206,000 / 136 = $1,515 per ton. The poorest cost effectiveness is
found for two controls: $13,968 per ton for a water fog system at a quarry operation, and $10,303 per ton for a stockpile windscreen at a second quarry operation.
These cost effectiveness levels are within normal acceptable ranges for particulate emission reductions.
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Water Use

Five water fog systems are recommended in the table above. Each of these water fog systems is anticipated to use 624,000 gallons per year, totaling 3,120,000
gallons of incremental water use. Staff assumes all five will be installed.

Thirty-four water mist systems are recommended in the table above. Each of these water mist systems is anticipated to use 312,000 gallons per year, totaling
10,608,000 gallons of incremental water use. Staff assumes all 34 will be installed.

Total incremental water use for the proposed wind screens, and judicious use of water is 13,728,000 gallons per year, or 37,611 gallons per day.
Water is conservatively estimated to cost $7.48 per 100 cubic feet =748 gallons, equaling $0.01 per gallon.
13,728,000 gallons per year cost $137,280 per year

The CEQA threshold for housing development water use is based on water use needed for 500 dwelling units. Water use is estimated for 225 — 400 gallons per
day for each dwelling unit, so the threshold ranges from 41,000,000 — 74,000,000 gallons of water.

The proposed particulate controls will use 33% of the CEQA threshold for incremental water use. If twice as many bulk material handling facilities opt to use water
rather than wind screens, water use would be no more than 66% of the CEQA water consumption threshold

Typical urban water use is 8 million acre-feet of water per year = equaling 2.6 trillion gallons per year. 13.728 million gallons of proposed water use equals 5.3
millionths of the typical water supply. The threshold of 41 million gallons of water equals about 16 millionths of the typical water supply.
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Attachment 1. Background Research on Bay Area PM Emissions

Attachment 1-1: 2011 Particulate Emissions Inventory? - tons per day

Source Categories TSP | PMw | PM2s
Petroleum Refining Subtotal 0.38 0.27 0.16
Other Industrial / Commercial Processes
Chemical Manufacturing 0.43 0.39 0.38
Cooking 2.81 2.81 1.80
Other Food and Agricultural Processes 0.63 0.44 0.26
Metallurgical Foundries & Forging 0.98 0.61 0.46
Metal Recycling and Shredding 0.14 0.10 0.07
Wood Products Manufacturing 0.15 0.10 0.06
Cement Manufacturing 0.12 0.11 0.08
Asphalt Concrete Plants 0.55 0.22 0.18
Concrete Batching 1.21 1.11 0.75
Glass & Related Products 0.71 0.69 0.68
Stone, Sand & Gravel 0.86 0.43 0.06
Sand Blasting 0.35 0.17 0.01
Landfills 6.35 1.56 0.22
Waste Management - other 0.35 0.34 0.32
Other Industrial / Commercial 1.07 0.75 0.45
Subtotal 16.71 9.83 5.78
Combustion — Stationary Sources
Domestic Combustion - space heating 0.70 0.70 0.70
Domestic Combustion - water heating 0.47 0.47 0.47
Wood Stoves 2.59 242 2.33
Fireplaces 8.88 8.31 8.00
Gas Turbines 0.89 0.88 0.88
Petroleum Refinery Combustion 2.51 2.51 2.45
Landfill Flares 0.11 0.11 0.11
Other Natural Gas Combustion 141 141 141
Planned Fires (prunings, crops, weeds, etc.) 0.32 0.29 0.27
Subtotal 17.88 17.10 16.62

Off-Road Mobile Sources

Lawn & Garden Equipment - Gasoline 0.21 0.21 0.21
Refrigeration Units - Diesel 0.19 0.18 0.17
Agricultural Equipment - Diesel 0.33 0.32 0.31
Construction & Mining Equipment - Gasoline 0.11 0.11 0.11
Construction & Mining Equipment - Diesel 0.59 0.56 0.55
Industrial Equipment - Diesel 0.10 0.10 0.09
Light Commercial Equipment - Gasoline 0.34 0.34 0.34
Light Commercial Equipment - Diesel 0.34 0.32 0.31
Locomotive Operations - Diesel 0.20 0.20 0.19
Ships In Transit - Diesel 0.29 0.29 0.28
Ships In Transit — Fuel Qil 0.73 0.73 0.71
Commercial Harbor Craft 0.75 0.75 0.75
Recreational Boats - Gasoline 1.39 1.39 1.38
Commercial Aircraft 0.12 0.12 0.12
General Aviation Aircraft 0.14 0.14 0.14
Subtotal 5.83 5.76 5.66
On-Road Motor Vehicles
Light Duty Passenger Vehicles - Exhaust 0.29 0.28 0.26
Light Duty Passenger Vehicles - Tire Wear 0.83 0.83 0.21

! Base Year 2011 Bay Area Emissions Inventory, August 2013
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Light Duty Passenger Vehicles - Brake Wear 3.88 3.81 1.63

Light Duty Trucks | - Exhaust 0.09 0.09 0.08
Light Duty Trucks | - Tire Wear 0.10 0.10 0.02
Light Duty Trucks | - Brake Wear 0.45 0.44 0.19
Light Duty Trucks Il - Exhaust 0.10 0.09 0.09
Light Duty Trucks I1 - Tire Wear 0.27 0.27 0.07
Light Duty Trucks Il - Brake Wear 1.27 1.24 0.53
Medium Duty Trucks - Exhaust 0.09 0.08 0.08
Medium Duty Trucks - Tire Wear 0.20 0.20 0.05
Medium Duty Trucks - Brake Wear 0.94 0.92 0.40
Light Heavy Duty Trucks | - Exhaust 0.13 0.13 0.12
Light Heavy Duty Trucks | - Brake Wear 0.34 0.34 0.15
Medium Heavy Duty Trucks - Exhaust 0.67 0.67 0.62
Medium Heavy Duty Trucks — Brake Wear 0.31 0.30 0.13
Heavy Heavy Duty Trucks - Exhaust 1.60 1.60 1.47
Heavy Heavy Duty Trucks — Tire Wear 0.13 0.13 0.03
Heavy Heavy Duty Trucks — Brake Wear 0.23 0.22 0.09
Urban Buses - Exhaust 0.19 0.19 0.17
Urban Buses — Brake Wear 0.50 0.49 0.21
Other Buses - Exhaust 0.09 0.09 0.09
Subtotal | 12.70 12.51 6.69
Miscellaneous
Construction Operations - Residential 5.09 2.49 0.25
Construction Operations - Commercial 4.99 2.44 0.24
Construction Operations - Institutional 5.02 2.46 0.25
Construction Operations - Industrial 2.34 1.14 0.11
Construction Operations - Roads 6.00 2.94 0.29
Subtotal | 23.44 11.47 1.14
Farming Operations - Land Preparation 2.27 1.03 0.15
Farming Operations - Harvest 1.21 0.55 0.08
Subtotal 3.48 1.58 0.23
Accidental Fires - structural 0.21 0.21 0.19
Accidental Fires - all vegetation 1.18 1.04 1.01
Subtotal 1.39 1.25 1.20
Entrained Road Dust — Paved Freeways 12.81 5.86 0.88
Entrained Road Dust — Paved Major Roads 15.49 7.08 1.06
Entrained Road Dust — Paved Collectors 3.13 1.43 0.21
Entrained Road Dust — Paved Local Streets 21.50 9.83 1.47
Entrained Road Dust — Unpaved Forest/Park Roads 5.95 3.53 0.35
Entrained Road Dust — Unpaved Farm Roads 0.54 0.32 0.03
Subtotal | 59.42 28.05 4.00
Animal Waste - Dairy Cattle 1.07 0.52 0.06
Animal Waste - Range Cattle 1.80 0.87 0.10
Animal Waste - Broilers 5.05 2.43 0.28
Animal Waste - Layers 3.76 1.81 0.21
Animal Waste - Turkeys 2.43 1.17 0.13
Animal Waste - Sheep 0.92 0.44 0.05
Animal Waste - Horses 0.21 0.10 0.01
Animal Waste - Other 3.81 1.83 0.21
Subtotal 19.05 9.17 1.05
Wind Blown Dust - Agricultural Land 9.81 4.90 0.98
Wind Blown Dust - Other 0.59 0.35 0.05
Subtotal | 10.40 5.25 1.03
Cigarette/Tobacco Smoking 0.61 0.54 0.52
Various other minor PM sources 291 2.85 2.23
Total 174.20 105.63 46.31

Note: Source categories shown with more than 0.10 tpd TSP emissions. Resulting sub-totals are slightly less than
total PM emissions inventory.
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Attachment 1-2: Significant PM Emissions Source Categories

A. Air District PM Emissions Inventory

The first step in developing the draft amendments was to identify PM source categories
with the potential for significant emission reductions. Staff used the Air District’s 2011
Emissions Inventory as the basis for this review. The 2011 Emissions Inventory provides
a comprehensive estimate of the total amount of PM emitted within the Bay Area, sub-
divided into estimates of Total Suspended Particulates (TSP), PM1o, and PM2s. The total
estimated 2011 emissions are as follows:

TSP: 174 tons per day (tpd)
PMao: 106 tpd
PM2s: 46 tpd

The Emissions Inventory breaks down the Bay Area’s total PM emissions into multiple
source categories. Staff reviewed each source category where PM emissions were
estimated to exceed 0.1 tons per day. The contribution of each major grouping of source
categories to total emissions of TSP, PM1o, and PM2s are shown in Figures 1-2.1 through
2.3 below. These figures provide a graphic illustration of the contribution of each
“Summary Category,” or grouping of related source categories, to the region’s PM
emissions inventory.
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Figure 1-2.1: 2011 Emissions Inventory — TSP Summary Categories
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Figure 1-2.2: 2011 Emissions Inventory — PMio Summary Categories
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As these figures show, the conclusions for TSP (Figure 1-2.1) and PMzo (Figure 1-2.2) are
similar - the most significant Summary Categories of emissions are the same six categories:

Summary Category % of Total TSP % of Total PM1o
Road Dust 34.7 27.3
Combustion of fuel from various 10.2 16.2
sources
Passenger Vehicles & Trucks 7.4 12.2
Construction 13.7 11.2
Animal Waste 11.1 8.9
Wind Blown Dust 6.1 5.1
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Figure 1-2.3: 2011 Emissions Inventory — PM2s Summary Categories
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The conclusions for PM2s are somewhat different. The first three most significant PMas
Summary Categories are the same as those for TSP and PM1o:

Summary Category % of Total PM2s
Combustion of fuel from various sources | 36.8
Passenger Vehicles & Trucks 15.2
Road Dust 9.1
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However, the next three most significant PM.s Summary Categories are:

Summary Category % of Total PM2s
Industrial sources 7.6
Marine Activity 7.1
Power Equipment 5.2
B. PM Emissions from Combustion

As discussed above in describing PM controls, there are very few effective ways to control
PM from natural gas or refinery fuel gas combustion. CARB has developed requirements
for control of diesel fuel combustion. Control of jet fuel combustion is outside the authority
of the Air District, since no gas turbines in the district currently burn liquid fuels. Control
of PM from combustion of solid fuels (specifically petroleum coke) require site-specific
analysis.

C. Identification of Source Categories with Potential for Significant PM
Reductions

The purpose of draft rule amendments to Rule 6-1 is to significantly reduce PMio and PM2 5
emissions. The 2011 Emissions Inventory has been used as the basis for this analysis, and
each source category with emissions of greater than 0.10 ton per day for TSP, PM1o, or
PM2s was considered. There are 88 source categories that capture 95 — 98 percent of total
estimated PM emissions, and represent all significant emissions where reductions may be
feasible.

Each of the 88 source categories are shown in Attachment 1. Draft amendments to Rule 6-
1 are proposed for each source category where a significant quantity of emissions
(especially PM2s) is emitted and where potential control can yield significant PM
reductions. Several source categories are excluded from this rule development project
based on the following criteria:
= There is a current rule in place for the source category, or other recent rule
amendments that are not yet fully implemented; or
= Other rulemaking is currently underway or included in the 2017 Clean Air Plan;
or
= The source category is outside of Air District jurisdiction; or
= No control methods are currently available that can have significant impact on
emissions from the source category.
Future rulemaking to reduce PM emissions will reconsider these categories to identify the
sources with greatest opportunity for improvement. Future PM rules will most likely be
focused on specific source categories and specific sources, with specific control techniques
and specific emission limits.

Twenty-two of the 88 source categories are being considered for possible control and
emissions reductions. These categories include 43 percent of the total estimated PMio
emissions, and 19 percent of the total estimated PM2s emissions. The largest of these
categories are Construction Dust and Entrained Road Dust. Proposals to control
Construction Dust and Entrained Road Dust (summarized as Fugitive Dust) were
considered when developing the potential draft amendments for Rule 6-1.
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Table 1-2.1: Source Categories considered for Rule 6-1 amendments

Source Category PMyo PMzs
Petroleum Refinery Processing® 0.27 tpd 0.16 tpd
Chemical Manufacturing 0.39 0.38
Other Food and Agricultural Processes 0.44 0.26
Wood Products Manufacturing 0.10 0.06
Asphaltic Concrete Plants 0.22 0.18
Concrete Batching 1.11 0.75
Glass & Related Products 0.69 0.68
Stone, Sand & Gravel 0.43 0.06
Landfills 1.56 0.22
Waste Management — other 0.34 0.32
Other Industrial / Commercial 0.75 0.45
Construction — 5 source categories 11.47 1.14
Entrained Road Dust — 6 source categories 28.05 4.00
Total: 45.82 8.66

¢ excluding refinery combustion

D. Source Categories Not Being Considered for Additional Regulatory
Requirements

Of the 88 source categories identified in the 2011 Emissions Inventory with PM emissions
of over 0.10 ton per day, only 22 are being considered for additional emissions controls.
The other 66 were excluded from consideration for various reasons, as discussed below.

Six source categories have rules in place, or recent rule amendments (including state Air
Toxic Control Measures) that are not yet fully implemented. These six categories are not
currently being considered for potential amendments to Rule 6-1. Three of these source
categories are significant sources of both PM1o and PM2 s emissions: cooking, wood stoves
and fireplaces collectively represent 22 percent of the PM1o and 41 percent of the PM2s
emissions. The other three source categories have much lower emissions.

Table 1-2.2: Source Categories with existing or partially implemented rules

Source Category PMyo PMzs
e Cooking 2.81 tpd 1.80 tpd
e Sand Blasting 0.17 0.01
o Domestic Combustion — water heating 0.47 0.47
e \Wood Stoves 2.42 2.33
o Fireplaces 8.31 8.00
e Gas Turbines 0.88 0.88
Total 15.06 13.49

Eight categories are not being considered for potential amendments to Rule 6-1 because
they are addressed by new rules that have recently been approved, or are included in the
stationary source measure in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Some of these sources are currently
regulated and the other sources are the subject of Further Study Measures currently
included in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Petroleum Refinery Combustion is also a significant
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source of PM. Regulation 9, Rule 10 was recently amended to address these sources’ NOx
emissions, and include a provision for CO monitoring as an indicator for complete
combustion. Additional research is needed to better control PM emissions from refinery
process gas combustion. These eight source categories represent five percent of the PM1o
and nine percent of the PM25 emissions.

Table 1-2.3: Source Categories with new rules recently approved, or included in the
2017 CAP

Source Category PMao PMzs
e Metallurgical Foundries and Forging 0.61 tpd 0.46 tpd
o Metal Recycling and Shredding 0.10 0.07
e Cement Manufacturing 0.11 0.08
o Domestic Combustion — space heating 0.70 0.70
e Petroleum Refinery Combustion 2.51 2.45
o Planned Fires (prunings, crops, weeds) 0.29 0.27
e Animal Waste - Dairy Cattle 0.52 0.06
e Animal Waste - Range Cattle 0.87 0.10
Total 571 4.19

Thirty-eight source categories are not within the jurisdiction of the Air District, so are not
being considered for potential amendments to Rule 6-1. These 38 source categories
represent 18 percent of the PM1o and 28 percent of the PM..s emissions.

Table 1-2.4: Source Categories outside the jurisdiction of the Air District

Source Category PMyo PMzs
e Lawn & Garden Equipment 0.21 tpd 0.21 tpd
e Refrigeration Units — Diesel 0.18 0.17
e Agricultural Equipment - Diesel 0.32 0.31
e Construction & Mining Equipment — Gasoline 0.11 0.11
e Construction & Mining Equipment — Diesel 0.56 0.55
e Industrial Equipment — Diesel 0.10 0.09
e Light Commercial Equipment — Gasoline 0.34 0.34
e Light Commercial Equipment — Diesel 0.32 0.31
e Locomotive Operations — Diesel 0.20 0.19
e Ships in Transit — Diesel 0.29 0.28
e Ships in Transit — Fuel Oil 0.73 0.71
e Commercial Harbor Craft 0.75 0.75
o Recreational Boats — Gasoline 1.39 1.38
o Commercial Aircraft 0.12 0.12
o General Aviation Aircraft 0.14 0.14
e Light Duty Passenger Vehicles — Exhaust 0.28 0.26
e Light Duty Passenger Vehicles — Tire Wear 0.83 0.21
e Light Duty Passenger Vehicles — Brake Wear 3.81 1.63
e Light Duty Trucks | — Exhaust 0.09 0.08
e Light Duty Trucks I — Tire Wear 0.10 0.02
o Light Duty Trucks | — Brake Wear 0.44 0.19
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o Light Duty Trucks Il - Exhaust 0.09 0.09

o Light Duty Trucks Il — Tire Wear 0.27 0.07
e Light Duty Trucks Il — Brake Wear 1.24 0.53
o Medium Duty Trucks - Exhaust 0.08 0.08
o Medium Duty Trucks — Tire Wear 0.20 0.05
o Medium Duty Trucks — Brake Wear 0.92 0.40
e Light Heavy Duty Trucks I - Exhaust 0.13 0.12
e Light Heavy Duty Trucks | — Brake Wear 0.34 0.15
o Medium Heavy Duty Trucks - Exhaust 0.67 0.62
e Medium Heavy Duty Trucks — Brake Wear 0.30 0.13
o Heavy Heavy Duty Trucks - Exhaust 1.60 1.47
e Heavy Heavy Duty Trucks — Tire Wear 0.13 0.03
e Heavy Heavy Duty Trucks — Brake Wear 0.22 0.09
e Urban Buses — Exhaust 0.19 0.17
e Urban Buses — Brake Wear 0.49 0.21
e Other Buses — Exhaust 0.09 0.09
e Cigarette/Tobacco Smoking 0.54 0.52
Total 18.81 12.87

Staff proposes omitting fourteen source categories from consideration for possible control
and emission reductions. Staff is not considering these source categories based on:

) their current emissions are relatively small,

i) current rulemaking will provide a basis for future work (regarding

control of PM from dairy cattle / range cattle on other types of animals),

iii) additional study is needed to address farming operations, or

iv) control techniques are not currently available to address these categories.
These 14 source categories represent 17 percent of the total PMio and 11 percent of the
total PM2.s emissions.

Table 1-2.5 — Source Categories with relatively small PM emissions, without practical
controls, or where current work will help develop future control strategies

Source Category PMyo PMzs
o Landfill Flares 0.11 tpd 0.11 tpd
e Other Natural Gas Combustion 1.41 1.41
e Farming Operations — Land Preparation 1.03 0.15
e Farming Operations — Harvest 0.55 0.08
e Accidental Fires — structural 0.21 0.19
e Accidental Fires — all vegetation 1.04 1.01
e Animal Waste — Broilers 2.43 0.28
e Animal Waste — Layers 1.81 0.21
e Animal Waste — Turkeys 1.17 0.13
e Animal Waste — Sheep 0.44 0.05
¢ Animal Waste — Horses 0.10 0.01
e Animal Waste — Other 1.83 0.21
e Wind Blown Dust — Agricultural Land 4.90 0.98
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e Wind Blown Dust — Other 0.35 0.05
Total 17.38 4.87

Combustion sources of all types are a cumulative large source of particulates, yet each
individual source is a relatively small source of particulate matter. Combustion is a large
contributor to the generation of fine PM. Particulates emissions from diesel and fuel oil
combustion are common and readily visible. Combustion of natural gas can create ultrafine
PM in addition to the small amounts of larger PM. Gas turbines that burn natural gas have
been source tested often, and most of the time very little PM is found due to the large
volume of exhaust flow. Emission rates of PM2s can be significant even when the PM
concentration is very dilute. Source test results for these sources indicate PM emissions are
0.0006 grains PMzo/dscf or lower. The control technology used for this type of source is
“good combustion practice,” which means ensuring that combustion is as complete as
possible. Low CO concentrations in flue gas are an indication of complete combustion.
There are no practical controls to reduce particulates beyond “good combustion practice”
available for these stationary sources. The 2017 Clean Air Plan stationary source control
measure entitled “combustion strategy” will review all sources of combustion with the
intent of identifying efficiency measures that will reduce the amount of fuel consumed, and
will also consider impact on neighbors.
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Attachment 1-3: Analysis of Potential PM Controls on Affected Facilities

A Source Categories Identified for Potential Emission Reductions Through PM
Controls

Twenty-two source categories were reviewed as initial steps to reduce PM emissions. In
those 22 source categories there are 2455 permitted stationary sources with particulate
matter emissions. These sources were screened to focus on the largest of these facilities,
55 of which have more than 90 Ib/day of particulate emissions. These 55 large sources
represent slightly more than 2.2 percent of the permitted sources and approximately
85 percent of the total emissions from these categories.

Facilities in some of these 22 source categories may be affected by the more stringent TSP
concentration and mass emissions limits. Staff visited each of these 55 facilities to assess
the current situation, and understand what impact PM controls would have on these
operations. Background information and potential for reduced PM emissions are discussed
for each of these categories below. These assessments provide the basis for estimated PM
emissions reductions, and estimated costs for these facilities to comply with the draft
amendments.

Basic Refining Processes

Four of the large sources of PM are refinery fluid catalytic cracking (FCC) units. Flue gas
from the regenerator contains catalyst dust, and is controlled with cyclones and electro-
static precipitators (ESP) to limit particulate emissions. These refining processes and the
associated control equipment are very sophisticated, and they currently achieve relatively
low emissions of filterable PM (typical filterable PM concentrations range from 0.001 —
0.01 grains of PM/dry standard cubic foot).

These sources also contain condensable PM and ammonia, which is a PM precursor.
Regulation 6, Rule 5: Particulate Emissions from Refinery Fluidized Catalytic Cracking
Units was recently adopted to address the ammonia emissions and optimize ammonia
levels in the effluent to minimize particulate emissions from the ESP’s.

These facilities are already equipped with Best Available Control Technology for the solid

(filterable) particulates. Implementation of Rule 6-5 will address the condensable
particulates. No other general or source specific regulations are recommended at this time.

Chemical Manufacturing

One of the large sources of PM in the Bay Area is a petroleum coke calciner. Particulate
emissions come from the transportation and storage of green coke, the calcining process,
and storage and transportation of the calcined coke product. The primary opportunity for
improvement appears to be control of fugitive dust from the storage and handling of the
calcined coke product. Regulation 9, Rule 14: Petroleum Coke Calcining Operations was
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recently adopted to address significant SOz emissions, which is a PM precursor. In
addition, Rule 9-14 directly addresses particulate matter emissions by requiring a dust
control plan, so this facility is exempted from the draft proposed new requirements.

One of the large sources of PM is a facility that manufactures catalysts used in oil refining.
These catalysts are made from alumina powder that is shipped in by rail. The
manufacturing facility is contained within buildings, and has baghouses on the process
drying streams and on the ventilation from each of the buildings. There does not appear to
be significant opportunity for additional cost effective emission reductions at this time.

Other Food and Agricultural Processes

Two large facilities make salt. Salt dust is contained by ducting surrounding the solids
handling systems, and wet mechanical scrubbers (known as roto-clones) are used to control
salt emissions. There are several baghouses and one water scrubber used as control devices
as well. Wet mechanical scrubbers have relatively poor control effectiveness, but since salt
particles are absorbed by the body, these particles may not create the same health impacts
as other fine particulates. The Morton Salt Material Safety Data Sheet shows no specific
health impacts from exposure to salt dust emissions. Staff recommends an exemption from
more stringent PM requirements for salt manufacturing.

One large facility is a sugar refinery. Their solids handling processes are abated with wet
mechanical scrubbers, and baghouses. One system uses char to absorb color bodies from
the raw sugar, and is abated with a baghouse. There does not appear to be significant
opportunity for additional cost effective emission reductions at this time. Staff considered
providing an exemption for sugar manufacturing similar to salt manufacturing. However,
the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) recommends no more
than 5 mg/m? of exposure to sugar dust, so the limited exemption was not included in the
rule language. Source test studies for this facility show their emissions are well below the
more stringent emission limits proposed in the amendments to Rule 6-1.

One of the large sources is a flour mill. The facility currently produces 1,000,000 Ibs. of
flour per year, and is in the process of expanding production. They have an extensive
system of baghouses and are upgrading the baghouses involved in the expansion as
required by Regulation 2, Rule 2. The expanded facilities must meet Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) requirements. The facilities current emission limits are 0.02 gr/dscf,
and new permit requirements for the expansion will reduce emission limits to the 0.002 —
0.004 gr/dscf range. Staff recommends no further analysis of flour manufacturing at this
time, as there does not appear to be significant opportunity for additional cost effective
emission reductions.

One large facility is a coffee roaster. There are many cyclone and baghouse combinations
for bean and ground coffee handling. The coffee roasting is abated for NOx and
hydrocarbons, but is not abated for PM. There have been several source tests conducted on
the coffee roasters — indicating PM emissions are 0.012 gr/dscf totaling approximately 0.2
Ib/hr, with an additional 0.014 gr/dscf of condensable PM (also approximately 0.2 Ib/hr).
Staff recommends no further analysis of coffee roasting at this time, as there does not
appear to be significant opportunity for additional cost effective emission reductions.
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Two large facilities produce livestock feed from various grains. One facility has baghouses
to control the grain conveyors and elevators, and the hammer-mill for grinding the grain.
The other facility has cyclones to control these types of sources. The cyclones at the second
facility are quite old, and estimated to be only 65 percent efficient. Since these cyclones
are much less efficient than baghouses, this facility may be an area of opportunity for
improvement. However, secondary abatement is seldom cost effective since more than half
of the PM emissions are already removed by the cyclones. The grain unloading areas in
both facilities are uncontrolled, although the dusting is relatively minor and occurs only
during interim periods when the grain initially falls from the truck into the pit. Compliance
testing requirements in draft amendments to Rule 6-1 will identify if further controls are
needed for either of these facilities.

Asphaltic Concrete Plants

Five of the large facilities produce asphaltic concrete for road paving. The process for
handling and drying aggregate for use in asphalt is controlled, including NOx controls for
the drier and a baghouse to control PM from the drier, handling and storage systems. The
area of opportunity for asphaltic concrete facilities is where significant clouds of “blue
smoke” occur each time a batch of asphalt mix is delivered from the storage bin into a
delivery truck (called load-out). This smoke appears to be vaporized and possibly partially
oxidized asphalt. The asphaltic concrete mixture for Warm Mix asphalt is kept at 235 —
275°F in storage, and is hot enough to create this “blue smoke” plume when dropped from
the storage vessel into the truck. The asphaltic concrete mixture for Hot Mix asphalt is kept
at 300 — 325°F in storage, and makes significantly more “blue smoke.” The volume of the
plume can be minimized by reducing the free-fall distance into the truck and possibly using
a delivery chute.

The California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) at times requires paving with
“rubberized” asphalt. This rubberized asphaltic concrete includes crumb rubber from
recycled tires. Rubberized asphaltic concrete is applied at temperatures from 325 — 375°F.
These higher temperatures can cause sulfur in the crumb rubber to evolve as hydrogen
sulfide (H.S), an odorous chemical (smells like rotten eggs). In addition, the resulting
asphalt mix is in the 300 — 325°F range, and creates significant quantities of “blue smoke.”

“Blue smoke” abatement is installed on two of the five large facilities, and currently being
added to a third facility. These systems include an enclosure around the truck-loading ramp,
and use an induced draft fan to draw air surrounding the loading zone into an abatement
device. This control system is estimated to capture 90 percent of the “blue smoke”, and
routes it to a filtration system that is estimated to recover 85 percent of the vaporized oil.
While this appears to be an area of opportunity for asphalt concrete mix plants, the existing
blue smoke abatement systems collect very little material. The blue smoke is deceiving —
although it appears to be a significant volume of smoke, there are very few pounds of
particles collected. Some blue smoke abatement systems only require cleaning monthly.
Based on existing examples of blue smoke abatement, it does not appear to be cost effective
to require installation of this equipment at these facilities to remove the minor amounts of
PM:5 at this time.

An additional concern is that this blue smoke can occur a second time when the truck
delivers its load of asphaltic concrete to the paver at the jobsite. The cloud of blue smoke
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at the jobsite is usually much smaller because the asphaltic concrete is generally delivered
by sliding the asphalt mix from the dump truck into the paver in a slower and more
controlled manner. There does not appear to be a feasible method to control blue smoke at
the paving jobsite.

Blue smoke also occurs when an asphaltic surface treatment (generally known as chip-seal
paving) is used to seal cracks on an existing paved road, or when layered with fine
aggregate to form a roadway that normally sees very low volume of motor vehicle traffic.
Blue smoke occurs when hot liquid asphalt is sprayed on an existing paved roadway or
aggregate. The cloud of blue smoke at the jobsite can be significant when the hot liquid
asphalt includes recycled rubber. Abatement is currently available — a portable modular
system similar to the blue smoke abatement systems used at asphalt plants. These systems
include an enclosure around the liquid asphalt spray nozzles, and an induced draft fan to
draw significant quantities of air surrounding the spray zone into an abatement device. This
approach is estimated to capture 85 percent of the “blue smoke,” and routes it to a filtration
system that is estimated to recover 85 percent of the vaporized oil. This also appears to be
an area of opportunity to reduce PM emissions, but the amount of asphalt recovered is very
small, so staff does not recommend blue smoke abatement at this time.

Additional analysis of possible toxic impacts of blue smoke will be considered in future
Health Risk Assessments of these sources.

Roofing Asphalt

Roofing asphalt is an area with potential for emission reductions. Roofing asphalt is
typically heated to 450 — 500°F in small heating units called asphalt kettles, and pumped
to the roof. Smoke and odors can emanate from the kettle (particularly if the asphalt is
overheated), and from the asphalt as it is spread on the roof. Smoke and odors also occur
when the kettle is opened to add additional asphalt. One manufacturer of roofing asphalt
has now added a polymer that forms a skim-layer on the surface of the hot liquid asphalt
in the kettle, and has been shown to reduce smoke and odors by up to 80 percent. This
product, known as low-fuming roofing asphalt, appears to be an improvement in worker
exposure to fumes, as well as a reduction in PM emissions and odors.

During the workshop process, staff received feedback that low-fuming roofing asphalt is
available from only one supplier. Other suppliers provide a low-odor roofing asphalt, but
the additive is only an odorant to make the fumes smell better, not reduce the evolution of
the hot roofing asphalt fumes. In addition, the cost of low-fuming asphalt was found to be
significantly more expensive (incremental $5 — 10 per 100 Ib. plug) than anticipated. Low-
fuming roofing asphalt no longer appears to be a cost-effective method to control roofing
asphalt fumes.

The draft new regulation to address roofing asphalt is being withdrawn, and further study
is needed to identify additional options for control of roofing asphalt.

Concrete Batching

Two of the large facilities are concrete batch mix plants. The cement and aggregate flow
through a cylindrical chute into the receiving hopper on a delivery truck. An induced draft
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fan is often used to draw air surrounding the loading zone into an abatement device. This
approach is estimated to capture 90 percent of the cement and aggregate dust, and routes it
to a baghouse that is estimated to recover 99 percent of the dust. Plastic flexible shrouds
are often positioned around all four sides of the delivery chute to protect the delivery from
the wind. Water is often sprayed on the outside of the shrouds to control any dust that may
escape the induced draft fan suction during the delivery. Staff recommends no further
analysis of concrete batching operations at this time, as there does not appear to be
significant opportunity for additional cost effective emission reductions.

Glass & Related Products Manufacturing

One large facility is a glass recycling facility, that receives glass, sorts it into specific colors
and types, and then delivers it to glass manufacturing facilities. Glass comes in via trucks
and rail cars. The glass is dumped into piles, scooped up with a large front-end loader, and
fed into a hopper / crusher / screening process. Plastic bottles and aluminum cans are
removed by hand. A magnet is used to remove trash metals. Water sprays are used for
abatement of the conveyors. Baghouses are used for abatement of the recycled glass loaded
into trucks for delivery. Occasionally recycled glass is loaded directly into trucks using a
large front-end loader. There does not seem to be a significant area of opportunity for
additional cost effective emission reductions at this time because there is relatively little
dust coming from the transportation and storage of the broken glass.

One facility manufactures fiberglass for insulation. Delivery trucks drop recycled glass into
a hopper where it is conveyed to a storage silo. The entire recycled glass supply operation
is abated with an induced draft fan and baghouse. Glass is melted with a “cold top” electric
arc furnace. There appears to be very little PM emissions from this furnace. Molten glass
is then spun into fiberglass abated by large induced draft fan and cyclones. Source test
information finds the PM emissions from these sources range from 0.01 — 0.04 grains/dry
standard cubic foot, and two to eight Ibs/hr from each of four parallel fiberglass spinning
heads. This spinning process seems to be a source of very fine (0.1 — 1.0 microns)
particulates. The facility’s corporate engineering group believes the PM2s comes from
volatilization of the molten glass during the spinning process. They have installed
electrostatic precipitators (ESP’s) at other corporate locations, and find them to be only 50
— 80 percent effective. Their cyclones could be upgraded to include baghouses or an ESP,
but control efficiency is uncertain until particle size distributions are more clearly defined.
The fiberglass is then coated with a binder, and this binder is a large source of PM
emissions. A recent source test measured about 450 Ibs. of PMyo per day (including
condensable PM). However, this facility is in the process of converting to a different
binder, so modification of their permit will drive any improvements needed to achieve
BACT controls on the binder coating system. The fiberglass is cooled, formed into mats,
and cut into finished sizes, all abated with induced draft fans, cyclones and high efficiency
air filters. Source-specific rule making will be needed to address the very fine particulate
matter coming from the fiberglass spinning process.

One facility manufactures glass containers; however, this facility is no longer a concern
because it has recently shut down operations.
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Stone, Sand & Gravel

Nine of the large facilities are rock quarries. In general, staff observed that those quarries
that made efforts to control dust did a good job of preventing significant dust plumes. On
the other hand, those quarries that made little or no effort to control dust had visible dust
plumes from crushers, conveyors, stockpiles, and from vehicles on the unpaved roads.

The source and quality of rock from a quarry can vary significantly, so the final products
and uses vary as well. However, most quarries have a similar production process: blasting,
scooping up the rock with large front-end loaders, crushing the rock, transporting the rock
via conveyors, screening the rock into various sizes, additional crushing if necessary, and
conveying the various sized rock products to storage piles. Blasting at a quarry creates a
significant plume of dust. If the wind is still, this dust can linger for quite some time. If the
wind is strong, the wind can carry this dust off-site, and create a nuisance for neighbors.
No pre-watering or other methods appear to be practical to prevent or control dust from
blasting. Some quarries have a water wash facility to rinse dirt and sand from the various
aggregate products.

Most quarries use water sprays as their only dust mitigation strategy. They spray water on
the crushers and conveyors, and on the product stockpiles to control dust. Water fog and
water misting systems are much more effective because they produce small water droplets
that contact the small dust particles more effectively. Some water sprays appeared to be
effective, while others needed additional spray nozzles or more regular maintenance of the
existing spray nozzles. Almost all quarries load the finished product into trucks with a
front-end loader. Loading the finished products into trucks can be a significant source of
dust, depending on the time and care used in depositing the rock or aggregate into the truck.
Those operators that drop the entire load into a truck quickly from a height of two to three
feet create a significant dust plume. Those that slowly and gently slide the load of rock into
the truck from a height of no more than one to two feet create a much more modest dust
plume. A separate rulemaking for controlling fugitive dust from quarries and other facilities
that store and handle bulk materials is being proposed.

Truck traffic on unpaved roads within a quarry can also be a significant source of PM
emissions. Most quarries spray water on their unpaved roadways to prevent dust. However,
water on unpaved roads can create mud that adheres to the truck tires and truck body,
resulting in mud deposits on the paved roads at the exits from these quarries. This mud is
known as “trackout” because the trucks and truck tires “track out” mud onto the paved
roads. Most quarries have a set of widely spaced bars (known as “grizzlies) near the quarry
exit that are designed to knock mud off the trucks, and flex the tire treads to be sure no
mud adheres to the tire treads, thus preventing “trackout” onto the public roadway. These
grizzly bar systems must also have a place to collect the mud, and the mud must be removed
regularly to prevent it from building up to the point where it renders the system ineffective.
Some quarries have truck wash stations to clean the trucks and wash mud from the tires
before they leave the facility. Trackout can become a significant fugitive dust problem
when allowed onto the public roads adjacent to the quarry. The mud can dry into fine silt
and local traffic can entrain (and re-entrain) the silt into a localized dust plume. A separate
rulemaking for prohibition of trackout will require about one-third of all quarries to
improve control of trackout.
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Landfills and Other Waste Management

Twelve landfills in the Bay Area are large sources of PM. Similar to quarries, staff observed
that the landfills that made efforts to control dust did a good job of preventing significant
dust plumes. On the other hand, those landfills that made little or no effort to control dust
had visible dust plumes from vehicles on the unpaved roads.

Landfill particulate matter emissions parallel the emissions from construction sites and
rock quarries. In addition, landfills may have a variety of other operations including tire
recycling; paper, wood, plastic and glass recycling; and green waste recycling. Minor
sources of dust are:

e dumping of municipal waste, and construction/demolition debris;

e cuts made in other parts of the landfill to provide cover soil,
e transfer and sorting of recyclables;

e recycling of concrete; and

e recycling and chipping wood.

Most landfills currently have stringent permit conditions in place to control PM emissions.
The vast majority of dust at a landfill comes from vehicle traffic. All roads and the area
next to the active fill site are normally kept wet to minimize fugitive dust. Landfill sites
often use their own leachate as the water source for keeping the roads and active fill site
wet. This leachate can have odor issues at times, but it seldom seems to create an odor
problem when used to wet the landfill gravel and dirt roads. Landfills also have issues with
“trackout” of mud that can accumulate on trucks from the wet gravel and dirt roads. Most
landfills have a truck grizzly bar / rumble strip facilities to prevent trackout onto the public
roadways. Some facilities have truck wash stations, and others have long paved roads that
they either wash down or attempt to keep clean with street sweepers. The primary
opportunity for cost effective emissions reductions appears to be more disciplined
prevention of trackout onto public roads.

In addition, five other locations in the category of “other” waste management appear to be
large sources of PM emissions. These are waste transfer stations, where waste is segregated
into various recyclables: green waste, plastic, paper, wood, metals, tires, and concrete for
example. Again, PM emissions come primarily from handling of the waste as it is separated
into the various recycle streams, and from truck traffic in and out of the facility. Water
spray from permanent spray nozzles, or manually from a fire hose is used to wet the waste
before it is transferred to a conveyor belt for sorting. Fresh water or reclaimed water is
normally used for these water sprays. Water fog or water mist systems are far more
effective and use less water. Water sprays appear to be effective, and no significant PM
emission reductions are expected. Water is used to control road dust on paved roads and
any gravel roads at each facility. Trackout is generally less of a problem at waste transfer
stations because most of the roadways are paved. Staff recommends no further analysis of
other waste management operations at this time, as there does not appear to be significant
opportunity for additional cost effective emission reductions.

Other Industrial & Commercial Processes

There are three gypsum related facilities in the Bay Area. Gypsum is used in fertilizer,
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cement manufacturing, and is the primary component of wallboard. Gypsum is a soft,
powdered mineral salt that is mined and transported as a dry material, and dust from
gypsum is approximately 90 percent PM1o, and nearly 50 percent PMzs.

One of the facilities receives gypsum, conveys it to a large storage pile, and loads it into
trucks as supply to a cement manufacturing facility. This facility has a baghouse on the
receiving system, and water sprays on the conveyor system. The primary area of
opportunity for cost effective emission reductions is fugitive dust from traffic in the area,
particularly with a large skip loader used to load gypsum into the product delivery trucks.
A second facility receives gypsum, conveys it to a large storage pile, and manufactures
wallboard. This facility has baghouses on the gypsum receiving and storage facility, on the
crushed gypsum and conveyor to the wallboard plant, and on the gypsum calcining
operation within the plant. The area of opportunity for emission reduction is concentrated
on fugitive dust from a recycled gypsum storage pile and the truck traffic within the facility.
These two gypsum facilities will be affected by the draft rule for bulk material storage and
handling.

A third facility manufactures the paper tape used to join and smooth out the interface
between two sections of wallboard. This facility generates PM from the mechanical process
used to texturize the paper tape so the wallboard joint compound will adhere to the paper
tape. This facility has a cyclone to capture the paper dust created by texturizing the paper
tape. A baghouse can provide more effective control than a cyclone, so there is an
opportunity for reducing emissions by adding a baghouse to the discharge from the
cyclone. The discharge of the cyclone appears clear with little residue on the discharge
ducts, so no additional controls may be warranted. There are no source tests on this
emission point, so the compliance testing required in the draft amendments to Rule 6-1 will
determine whether this facility needs to install better control equipment.

Bay Area Rapid Transit Car Cleaning Facilities

Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) has four maintenance yards that each have BART car
cleaning facilities. Particulate matter from rail wear, electric motor wear, and brake pad
wear accumulate under the BART cars, and can be emitted to the air during the cleaning
process. These cleaning facilities are enclosed, and abated with wet mechanical scrubbers
(roto-clones) that seem to work effectively — there is no tell-tale dust or stain on the
discharge of the scrubbers. However, emissions from each of these wet scrubbers were
incorrectly estimated to be more than 200 Ib/day, so staff identified these facilities as an
area of opportunity for PM controls. The actual emissions are much lower, so additional
controls such as a baghouse or a wet electrostatic precipitator are not cost effective.

BART also has a rail-grinding car that is designed to smooth out the system’s rails. This
rail-grinding car has an induced draft fan to capture rail dust, and a baghouse to control the
discharge of the fan. It appears to work effectively, and does not appear to have much
potential for cost effective emission reductions.

Contra Costa County Sanitary District

The Contra Cost County Sanitary District has a sewage treatment facility in Martinez that
incinerates solid sludge. It is currently equipped with a wet scrubber to control particulate
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emissions. Source tests indicate this wet scrubber is effective most of the time, but
occasionally the test results could exceed the more stringent limits included in the
amendments to Rule 6-1. Staff from the Contra Costa County Sanitary District indicate that
they intend to upgrade these wet scrubbers with more effective scrubbers, with the potential
to include a wet Electro Static Precipitator (ESP) and a chloride removal system to address
Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) emissions. Installation of these enhanced controls is not cost
effective for the relatively small PM emission reductions that can be gained.

CCC Sanitary District is part of a Publicly Owned Treatment Works group that has
indicated they need 6 years to budget, fund, design, procure, construct and startup
abatement equipment. Accommodation for this extended time period is included in the
proposed amendments to Rule 6-1.

Smaller Sources

The remaining 2,400 permitted stationary sources emit significantly less than 90 pounds
per day. They collectively account for the remaining 15 percent of the total emissions of
the 22 source categories that are being considered for this first phase of PM emission
reductions. They represent an array of sources similar to the larger stationary sources - just
lower in emissions. Staff will work with these smaller sources during the workshop phase
of the rule development process to discover any unique specific issues that may be raised
by these smaller sources.

Construction Operations (Residential, Commercial, Institutional, Industrial, and

Roads)

Construction is a large source of fugitive dust, and provides a significant opportunity for
emission reductions. Construction dust is currently limited by the visible emission standard
in Rule 6-1; and Air District Rule 11-14, Asbestos-Containing Serpentine and the
California Air Resources Board Air Toxic Control Measures limit construction operations
involving naturally occurring asbestos (known as serpentine rock) for Surfacing
Applications and for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations.
Construction dust is also limited by the Regional Water Quality Control Board
requirements for Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPP). SWPPP’s are required
for any construction site over 1 acre.

PM emissions from construction operations are separated into five different categories in
the emission inventory, as follows:

Source Category TSP PM1o PMz2s
Residential 5.09 tpd 2.49 tpd 0.25 tpd
Commercial 4.99 2.44 0.24
Institutional 5.02 2.46 0.25
Industrial 2.34 1.14 0.11
Roads 6.00 2.94 0.29
Total: 23.44 11.47 1.14

CARB guidelines indicate typical dust from construction and other disturbed surfaces is
approximately 49 percent PM1o, and only approximately five percent PM.. Staff is not
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proposing any draft amendments for Rule 6-1 to address fugitive dust, or any new rules for
general control of fugitive dust at this time. Instead, staff proposes to focus on trackout that
creates road dust, and the potential for subsequent vehicle traffic to pulverize the trackout
into silt and PMzs.

As mentioned previously, the State Regional Water Quality Control Board requires Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plans for large construction projects, and provides a variety of
Best Management Practices to control silt in water runoff, wind erosion, and trackout onto
paved roads. SWPPP Best Management Practices summarized in Attachment 1-5A of this
workshop report.

Attachment 1-5B of this workshop report provides a summary of wind erosion and fugitive
dust control methodologies, divided into various categories of potential dust generating
activities. These categories are:

1. Bulk Materials — Onsite Handling / Processing Operations
e Conveying

e Crushing

e Screening

e Stockpiles

2. Bulk Materials — Onsite Hauling / Transporting

e Loading

e Unloading

e Stacking

e Hauling

e Transporting
3. Bulk Materials — Offsite Hauling / Transporting
e Crossing or using paved roads accessible to the Public
4. Concrete and Demolition Work
e Clearing concrete forms
e Mechanical and manual demolition
Disturbed Surface Areas
6. Earth-moving Activities
e Earth cutting and filling,
Drilling,
Grading,
Leveling,
Clearing and/or grubbing,
Excavating,
Trenching,
Landscaping,
Road shoulder maintenance
Soil mulching
Landfill operations,
Weed abatement by discing or blading.
Open Area and Vacant Land
Stabilization Requirements
Trackout, Carryout, & Spillage, Erosion Requirements
0 Traffic in Unpaved Work Sites

o
e 6 o o o o o o o o o
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11. Unpaved Parking Areas, Staging Areas, Material Storage Areas, and Unpaved
Access Roads and Haul Roads
12. Other Potential Dust Generating Operations / Control Measures

The SWPPP BMP’s and these fugitive dust control methodologies are provided here as a
reference for the future when a new rule(s) for control of fugitive dust is developed.

Entrained Road Dust

Road dust is divided into six categories based on the estimated emissions from each type
of road: Paved Freeways; Paved Major Roads; Paved Collectors; Paved Local Streets;
Unpaved Forest/Park Roads; and Unpaved Farm Roads. Each road type accumulates dust
from four primary sources:

e Erosion in the form of dirt and debris that blows from the side of the road onto the
road by gusts of wind, or that is washed onto the roadway during heavy rains,
floods, or irrigation system malfunctions;

e Dirt or other bulk materials that may blow out of a truck, or may leak or spill from
a truck as it travels down the road (known as carryout);

¢ Dirt or mud that adheres to a vehicle’s tires or undercarriage which then dries and
falls onto the roadway (known as trackout); and

e Particles from the road surface itself that can be eroded by vehicle traffic. These
particles are very small when eroded from a paved or concrete road.

Two other sources of particulate can accumulate near roadways - particles from tire wear
and brake pad wear. However, they are considered separate categories in the emissions
inventory. Staff has no recommendations on how to address either tire wear or break pad
wear.

Any dirt that accumulates on a roadway can be pulverized into fine particles by vehicle
tires, and entrained into the air by the turbulence from passing vehicles. Any larger particles
(larger than PM1o) fall back to the earth quickly (typically within a 100 - 200 feet), while
the smaller particles (PM2s) either fall back to earth more slowly or become dissipated
with the surrounding air. A study of near freeway particulate measurements indicates diesel
and other ultra-fine PM from freeways tend to reach background concentrations about 250
meters away from the freeway.? 3

Entrained Road Dust is identified as six different categories in the emission inventory, as
follows:

Source Category TSP PMjio PM2s
Paved Freeways 12.81 tpd 5.86 tpd 0.88 tpd
Paved Major Roads 15.49 7.08 1.06
Paved Collectors 3.13 1.43 0.21

2 Improving Air Quality and Health in Bay Area Communities, Community Air Risk Evaluation Program
Retrospective and Path Forward (2004 — 2014), April 2014, page 76.

3 Zhu, Y.F., W.C. Hinds, S. Kim, S Shen, C. Sioutas, 2002. Study of ultrafine particles near a major highway
with heavy-duty diesel traffic. Atmospheric Environment, 36, 4323-4335. doi:10.1016/S1352-
2310(02)00354-0.

Staff Report, Proposed Regulation 6 March 2018
Attachment 1-22



Paved Local Streets 21.50 9.83 1.47

Unpaved Forest/Park Roads 5.95 3.53 0.35
Unpaved Farm Roads 0.54 0.32 0.03
Total: 59.42 28.05 4.00

CARB estimates of particle size distribution vary with the type of roadway. Paved road
dust is estimated to be 46 percent PMzo, and seven percent PM2 s, with the remainder being
particles larger than ten microns. Unpaved road dust is estimated to be 59 percent PMio,
and 6 percent PM2 s, with the remainder being particles larger than 10 microns.

Entrained road dust from paved roads can be limited by requiring prevention of trackout,
carryout, and erosion onto paved roads. Dust and silt are not usually found in the travel
lanes, but rather accumulate along the sides of the roads (either in gutters or road shoulders)
and on median strips. In some air districts, the various Public Works Departments have
paved road shoulders and median strips, but that approach has the disadvantage of creating
impermeable surfaces, which can aggravate concerns about water runoff into nearby storm
drains and silt deposition into groundwater. A better solution is to provide low-silt gravel
or vegetation along road shoulders and median strips to reduce the impact of air turbulence.

There are typically three ways to mitigate road dust:
e Support vegetation on median strips and next to road shoulders to minimize wind
erosion

e Water flush
e Mechanical sweeping or Vacuum sweeping

The vegetation strategy is best when built into the design of highways and freeways. Water
flushing is effective, but creates the concern of flushing silt into the groundwater. Street
sweeping is often the most practical, and has the advantage of removing trash, litter and
other debris from the roadway. However, mechanical sweepers often create as much dust
as they prevent.

Entrained road dust from unpaved city, county, forest, park, and farm roads with very light
traffic are much more difficult to address. Control of PM emissions from unpaved roads is
simple, through paving, covering the road with low silt gravel, or covering with a petroleum
road emulsion. However, since unpaved roads are so widely distributed around the Air
District’s nine counties, only on rare occasions is there enough traffic to create significant
entrained road dust and only then is control of unpaved road dust likely to be cost effective.

Bulk Material Storage and Handling, Including Coke and Coal Operations

Bulk material storage and handling are significant sources of PM emissions, and have also
been a source of public complaints. Bulk materials are unpackaged solids less than two
inches in length or diameter, such as soil, sand, gravel, aggregate, construction materials,
coke and coal. Wind erosion from storage and handling of these materials can contribute
to fine particulate matter pollution when bulk material dust gets carried into the atmosphere
by the wind or by being handled in the open air. Coke and coal are particularly troublesome
because the dust is black. Coke or coal dust is far more visible than typical geologic dust,
and black residue on people’s cars, windows and patio furniture is especially annoying.
Black coke and coal dust also absorb sunlight, so they have a greater impact on climate
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change than most typical dust sources.

The Air District has approximately 120 facilities that store and handle bulk materials, 10
of which handle petroleum coke, and three facilities that store and handle coal.
Approximately 40 of these facilities already have controls for fugitive dust, mostly water
sprays. Wind breaks are a very effective method to control wind erosion that initiates
fugitive dust plumes, particularly when bulk materials are actively conveyed from one
place to another. Costs for wind screens and improvements to watering systems are
relatively minor. Neighbor complaints are expected to be reduced significantly. A separate
rulemaking for controlling fugitive dust from bulk material storage and handling sites is
proposed.
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Attachment 1-4: Applicable Federal Standards

The United States Environmental Protection Agency has adopted the following New
Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and National Emission Standards for Hazardous

Air Pollutants (NESHAP) that address PM emissions:

Federal New Source Performance Standards (40 C.F.R. Part 60)

Source Category

Subpart and Section

Description

All

Subpart A, § 60.11

General Provisions

Sulfuric Acid Production Units

Subpart Cd, § 60.31d

Emissions Guidelines and
Compliance Times

Fossil-Fuel-Fired Steam Generators

Subpart D, § 60.42

Standards of Performance

Electric Utility Steam Generating Units

Subpart Da, § 60.42Da

Standards of Performance

Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam
Generating Units

Subpart Db; §8 60.43b &
60.48b

Standards of Performance

Small Industrial-Commercial-Institutional
Steam Generating Units

Subpart Dc, § 60.43c

Standards of Performance

Incinerators

Subpart E, § 60.52

Standards of Performance

Large Municipal Waste Combustors

Subpart Eb, § 60.55b

Standards of Performance

Standards of Performance for
Hospital/Medical/Infectious Waste
Incinerators

Subpart Ec, § 60.52c

Standards of Performance

Sulfuric Acid Plants

Subpart H, § 60.83

Standards of Performance

Hot Mix Asphalt Facilities

Subpart I, § 60.92

Standards of Performance

Petroleum Refineries

Subpart J, § 60.102; Subpart
Ja, § 60.102a & § 60.105a

Standards of Performance

Secondary Lead Smelters

Subpart L, § 60.122

Standards of Performance

Secondary Brass and Bronze Production
Plants

Subpart M, § 60.132

Standards of Performance

Primary Emissions from Basic Oxygen
Process Furnaces Constructed after June
11, 1973

Subpart N, § 60.142

Standards of Performance

Secondary Emissions from Basic Oxygen
Process Steelmaking Facilities Constructed
after January 20, 1983

Subpart Na, § 60.142a

Standards of Performance

Sewage Treatment Plants

Subpart O, § 60.152

Standards of Performance

Glass Manufacturing Plants

Subpart CC, 8§ 60.292

Standards of Performance

Grain Elevators

Subpart DD, § 60.302

Standards of Performance

Lime Manufacturing

Subpart HH, § 60.342

Standards of Performance

Metallic Mineral Processing Plants

Subpart LL, § 60.382

Standards of Performance

Phosphate Rock Plants

Subpart NN, § 60.402

Standards of Performance

Ammonium Sulfate Manufacture

Subpart PP, § 60.442

Standards of Performance

Asphalt Processing and Asphalt Roofing
Manufacture

Subpart UU, § 60.472

Standards of Performance

New Residential Wood Heaters

Subpart AAA, § 60.532

Standards of Performance

Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Plants

Subpart OO0, § 60.672

Standards of Performance

Wool Fiberglass Insulation Manufacturing
Plants

Subpart PPP, § 60.682

Standards of Performance

Calciners and Dryers in Mineral Industries;

Subpart UUU, § 60.732

Standards of Performance

Municipal Solid Waste Landfills

Subpart WWW, § 60.752

Standards of Performance
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http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=29e830f53b9e9d4be9f6133b3978fed3;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A7.0.1.1.1.54;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=29e830f53b9e9d4be9f6133b3978fed3;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A7.0.1.1.1.55;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=29e830f53b9e9d4be9f6133b3978fed3;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A7.0.1.1.1.60;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=29e830f53b9e9d4be9f6133b3978fed3;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A7.0.1.1.1.60;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=29e830f53b9e9d4be9f6133b3978fed3;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A7.0.1.1.1.65;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=29e830f53b9e9d4be9f6133b3978fed3;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A7.0.1.1.1.80;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=29e830f53b9e9d4be9f6133b3978fed3;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A7.0.1.1.1.81;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=29e830f53b9e9d4be9f6133b3978fed3;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A7.0.1.1.1.81;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=29e830f53b9e9d4be9f6133b3978fed3;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A7.0.1.1.1.86;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=29e830f53b9e9d4be9f6133b3978fed3;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A7.0.1.1.1.88;idno=40;cc=ecfr

Federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) (40

C.F.R. Part 63)

Source Category

Subpart and Section

Description

Petroleum Refineries

Subpart CC, § 63.642

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Mineral Wool Production

Subpart DDD, § 63.1178

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Hazardous Waste Combustors;
Incinerators, Cement Kilns & Lightweight
Aggregate Kilns (Interim Standards)

Subpart EEE, § 63.1203,
§63.1205, § 63.1219,
§63.1221

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing

Subpart NNN, § 63.1382

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Petroleum Refineries: Catalytic Cracking
Units, Catalytic Reforming Units, and
Sulfur Recovery Units, and Bypass Lines

Subpart UUU, § 63.1564,
8§ 63.1565, § 63.1566,
8§ 63.1567, § 63.1568,
§63.1569, § 63.1570

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Lime Manufacturing Plants

Subpart AAAAA, § 63.7090

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional
Boilers and Process Heaters

Subpart DDDDD, § 63.7500

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Brick and Structural Clay Products
Manufacturing

Subpart JJJJJ, § 63.8405

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Clay Ceramics Manufacturing Emission
Limitations and Work Practice Standards

Subpart KKKKK, § 63.8555

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Asphalt Processing and Asphalt Roofing
Manufacturing Emission Limitations

Subpart LLLLL, § 63.8684

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Refractory Products Manufacturing
Emission Limitations and Work Practice
Standards

Subpart SSSSS, § 63.9788

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Secondary Nonferrous Metals Processing
Area Sources Standards, Compliance, and
Monitoring Requirements

Subpart TTTTTT, § 63.114655

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Asphalt Processing and Asphalt Roofing
Manufacturing Standards and Compliance
Requirements

Subpart AAAAAAA,
§63.11561

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Chemical Preparations Industry Standards

Subpart BBBBBBB,

National Emission Standards

and Compliance Requirements § 6311581 for Hazardous Air Pollutants
Prepared Feeds Manufacturing Standards, Subpart DDDDDDD, . .
Monitoring, and Compliance §63.11621 National Emission Standards

Requirements

for Hazardous Air Pollutants
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http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A12.0.1.1.1.10;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A13.0.1.1.1.5;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A13.0.1.1.1.5;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A13.0.1.1.1.5;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A13.0.1.1.1.5.217;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A14.0.1.1.1.2;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A14.0.1.1.1.5;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A14.0.1.1.1.5;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A14.0.1.1.1.11;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A14.0.1.1.1.11;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=24ea6871ae0defa3c53c9b9bb7943933;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A14.0.1.1.1.12;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=24ea6871ae0defa3c53c9b9bb7943933;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A14.0.1.1.1.12.197;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=24ea6871ae0defa3c53c9b9bb7943933;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A14.0.1.1.1.12.197;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d76e723685dda109e9c8070954118a91;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A14.0.1.1.1.13;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d76e723685dda109e9c8070954118a91;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A14.0.1.1.1.13;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d76e723685dda109e9c8070954118a91;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A14.0.1.1.1.13.204;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.6;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.6.195;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.6.195;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.33;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.33;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.33.290;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.33.290;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.40;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.40;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.40.308;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.40.308;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.41;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.41.311;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=d4ec971f6cb7e456614dcc67ebaf9f9d;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.41.311;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div6;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.43;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.43.317;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.43.317;idno=40;cc=ecfr
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr;sid=ae066fb653e8e8ec96708c0da1cc2d85;rgn=div7;view=text;node=40%3A15.0.1.1.1.43.317;idno=40;cc=ecfr

ATTACHMENT 1-5: Examples of Control Measures / Best Management Practices for Dust Control

Fugitive Dust Control Measure: A technique, practice, equipment or procedure used to prevent, minimize or mitigate the generation, emissions, entrainment, suspension, and/or
airborne transport of fugitive dust. For the purposes of this rule, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) Best Management Practices (BMP), and other dust

prevention techniques used to meet CEQA mitigation requirements or local ordinances are considered control measures. Control measures also include:

1 Application of water and dust suppressants;
2 Application of low-silt gravel, asphaltic emulsion, and vegetative or synthetic cover;
3 Physical restriction of fugitive dust, soil erosion and motive forces of fugitive dust (wind and water), including curbing, paving, wind breaks, chutes,

shrouds, enclosures, buildings; and

4 Work practice standards including restricting vehicle speeds, controlling drops of bulk materials, using wash down pads, and keeping cargo beds in good

repair and covered.

Attachment 1-5A

Applicable Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan — Relevant Best Management Practices

Source Category

Best Management Practices

Erosion Control

EC-1 Scheduling

EC-2 Preservation of Existing Vegetation
EC-3 Hydraulic Mulch

EC-4 Hydro seeding

EC-5 Soil Binders

EC-6 Straw Mulch

EC-7 Geotextiles & Mats

EC-8 Wood Mulching

EC-15 Soil Preparation / Roughening
EC-16 Non-Vegetative Stabilization

Sediment Control

SE-7 Street Sweeping and Vacuuming

Wind Erosion Control

WE-1 Wind Erosion Control

Tracking Control

TC-1 Stabilized Construction Entrance/Exit
TC-2 Stabilized Construction Roadway
TC-3 Entrance/Outlet Tire Wash

Non-Storm Water Management

NS-3 Paving and Grinding Operations
NS-13 Concrete Finishing
NS-16 Temporary Batch Plants

Waste Management & Materials

WM-1 Material Delivery and Storage
WM-2 Material Use

WNM-3 Stockpile Management
WM-4 Spill Prevention and Control
WM-5 Solid Waste Management
WM-8 Concrete Waste Management
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Attachment 1-5B

Example Control Measures / Best Management Practices

Source Category

Control Measure

Guidance

Records

Handling / Processing

1.0 Bulk Materials — Onsite

During Active Operations

Operations

e Conveying 1.1 Stabilize material before, during, and after conveying, 1.1.1 Stabilize bulk material with 1.1.1 Establish records

e Crushing crushing, or screening to prevent visible dust plumes. water mist/fog or spray, or indicating stabilization

e Screening chemical/organic dust suppressant. methods and actions for each
e  Stockpiles potential dust source.

1.2 Use water misting/fogging systems or water sprays, to
mitigate fine dust.

1.2.1 Monitor and log key
operating parameters of
abatement systems.

1.3 Stabilize material on