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BAY AREA
AIR QUALITY
MANAGEMENT

DisTRICT

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
SPECIAL MEETING

December 19, 2018

A meeting of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Board of Directors will be held at 9:00
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 9:00
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.



http://www.baaqmd.gov/bodagendas

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 SPECIAL MEETING

AGENDA
WEDNESDAY
DECEMBER 19, 2018 BOARD ROOM
9:00 A.M. 15T FLOOR
CALL TO ORDER Chairperson, David Hudson
1. 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.

COMMENDATIONS/PROCLAMATIONS/AWARDS

2. The Board of Directors will recognize outgoing Board Member Pete Sanchez for his service,
leadership, and dedication to protecting air quality in the Bay Area.

CLOSED SESSION

3. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL
EXISITING LITIGATON (Government Code Section 54956.9(a))

Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(a), a need to meet in closed session with legal
counsel to consider the following cases:

A. Western States Petroleum Association, Valero Refining Company — California,
Tesoro Refining & Marketing Company, LLC, and Phillips 66 Company v. Bay Area
AQMD, Contra Costa County Superior Court, Case No. N16-0963

B. Valero Refining Company — California, Tesoro Refining & Marketing Company,
LLC and Phillips 66 Company v. Bay Area AQMD, Contra Costa County Superior
Court, Case No. N16-0095

OPEN SESSION




PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA MATTERS

4.

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 5-9) Staff/Phone (415) 749-

5.

Minutes of the Board of Directors Regular Meeting of August 1, 2018 and Board of Directors
Special Meeting of November 19, 2018
Clerk of the Boards/5073

The Board of Directors will consider approving the draft minutes of the Board of Directors
Regular Meeting of August 1, 2018 and Board of Directors Special Meeting of November 19,
2018.

Board Communications Received from November 19, 2018 through December 18, 2018
J. Broadbent/5052
[broadbent@baagmd.gov

A copy of communications directed to the Board of Directors received by the Air District from
November 19, 2018 through December 18, 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 during the month of
November 2018 J. Broadbent/5052
[broadbent@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
month of November 2018.

Proposed Regulatory Agenda for 2019 J. Broadbent/5052
[broadbent@baagmd.gov

State law requires each Air District to publish a list of potential regulatory measures for the
upcoming year. No regulatory measure can be brought before the Board that is not on the list,
with specified exceptions. Consequently, the list contains all regulatory measures that may
come before the Board of Directors in 2019.
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COMMITTEE REPORTS

10.

11.

Report of the Mobile Source Committee Meeting of December 17, 2018
CHAIR: S. Haggerty J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

The Committee will receive the following reports:

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

1) Approve recommended projects with proposed grant award over $100,000 as shown in
Attachment 1; and

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

B) Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2017 Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program
Audit Results

1) None; receive and file.

C) Report on Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Projects Expenditures and
Effectiveness for Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2018

1) None; receive and file.

Report of the Legislative Committee Meeting of December 17, 2018
CHAIR: D. Kim J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

The Committee will receive the following reports:

A) Review of the 2018 Leqislative Year

1) None; receive and file.

B) Discussion of Potential 2019 Legislative Agenda

1) Consider recommending a 2019 Legislative Agenda.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

12.

13.

Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Proposed Assembly Bill (AB) 617 Expedited Best
Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) Implementation Schedule, and the
Certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) J. Broadbent/5052

jbroadbent@baaagmd.gov

The Board of Directors will consider adoption of proposed AB 617 Expedited Best Available
Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) Implementation Schedule, and the certification of a
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). The Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule includes potential rule
development projects for reducing criteria pollutant emissions at industrial Cap-and-Trade
facilities.

Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Proposed Amendments to Regulations 6, Rule 5:
Particulate Matter from Refinery Fluidized Catalytic Cracking Units; Proposed
Amendments to Regulation 11, Rule 10: Hexavalent Chromium Emissions from All
Cooling Towers and Total Hydrocarbon Emissions from Petroleum Refinery Cooling
Towers; Proposed Amendments to Regulation 12, Rule 15: Petroleum Refining Emissions
Tracking; and Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report Pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) J. Broadbent/5052

jbradbent@baagmd.gov

The Board of Directors will consider adopting a suite of amendments affecting petroleum
refinery operations: proposed amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 5: Particulate Matter from
Refinery Fluid Catalytic Cracking Units; proposed amendments to Regulation 11, Rule 10:
Hexavalent Chromium Emissions from All Cooling Towers and Total Hydrocarbon Emissions
from Petroleum Refinery Cooling Towers; proposed amendments to Regulation 12, Rule 15:
Petroleum Refining Emissions Tracking; and Certification of a Final Environmental Impact
Report pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Attached is a public
hearing notice, a copy of the proposed amendments in regulatory format, staff report and
supporting documentation, and CEQA Draft Environmental Impact Report.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA MATTERS

14.

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.
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BOARD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS

15. 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

16. Report of the Executive Officer/APCO
17. Chairperson’s Report
18. Time and Place of Next Meeting:

Wednesday, January 16, 2019, at Embassy Suites by Hilton San Rafael Marin County, 101
Mclnnis Parkway, San Rafael, CA 94903 at 9:30 a.m.

19.  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
viohnson@baagmd.gov BAAQMD homepage:

www.baagmd.gov

o 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.

e Torequest, 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.baagmd.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@baagmd.gov.
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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

DECEMBER 2018
TYPE OF MEETING DAY DATE TIME ROOM
Board of Directors Mobile Source Monday 17 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room
Committee (Meets on the 4™ Thursday of each Month)
Board of Directors Legislative Committee Monday 17 10:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room
(At the Call of the Chair)
Board of Directors Special Meeting Wednesday 19 9:00 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room
(Meets on the 1% & 3™ Wednesday of each Month)
Board of Directors Budget & Finance Wednesday 26 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor, Yerba Buena
Committee (Meets on the 4™ Wednesday of each Month) Room #109
- CANCELLED
Board of Directors Mobile Source Thursday 27 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room
Committee (Meets on the 4™ Thursday of each Month)
- CANCELLED AND RESCHEDULED TO
MONDAY, DECEMBER 17, 2018 AT 9:30 A.M.
JANUARY 2019

TYPE OF MEETING DAY DATE TIME ROOM
Board of Directors Regular Meeting Wednesday 2 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room
(Meets on the 1% & 3™ Wednesday of each Month)
- CANCELLED
Board of Directors Special Meeting/Retreat ~ Wednesday 16 9:30 a.m. Embassy Suites
(Meets on the 1% & 3" Wednesday of each Month) Novato Meeting Room

101 Mclnnis Parkway

San Rafael, CA 94903
Board of Directors Climate Protection Thursday 17 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room
Committee (Meets on the 3™ Thursday of every other
Month)
Board of Directors Stationary Source Monday 21 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room
Committee (Meets on the 3™ Monday of every other
Month)
Board of Directors Budget & Finance Wednesday 23 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor, Yerba Buena
Committee (Meets on the 4™ Wednesday of each Month) Room #109
Board of Directors Mobile Source Thursday 24 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room

Committee (Meets on the 4™ Thursday of each Month)




FEBRUARY 2019

TYPE OF MEETING DAY DATE TIME ROOM

Board of Directors Regular Meeting Wednesday 6 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room
(Meets on the 1% & 3™ Wednesday of each Month)

Board of Directors Regular Meeting Wednesday 20 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room
(Meets on the 1% & 3™ Wednesday of each Month)

Board of Directors Budget & Finance Wednesday 27 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor, Yerba Buena
Committee (Meets on the 4™ Wednesday of each Month) Room #109
Board of Directors Mobile Source Thursday 28 9:30 a.m. 1% Floor Board Room

Committee (Meets on the 4™ Thursday of each Month)

HL - 12/6/18 — 2:20 p.m. G/Board/Executive Office/Moncal



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: November 27, 2018

Re: Minutes of the Board of Directors Regular Meeting of August 1, 2018 and Board of
Directors Special Meeting of November 19, 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve the attached revised draft minutes of the Board of Directors Regular Meeting of August
1, 2018, and the draft minutes of the Board of Directors Special Meeting of November 19, 2018.

DISCUSSION

Attached for your review and approval are the revised draft minutes of the Board of Directors
Regular Meeting of August 1, 2018, and the draft minutes of the Board of Directors Special
Meeting of November 19, 2018.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Marcy Hiratzka
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson

Attachment 5A: Revised Draft Minutes of the Board of Directors Regular Meeting of August 1,
2018
Attachment 5B: Draft Minutes of the Board of Directors Special Meeting of November 19, 2018



AGENDA 5A - ATTACHMENT

Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Regular Meeting of August 1, 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, August 1, 2018

DRAFT MINUTES (REVISED 12/19/18)

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
Teresa Barrett, John J. Bauters, David Canepa, Carole Groom, Scott Haggerty, Tyrone
Jue, Doug Kim, Nate Miley, Karen Mitchoff, Mark Ross, Brad Wagenknecht, and
Shirlee Zane.

Absent: Directors Margaret Abe-Koga, Cindy Chavez, Pauline Russo Cutter, John Gioia, Liz
Kniss, Hillary Ronen, Pete Sanchez, and Jim Spering.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA MATTERS

2. Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items, Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.3
No requests received.

CONSENT CALENDAR (ITEMS 3 -6)

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

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

Air District (District) Personnel on Out-of-State Business Travel

Notices of Violations Issued and Settlements in Excess of $10,000 during the month of May and
June 2018

o U1~ W

Public Comments:

No requests received.
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Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Regular Meeting of August 1, 2018

Board Comments:

None.
Board Action:

Director Mitchoff made a motion, seconded by Director Wagenknecht, to approve the Consent
Calendar Items 3 through 6 inclusive; and the motion carried by the following vote of the Board:

AYES: Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Groom, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue, Kim, Mitchoff, Rice,
Ross, Sinks, and Wagenknecht.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.
ABSENT: Abe-Koga, Chavez, Cutter, Gioia, Kniss, Miley, Ronen, Sanchez, Spering, and
Zane.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

7. Report of the Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee Meeting of June 21, 2018
Chair Hudson read the following Committee report:
The Committee met on Thursday, June 21, 2018, and approved the minutes of March 2, 2018.

The Committee reviewed and discussed the staff presentation, Clean Cars for All: New Incentives
Program for Low-Income Consumers.

The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Mission and Customer Discovery.
The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Proposed Loan Relationship.

Finally, the Committee reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Update on Technology
Assessment Results.

The next meeting of the Technology Implementation Office Steering Committee will be held on Monday,
October 22, 2018, at 9:30 a.m., at the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Office, 375 Beale
Street, San Francisco, California 94105. This concludes the Chair Report of the Technology
Implementation Office Steering Committee.

Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

None.



Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Regular Meeting of August 1, 2018

Board Action:

None; receive and file.

8. Report of the Personnel Committee Meeting of July 12, 2018

Personnel Committee Vice Chair, Director Doug Kim, read the following Committee report:

The Committee met on Thursday, July 12, 2018, and approved the minutes of May 7, 2018.

The Committee then reviewed and discussed the reappointment of Valerie J. Armento, the Principal
Member Incumbent in the Attorney Category of the Air District’s Hearing Board. Ms. Armento is
currently the Chair of the Hearing Board and her current three-year term will expire on July 28, 2018.

The Committee recommends the Board approve:

1. The reappointment of Valerie J. Armento as Attorney Category Principal Member of the
Hearing Board.

Finally, the Committee reviewed and discussed two candidates for the vacant Alternate seat on the Air
District’s Hearing Board in the Professional Engineering category. The Committee and staff discussed
the recruitment process and then interviewed the single candidate that was in attendance. The
Committee recommends the Board approve:

1. The appointment of Catherine Fortney as Professional Engineer Category Alternate
Member of the Hearing Board.

The next meeting of the Personnel Committee will be held at the call of the Chair. | move that the Board
approve the Personnel Committee recommendations. This concludes the Chair Report of the Personnel
Committee.

Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

None.
Board Action:

Director Kim 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: Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Groom, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue, Kim, Mitchoff, Rice,
Ross, Sinks, and Wagenknecht.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.



Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Regular Meeting of August 1, 2018

ABSENT: Abe-Koga, Chavez, Cutter, Gioia, Kniss, Miley, Ronen, Sanchez, Spering, and
Zane.

0. Report of the Advisory Council Meeting of July 19, 2018

Advisory Council Ex Officio member, Board Secretary Rod Sinks, read the following Committee
report:

The Council met on Thursday, July 19, 2018 and approved the minutes of October 30, 2017, and March
26, 2018.

The Council then received the staff presentation Introduction of New Members to the Air District’s
Advisory Council, during which, Drs. Linda Rudolph and Gina Solomon, were introduced as new
Council members.

Next, the Council received the staff presentation Update on Assembly Bill (AB) 617.

The Council then received the staff presentation Health Impacts and Assessments of Diesel Particulate
Matter (DPM) in the Bay Area.

Next, the Council received the staff presentation Update on the Air District’s DPM Reduction Strategy.
The Council authorized Chair Hayes to draft language for a statement to be presented to the Board of
Directors, reflecting the Council’s position on the reduction of diesel emissions.

Due to the shortage of time, the Council chose to table staff presentation Ongoing Discussion of DPM:
How Low is “Low Enough”?

The next meeting of the Council will be at the call of the Chair. This concludes the Chair Report of the
Advisory Council.

At this time, Advisory Council Chair Hayes presented an update on the Advisory Council’s
deliberations regarding DPM.

NOTED PRESENT: Director Zane was noted present at 9:39 a.m.

Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

The Board and staff discussed how the Advisory Council’s presentation has been, and may continue
to be, an effective supplemental tool to the District’s “Diesel-Free by ‘33" pledge.

Board Action:

None; receive and file.



Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Regular Meeting of August 1, 2018

10. Report of the Executive Committee Meeting of June 23, 2018

Chair Hudson read the following Committee report:

The Executive Committee met on Monday, July 23, 2018, and approved the minutes of April 16, 2018.
The Committee received the presentation Hearing Board Quarterly Report: April to June 2018.

The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Recommended AB 617 Communities
for Community Plans. The Committee recommends the Board:

1) Approve staff recommendations for Community Air Monitoring and Community Emission
Reduction Plans under the State’s Community Air Protection Plan, as amended.

The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Update of Governor’s Global Climate
Action Summit.

The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Technology Implementation Office
Update and Summary of Steering Committee Meeting. The Committee requested that staff make a brief
presentation to the Board on the details of this program at the end of this report. The Committee
recommends the Board:

1) Authorize the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) to negotiate and execute
an agreement with the California Infrastructure Economic Development Bank (IBank) not to
exceed $4,185,000 to fund a loan program for Bay Area industrial facilities.

The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Status Update on the Air District’s
Advisory Council.

The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Amendments to Air District
Administrative Code Addressing Resolutions. The Committee recommends the Board:

1) Approve language amending Section 1.6 of the Air District’s Administrative Code to address
introduction and amendment of resolutions, to be noticed in an upcoming Board of Directors
meeting agenda and placed on the agenda for adoption at a subsequent meeting.

Finally, the Committee reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Discussion of Procedures for
Receiving Public Comment on Non-Agenda Topics. The Committee provided direction to staff on
procedures to be used for Board of Directors and Board Committee agendas.

The next meeting of the Executive Committee will be at the call of the Chair.

At this time, Lisa Fasano, Communication Officer, announced that Steve Kerr, Head Coach of the
Golden State Warriors, has confirmed his attendance as the keynote speaker at the Global Climate
Action Summit affiliate event, hosted by the Air District on September 12, 2018.

Then, Ranyee Chiang, Technology Implementation Officer, and Teveia Barnes, IBank Executive
Director, explained how the District is negotiating a Memorandum of Agreement to enhance two I1Bank

5



Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Regular Meeting of August 1, 2018

programs: the California Lending for Energy and Environmental Needs Center for direct public
financing to Municipalities, Universities, Schools, and Hospitals; and the California Small Business
Loan Guarantee Program for loan guarantees for small businesses. The staff presentation, Stationary
Incentive Program: Connecting Technologies and Customers, included: key financing terms of
proposed Revolving Loan Program; and Proposed Financing Process.

| move that the Board approve the Executive Committee’s recommendations. This concludes the Chair
report of the Executive Committee.

Public Comments:

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

Board Comments:

The Board and staff discussed the desire to not abbreviate acronyms in writing or verbally; the types of
programs that would be eligible for District/IBank funding; and whether a District/IBank loan awardee
would also be eligible to apply for other District incentives and grants.

Board Action:

Chair Hudson made a motion, seconded by Vice Chair Rice, to approve the recommendations of the
Executive Committee; and the motion carried by the following vote of the Board:

AYES: Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Groom, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue, Kim, Mitchoff, Rice,
Ross, Sinks, Wagenknecht, and Zane.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN:  None.
ABSENT: Abe-Koga, Chavez, Cutter, Gioia, Kniss, Miley, Ronen, Sanchez, and Spering.

11. Report of the Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee Meeting of July 25, 2018
Chair Hudson read the following Committee report:
The Committee met on Wednesday, July 25, 2018, and approved the minutes of April 9, 2018.

The Committee reviewed and discussed the presentation Trends in Crude Oil Imports, Petroleum
Refining, Crude Oil Transportation, and an Outlook for Future Petroleum Markets.

The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Issues and Concerns Regarding
Future Refinery Crude Slates.

Finally, the Committee reviewed and discussed the staff presentation The Legal Framework for the Air
District.

The next meeting of the Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee will be at the call of the Chair. This
concludes the Chair Report of the Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight Committee.
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Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

None.

Board Action:

None; receive and file.

12. Report of the Mobile Source Committee Meeting of July 26, 2018

Mobile Source Committee Chair, Director Scott Haggerty, read the following Committee report:
The Committee met on Thursday, July 26, 2018, and approved the minutes of May 24, 2018.

The Committee reviewed and discussed the staff presentation, 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. 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;

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

3. 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 Approval of Contract for Clean Cars
for All Program Case Managers. The Committee recommends the Board:

1. Authorize the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer to execute a contract
with GRID Alternatives at a cost not to exceed $250,000 for services performed in
Fiscal Year Ending 2018 and Fiscal Year Ending 2019.

Finally, the Committee reviewed and discussed the staff presentation New Grant Program Revenues
and Request to Increase Staffing in the Strategic Incentives Division. The Committee recommends the
Board:

1. Authorize the Bay Area Air Quality Management District to accept, obligate, and expend
up to $130 million in funding from the Volkswagen (VW) Environmental Mitigation Trust
and $1,160,311 in funding from the United States Environmental Protection Agency;
and amend the Fiscal Year Ending 2019 budget to account for this new funding;
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2. Authorize the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer to enter into all
agreements necessary to accept, obligate, and expend this funding; and

3. Authorize the creation of eight additional full-time equivalent positions in the Strategic
Incentives and Compliance and Enforcement Divisions and Finance Section.
The Committee also recommended that staff return to the Personnel Committee to
discuss its overall staffing strategy considering this increase.

At this time, Jack Broadbent, Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer gave the staff presentation
New Grant Program Revenues and Request to Increase Staffing in the Strategic Incentives Division,
including: staffing evaluation process.

The next meeting of the Mobile Source Committee will be held on Thursday, September 27, 2018, at
9:30 a.m., at the Bay Area Air Quality Management District office, 375 Beale Street, San Francisco,
CA 94105. I 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:

The Board and staff discussed how the funding from the VW Trust will be targeted and delivered to the
three air districts that will be co-managing those funds over the next ten years; the forecast of additional
staffing needs in the Strategic Incentives Division; the forecast of expenditures of the funds from the
VW Trust, and the suggestion for an audit to prolong the longevity of those funds; the difference
between the $2 billion dollar Dieselgate VW settlement promoting electric vehicles in the US (Electrify
America) and the VW trust funds being allocated to the air districts through the California Air Resources
Board (CARB); and the percentage of administrative funding versus project funding from the VW Trust.

Board Action:

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

AYES: Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Groom, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue, Kim, Mitchoff, Rice,
Ross, Sinks, Wagenknecht, and Zane.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN:  None.
ABSENT: Abe-Koga, Chavez, Cutter, Gioia, Kniss, Miley, Ronen, Sanchez, and Spering.

13. Report of the Stationary Source Committee Meeting of July 30, 2018
Chair Hudson read the following Committee report:
The Committee met on Monday, July 30, 2018, and approved the minutes of May 21, 2018.

The Committee reviewed and discussed the presentation Air Pollution Complaint Process Overview.
8
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The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Amending Regulation 7: Odorous
Substances.

Finally, the Committee reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Improving Neighborhood Air
Quality.

The next meeting of the Stationary Source Committee will be held on Monday, September 17, 2018, at
9:30 a.m., at the Bay Area Air Quality Management District office, 375 Beale Street, San Francisco,
CA 94105. This concludes the Chair Report of the Stationary Source Committee.

Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

None.

Board Action:

None; receive and file.

14. Report of the Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee Meeting of August 1, 2018

Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee Chair, Director Mark Ross, read the following Committee
report:

The Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee met on Wednesday, August 1, 2018, and approved the minutes
of June 6, 2018.

The Committee met in Closed Session to receive an update on the Richmond Property, but there is no
reportable action.

The next meeting of the Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee will be held on Wednesday, September
5, 2018, at 9 a.m., at the Bay Area Air Quality Management District office, 375 Beale Street, San
Francisco, CA 94105. This concludes the Chair report of the Ad Hoc Building Oversight Committee.

Public Comments:

No requests received.

Board Comments:

None.
Board Action:

None; receive and file.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

15. Recommended Assembly Bill 617 Communities for Community Plans

Mr. Broadbent introduced Elizabeth Yura, Community Health Protection Officer, who gave the staff
presentation Improving Neighborhood Air Quality, including: AB 617 overview; spring workshops;
community recommendations; West Oakland; Richmond; other large source communities; woodsmoke
communities; landfill/organics communities; what’s next; and recommended action.

NOTED PRESENT: Director Miley was noted present at 10:31 a.m.
Chair Hudson opened the Public Hearing_to Consider Staff Recommendations for Community Air
Monitoring and Community Emission Reduction Plans Under the State’s Community Air Protection

Program.

Public Comments:

Public comments were given by Janet Stromberg, 350 Bay Area; Rodeo resident, Janet Pygeorge; and
Bob Brown, Western States Petroleum Association.

Board Comments:

The Board and staff discussed the Board’s appreciation of staff for procuring funds for the first year of
the AB 617 program, and acknowledged that annual petitions will have to be made to the State for
ongoing funding for AB 617 implementation and maintenance; the District’s methodology for selecting
communities for Years 2-5 of the AB 617 and how input from CARB and the environmental justice
community also contributes to community selection; projected benefits in the next five years of the AB
617 program for both selected and non-selected communities; the Board’s appreciation of the District’s
focus on public health and procurement of a Health Officer, and the request for a report on the tasks
completed by the Health Officer; the request that the District publicly emphasizes the correlation
between pollution and health impacts in disadvantaged communities and collects data from each Bay
Area county Public Health Department and hospitals; how “low life expectancy” is defined, how
elderly communities can affect life expectancy rates, and the request that a more detailed life
expectancy map be provided to the Board in the future; the observation that some residential wood
burning may result not from necessity, but preference, despite District regulations; the request that
community capacity building needs come back to the Board for discussion; the request that the District
studies the correlations between PM and cognitive diseases in women; and the need to include Board
members in community-led events related to AB 617.

Chair Hudson closed the Public Hearing.
Board Action:
Director Groom made a motion, seconded by Director Canepa, to approve staff recommendations for

community air monitoring and community emission reduction plans under the state’s Community Air
Protection Program; and the motion carried by the following vote of the Board:

10
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AYES: Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Groom, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue, Kim, Miley, Mitchoff,
Rice, Ross, Sinks, Wagenknecht, and Zane.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN:  None.
ABSENT: Abe-Koga, Chavez, Cutter, Gioia, Kniss, Ronen, Sanchez, and Spering.

16. Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Proposed Regulation 6, Particulate Matter (PM)
- Common Definitions and Test Methods; Proposed Amendments to Regulation 6, PM
Rule 1: General Requirements; Proposed Regulation 6, PM, Rule 6: Prohibition of
Trackout; and Approval of a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Negative
Declaration

Mr. Broadbent introduced Guy Gimlen, Principal Air Quality Engineer, who gave the staff presentation
Particulate Matter Rules — Public Hearing, including: outline; PM basics; PM health impacts; PM
health burden in the Bay Area; PM control measures in 2010 Clean Air Plan; air quality trends; high
PM: s locations; sources of PM1o and PM2s; targeted sources; control methods; structure for PM rules;
Rule 6-1: General Requirements; bulk material handling; examples of bulk material dust and controls;
prohibition of trackout; examples of road dust and trackout controls; rulemaking process; CEQA
analysis; socioeconomics analysis; response to comments; and recommendation.

Chair Hudson opened the Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Proposed Regulation 6, PM -
Common Definitions and Test Methods; Proposed Amendments to Regulation 6, PM, Rule 1: General
Requirements; Proposed Regulation 6, PM, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout; and Approval of a CEQA,
Negative Declaration

Public Comments:

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

Board Comments:

The Board and staff discussed the efficiency of monitoring trackout prevention; concerns from landfill
facilities that solid waste operations would be severely impacted by the proposed changes to Regulation
6; the concern that the District-recommended incremental water use for certain control measures that
are designed to prevent facilities from exceeding draft opacity limits is excessive and may affect
residential water usage, and whether local water agencies have been/will be contacted by the District;
whether agricultural operations are exempt from District Regulation 6; the request that the District
further monitors and refines trackout prevention practices; whether additional staffing needs are
anticipated regarding proposed amendments to District Regulation 6; staff’s suggestion to report back
to the Stationary Source Committee on water usage concerns that were raised; and the request that staff
reports back to the Board after communicating with local water agencies about potential increases in
water usage to reduce construction dust.

Chair Hudson closed the Public Hearing.

11
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Board Action:

Director Wagenknecht made a motion, seconded by Director Haggerty, to adopt Proposed Regulation
6, PM - Common Definitions and Test Methods; Proposed Amendments to Regulation 6, PM, Rule 1:
General Requirements; Proposed Regulation 6, PM, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout; and Approval of
a CEQA, Negative Declaration; and the motion carried by the following vote of the Board:

AYES: Barrett, Bauters, Canepa, Groom, Haggerty, Hudson, Jue, Kim, Miley, Mitchoff,
Rice, Ross, Sinks, Wagenknecht, and Zane.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN:  None.
ABSENT:  Abe-Koga, Chavez, Cutter, Gioia, Kniss, Ronen, Sanchez and Spering.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA MATTERS (OUT OF ORDER, ITEM 18)

17. Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items, Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.3
Public comments were given by Jed Holtzman and Richard Gray, 350 Bay Area.

CLOSED SESSION (12:12 pm)

18. CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATOR - (Government Code Section
54956.8) (ITEM 17)

Reportable Action:
Session.

REVISED Reportable Action: Chair Hudson reported that the Board of Directors gave the real
property negotiator direction to purchase property at 4102, 4104, 4108, 4114, 4124 Lakeside Drive,
Richmond, CA 94806, with price and terms to be reported when finally negotiated.

OPEN SESSION (12:24 pm)

BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS

19.  The following comments were made by Board members:

— Director Groom thanked staff for arranging a tour of the Chevron refinery in Richmond on July
31, 2018.

— Secretary Sinks commended staff for their presentations given to the Ad Hoc Refinery Oversight
Committee on July 25, 2018 and encouraged the rest of the Board members to view the webcast.

— Director Mitchoff announced that the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors is going to
consider the District’s “Diesel Free by 33” pledge for adoption on August 7, 2018.

— Director Kim expressed his disappointment that his 2017 request for a wildfire plan has not yet
been drafted for the Board. He requested that one be created and presented to the Board as soon
as possible.

12
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OTHER BUSINESS

20. Report of the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer

Mr. Broadbent announced the following:

— There will be a Board meeting on September 5, 2018, at which, health and climate impacts from
diesel particulate matter will be discussed in preparation for the Global Climate Action Summit
on September 12-14.

— The District’s Global Climate Action Summit affiliate event, “United Against GHGs - Diesel Free
by ’33,” will be held on September 12, 2018 at the Bay Area Metro Center. This is an invitation-
only event.

— Wildfire season is to be addressed at the first Board meeting in October. A slide showing a smoke
winds forecast was displayed. Director Zane requested daily air quality reports for Sonoma County,
especially in Santa Rosa. Vice Chair Rice asked for best practices and recommended behavior
changes during fire season that County Public Health Officers can distribute.

21. Chairperson’s Report
Chair Hudson announced the following:

— The following meetings have been cancelled:
0 August 15 Board of Directors
0 August 22 Budget and Finance Committee
0 August 23 Mobile Source Committee
— Several Board members will be attending a tour of the Athabasca tar sands from August 12-14
in For McMurray, Alberta, Canada.
— Chair Hudson gave his and Director Ross’ report out on the 111" Annual Air and Waste
Management Conference, which took place in Hartford, Connecticut from June 25-28.

22. Time and Place of Next Meeting
Wednesday, September 5, 2018, at 375 Beale Street, San Francisco, CA 94105 at 9:30 am.
23.  Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 12:34 a.m.

Marcy Hiratzka
Clerk of the Boards

13



AGENDA 5B - ATTACHMENT

Draft Minutes - Board of Directors Special Meeting of November 19, 2018

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

Board of Directors Special Meeting
Wednesday, November 19, 2018

DRAFT MINUTES
Note: Audio recordings of the meeting are available on the website of the

Bay Area Air Quality Management District at
www.baaqmd.gov/bodagendas

CALL TO ORDER

1.

Opening Comments: Board of Directors (Board) Chairperson, David Hudson, called the
meeting to order at 10:25 a.m.

Roll Call:

Present: Chairperson David Hudson; Vice Chair Katie Rice; Secretary Rod Sinks; and Directors
Margaret Abe-Koga, Teresa Barrett, David Canepa, Cindy Chavez, John Gioia, Carole
Groom, Tyrone Jue, Rafael Mandelman, Karen Mitchoff, Mark Ross, Jim Spering,
Brad Wagenknecht, and Shirlee Zane.

Absent: Directors John J. Bauters, Pauline Russo Cutter, Scott Haggerty, Doug Kim, Liz Kniss,
Nate Miley, Hillary Ronen, and Pete Sanchez.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA MATTERS

2.

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

No requests received.

CONSENT CALENDAR (ITEMS 3 - 11)

°o 0k w

o N

Minutes of the Regular Board of Directors Meeting of November 7, 2018

Board Communications Received from November 7, 2018 through November 18, 2018
Quarterly Report of California Air Resources Board Representative — Honorable John Gioia
Quarterly Report of the Executive Office and Division Activities for the Months of July 2018 —
September 2018

Air District Personnel on Out-of-State Business Travel

Authorization to Execute a Contract for Agricultural Waste Chipping in Lieu of Open Burning
Notices of Violations Issued and Settlements in Excess of $10,000 in the Month of October 2018


http://www.baaqmd.gov/bodagendas
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10.  Set a Public Hearing for December 19, 2018 to Consider Adoption of Proposed Assembly Bill
(AB) 617 Expedited Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) Implementation
Schedule, and the Certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

11.  Set a Public Hearing for December 19, 2018 to Consider Adoption of Amendments to Three
Regulations Impacting Refineries: Amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 5: Particulate Matter
(PM) from Refinery Fluid Catalytic Cracking Units; Amendments to Regulation 11, Rule 10:
Hexavalent Chromium Emissions from All Cooling Towers and Total Hydrocarbon Emissions
from Petroleum Refinery Cooling Towers; Amendments to Regulation 12, Rule 15: Petroleum
Refining Emissions Tracking; and Certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act

Public Comments

No requests received.

Board Comments

None.
Board Action

Director Gioia made a motion, seconded by Director Canepa, to approve the Consent Calendar Items
3 through 11, inclusive; and the motion carried by the following vote of the Board:

AYES: Abe-Koga, Barrett, Canepa, Chavez, Gioia, Groom, Hudson, Jue, Mandelman,
Mitchoff, Rice, Sinks, Spering, Wagenknecht, and Zane.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN:  None.
ABSENT: Bauters, Cutter, Haggerty, Kniss, Kim, Miley, Ronen, Ross, and Sanchez.

COMMITTEE REPORT

12.  Report of the Executive Committee Meeting of November 19, 2018
NOTED PRESENT: Director Ross was noted present at 10:28 a.m.
Executive Committee Chair, Board Chair Hudson, read the following Committee report:

The Executive Committee met on Monday, November 19, 2018, and approved the minutes of July 23,
2018.

The Committee received the presentation Hearing Board Quarterly Report: July to September 2018.

The Committee then received an update on recent activities of the Bay Area Regional Collaborative.
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The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Update of Production System Office
and Authorization to Execute Contract Amendments for Production System Office. The Committee
recommends the Board:

1) Authorize the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer to execute contract amendments
with the seven recommended vendors listed in Table 1 of Agenda Item 6, totaling $1,859,439.

The Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Update on Air District
Implementation of Assembly Bill 617.

Finally, the Committee then reviewed and discussed the staff presentation Committee Chair Reports on
Board of Directors Meeting Agendas. The Committee recommends the Board:

1) Provide direction to staff to place Committee reports on Board of Director meetings agendas
under the Consent Calendar.

The next meeting of the Executive Committee will be at the call of the Chair. | move that the Board
approve the Executive Committee’s recommendations. This concludes the Chair report of the Executive
Committee.

Public Comments

No requests received.

Board Comments

None.
Board Action
Chair Hudson made a motion, seconded by Director Spering, to authorize the Executive Officer/Air

Pollution Control Officer to execute contract amendments with the seven recommended vendors,
totaling $1,859,439; and the motion carried by the following vote of the Board:

AYES: Abe-Koga, Barrett, Canepa, Chavez, Gioia, Groom, Hudson, Jue, Mandelman,
Mitchoff, Rice, Ross, Sinks, Spering, Wagenknecht, and Zane.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN:  None.
ABSENT: Bauters, Cutter, Haggerty, Kniss, Kim, Miley, Ronen, and Sanchez.

PRESENTATION

13. UPDATE ON CANADIAN OIL SANDS CRUDE

Jack Broadbent, Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer, introduced Victor Douglas, Rule
Development and Strategic Policy Manager, who gave the staff presentation Update on Canadian Oil
Sands Crude, including: overview; what are oil sands; where do oil sands come from; oil sands
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extraction processes: in-situ and surface mining; oil sands production: in situ extraction operation
examples; oil sands production: surface mining examples; restoration efforts; Canadian perspectives;
climate and Bay Area environmental concerns; oil sands versus California crude oil: carbon intensity,
American Petroleum Institute gravity, and sulfur versus density; Canadian crude oil imports; mitigating
Bay Area environmental concerns; and conclusion.

Following Mr. Douglas’ presentation, Damian Breen, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer for the
Technology Section, introduced the following guest speakers: David Collyer, Consultant on behalf of
Suncor and Chair of Emissions Reduction Alberta; Tzeporah Berman, Stand.earth; Charlene Aleck,
Tsleil-Waututh Nation; and Pennie Opal Plant, Idle No More. The guest speakers addressed the issue
of Canadian oil sands crude, and how the proposed Trans Mountain Pipeline expansion to California
could affect the Bay Area.

Public Comments

Public comments were given by Rochelle Towers, 1,000 Grandmothers Bay Area; Barbara Rhine, 1,000
Grandmothers Bay Area; Greg Karras, Communities for a Better Environment; Nancy Feinstein, 1,000
Grandmothers Bay Area; Claire Valderama-Wallace, California State University, East Bay; Richard
Gray, 350 Bay Area; Charles Davidson, Hercules resident; Mishwa Lee, Northridge Coop Community
Garden; and Janet Stromberg, 350 Bay Area.

Board Comments

The Board and staff discussed the rate of oil sands land reclamation in Alberta, Canada, and the
Conservation and Reclamation Regulation the Province of Alberta’s Environmental Protection And
Enhancement Act; imported Canadian crude oil with properties similar to oil sands, and which Bay
Area refinery currently imports the greatest volume; the request for additional information on/difficulty
in procuring information regarding Canadian crude oil imports; a study called “Oil sands and the Marine
Environment: Current Knowledge and Future Challenges,” which analyses environmental
consequences of bitumen extraction from oil sands deposits; the request for routine updates to the Board
on the status of District Rule 12-15; the need to hold polluting facilities accountable of their lack of
public information regarding production and exportation of products; the status of District Regulation
11, Rule 18: Reduction of Risk From Air Toxic Emissions at Existing Facilities; the need for ways to
extinguish and prevent wildfires; Alberta’s withdrawal from Canada’s federal climate change plan
and how this affects Alberta’s provincial policy on climate change; crude oil prices; how limited
pipeline capacity (which transports oil out of Alberta) contributes to the discounted prices that America
pays Canadian producers; the health risks of exposure to in-situ recovery extraction versus mining; the
drag-reducing agent inserted into pipelines to help increase the flow of crude, and how this could be
regulated by District Rule 12-15; and oil spills in 2015 and 2017 in VVancouver.

Board Action

None; receive and file.
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PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA MATTERS

14. Public Comments on Non-Agenda Items, Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.3

Public comments were given by Janet Scoll Johnson, Sunflower Alliance; Janet Stromberg, 350 Bay
Area; Richard Gray, 350 Bay Area; and Mishwa Lee, San Francisco resident.

BOARD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS

15. Board Members’ Comments

— Director Spering requested that staff provides the Board with an update on District Regulation
12, Rule 15: Petroleum Refining Emissions Tracking, specifically, fence line monitoring
efforts at refineries.

— Director Gioia reported that over the summer, the wood smoke in Canada was worse than what
the Bay Area experienced over the past three weeks, due to multiple 2018 British Columbia
wildfires.

— Director Canepa thanked the District for issuing masks to his constituents and requested that
staff created a formal mask-distribution plan in the future, so that people will know what to
expect from the District.

OTHER BUSINESS

16. Report of the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer

— Wayne Kino, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer of Operations, displayed a chart indicating
hourly PM2 s concentrations at Bay Area monitors from November 1 to 19, 2018, due to Butte
County Fire impacts. Staff added that an anticipated weather system should begin to clear the
transported smoke from the Bay Area.

— Mr. Broadbent reported that the District procured a new supply of N95 respirator masks for
future public distribution, if and when another wildfire occurs.

17. Chairperson’s Report

Chair Hudson congratulated Directors Cutter and Sinks on their recent 2-year reappointments to the
Board.

18.  Time and Place of Next Meeting

Wednesday, December 19, 2018, at 375 Beale Street, San Francisco, CA 94105 at 9:30 a.m.
19.  Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 1:45 p.m.

Marcy Hiratzka
Clerk of the Boards



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: December 15, 2018

Re: Board Communications Received from November 19, 2018 through December 18,
2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

DISCUSSION

Copies of communications directed to the Board of Directors received by the Air District from
November 19, 2018, through December 18, 2018, if any, will be at each Board Member’s place
at the December 19, 2018, Board meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Vanessa Johnson




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: December 15, 2018

Re: Air District Personnel on Out-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-state business travel for the month of November 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 November 2018:

o Jeff McKay, Chief Financial Officer, attended California Desert Air Working Group,
Laughlin, Nevada, November 6, 2018 - November 9, 2018.

e Jack P. Broadbent, Executive Officer/APCO, attended EMA DTF Public Policy Forum,
Washington, D.C., November 13, 2018 - November 15, 2018.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Stephanie Osaze
Reviewed by: Jeff McKay




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: December 5, 2018

Re: Notices of Violations Issued and Settlements in Excess of $10,000 November 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 month 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

Attachment 8A: Notices of Violations for the Month of November 2018



NOTICES OF VIOLATIONS ISSUED

AGENDA 8A - ATTACHMMENT

The following Notice(s) of Violations were issued in November 2018:

Alameda
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Air-Sea
Containers 75324 Oakland A57882A | 11/6/18 2-1-301 | No authority to construct.
Air-Sea
Containers 75324 Oakland A57882B | 11/6/18 2-1-302 | No permit to operate.
Golden Gas C9693 Oakland A58438A | 11/28/18 2-1-302 | Expired p/o
2016 invalid v/c,
Grand Petroleum flowmeter. No st's
Inc. Z5460 Hayward | A58436A | 11/27/18 2-1-307 | submitted in 2017, 2018
Oakland Unified
School C0275 Oakland | A58437A | 11/27/18 2-1-302 | Expired P/O
Failed Source Test
conducted on May 1, 2018
by our Source Test
Oro Loma Division. Source test#
Sanitary District A1067 | San Lorenzo | AS6696A | 11/28/18 2-1-307 | 18169.
R&B Equipment 74338 Hayward | A55667A | 11/20/18 | 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date.
Recipient 75434 Hayward | A56838A | 11/19/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Recipient 75438 Hayward | A56843A | 11/19/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Restoration
Management
Company 75380 Hayward | A58496A | 11/8/18 | 11-2-401.3 | Inaccurate building type.




Contra Costa

Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments

Source Test OS-6894

sulfuric acid mist mass
Air Liquide Large emissions exceeded P/C
Industries US LP | B7419 Rodeo A57719A | 11/6/18 2-6-307 | 23179 standard.
Carone & Co., Rock/Concrete Crushing
Inc. 75451 Concord | A57325A | 11/26/18 2-1-301 | Plant
Carone & Co., Rock/Concrete Crushing
Inc. 75451 Concord | A57325B | 11/26/18 2-1-302 | Plant

flaring at vent gas with h2s
Chevron Products > 230mg; 40 CFR 60-
Company A0010 | Richmond | A58146A | 11/5/18 10 104(a)(1) dev 4869

flaring of unscrabbed vent
Chevron Products gas; 40 CFR 60-104 (a)(1)
Company A0010 | Richmond | A58147A | 11/5/18 10 Dev4884

flaring of unscrubbed vent
Chevron Products gas; 40 CFR 60-104(a)(1),
Company A0010 | Richmond | A58148A | 11/5/18 10 dev 4885

flaring of unscrubbed vent
Chevron Products gas; 40 CFR 60-104(a)(1),
Company A0010 | Richmond | A58149A | 11/5/18 10 dev 4893

flaring of unscrubbed vent
Chevron Products gas; 40 CFR 60-104(a)(1),
Company A0010 | Richmond | A58150A | 11/5/18 10 dev 4896
Chevron Products Missed tower inspection @
Company A0010 | Richmond | A58151A | 11/26/18 | 8-44-305.3 | RLW; Dev 4920

Use of A-632 before start-
Chevron Products up notification provided,
Company A0010 | Richmond | A58152A | 11/26/18 2-6-307 | dev 4915

F-1410 exceeded daily
Chevron Products flaring rate of 600; pc 469¢;
Company A0010 | Richmond | A58928A | 11/26/18 2-6-307 | dev 4905

failed to conduct samples of
Chevron Products recovered oil; c25037; dev
Company A0010 | Richmond | A58929A | 11/26/18 2-6-307 | 4927




Phillips 66

Emissions not abated by
Baghouse A-11. RCA

Carbon Plant A0022 Rodeo A57720A | 11/29/18 2-6-307 | 07J12
Portola 73184 Danville | A58903A | 11/15/18 | 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date.
Recipient 75425 Antioch A56830A | 11/15/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Recipient Z5430 | Brentwood | A56836A | 11/16/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Resident 75384 Concord | A56342A | 11/14/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Resident 75428 Concord | A56833A | 11/15/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
RCA 07H68 opacity
Shell Martinez exceeded District and
Refinery A0011 Martinez | A57601A | 11/15/18 6-1-302 | Federal standards.
10-40CFR-60.102: RCA
07H68 opacity exceeded
Shell Martinez 10-40CFR- | District and Federal
Refinery A0011 Martinez | A57601B | 11/15/18 60.102 standards.
10-40CFR-63.1563: RCA
07H68 opacity exceeded
Shell Martinez 10-40CFR- | District and Federal
Refinery A0011 Martinez | A57601C | 11/15/18 63.1563 | standards.
Shell Martinez RCA 07H70 Opacity
Refinery A0011 Martinez | A58603A | 11/15/18 6-1-302 | excesses.
Shell Martinez 10-40CFR- | 10-40CFR-60.102: RCA
Refinery A0011 Martinez | A58603B | 11/15/18 60.102 07H70 Opacity excesses.
Shell Martinez 10-40CFR- | 10-40CFR-63.1563: RCA
Refinery A0011 Martinez | A58603C | 11/15/18 63.1563 | 07H70 Opacity excesses.
Tri-City Concrete | Z5450 Martinez | A57324A | 11/26/18 2-1-301 | No A/C




Tri-City Concrete | Z5450 Martinez | A57324B | 11/26/18 2-1-302 | No P/O
West Contra
Costa County Point Operation below temp PC
Landfill A1840 | Richmond | A56501A | 11/8/18 2-6-307 | #05771-10
West Contra
Costa County Point Failed Source Test (OS-
Landfill A1840 | Richmond | A56502A | 11/19/18 2-6-307 | 7059).
Marin
Issuance

Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Iman of the
Islamic Society of
CAL 75426 Fairfax A56831A | 11/15/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA

San
Resident 75388 Anselmo | A56344A | 11/14/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Napa
Issuance

Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Craig/Amy
Warren X0382 Napa A56834A | 11/16/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Recipient 75382 Napa A56341A | 11/14/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Recipient 75427 Napa A56832A | 11/15/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA

CARB Method TP-201.3 -

Silverado Country not conducted within 12
Club and Resort 75323 Napa A58564A | 11/6/18 | 8-7-301.13 | months of each other.




San Francisco

Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Ace Drilling & San
Excavation 75468 Francisco | A58498A | 11/14/18 | 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date
Ace Drilling & San
Excavation R3799 Francisco | A58499A | 11/14/18 | 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date.
San Inaccurate start date,
Aralon Properties | Z5453 Francisco | A58500A | 11/27/18 | 11-2-401.5 | J#ASB100682
San Mateo
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Iris Jean McCleod | Z5368 Belmont | AS6340A | 11/14/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Magic Auto Paint Redwood
& Body A5322 City A58022A | 11/7/18 2-1-302 | Expire permit
Resident Z5387 | San Mateo | A56343A | 11/14/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Late notification for
SFD 75423 La Honda | A55666A | 11/20/18 | 11-2-401.3 | demolition.
Steven & East Palo
Christine Wolf V6993 Alto A56835A | 11/16/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA




Santa Clara

Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
11-2-401.5 failure to revise.
Buccaneer ASB103922, 103920,
Demolition Z5455 San Jose AB8419A | 11/28/18 | 11-2-401.5 | 103919, 103916, 103735
Inaccurate start date (+1139
Minnesota Ave, SJ, 95125)
Buccaneer J#'s ASB104387,
Demolition Z5455 San Jose AB8510A | 11/26/18 | 11-2-401.5 | ASB104392
International
Disposal Corp of Non-compliance permit
CA A9013 Milpitas AB6527A | 11/28/18 2-6-307 condition
Kirby Petroleum Gasoline throughput limit
Inc 75213 Los Gatos | A57673A | 11/5/18 2-1-307 exceeded.
Northrop
Grumman
Systems
Corporation B0861 | Sunnyvale | A58213A | 11/8/18 1-522 Failure to report on time.
Recipient 75431 SanJose | A56837A | 11/19/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Recipient 75437 San Jose AB6840A | 11/19/18 6-3-301 Burning on WSTA
Recipient 75435 Los Altos | A56842A | 11/19/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Tilton Pacific
Construction 75413 San Jose AB8509A | 11/19/18 | 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date.
Solano
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Fairgrounds Gas American Did not install Healy hoses
Station Z4535 Canyon A58563A | 11/2/18 | 8-7-302.2 | to low-permeation hoses.




AQ Source Test results
have not been received -

Flyers Valero 75353 Fairfield | A58566A | 11/8/18 8-7-408 | passed 30 days.
G&M Oil Nozzle instructions not
Company 74831 Vallejo AS58565A | 11/7/18 8-7-307 | posted on dispensers.
Nexeo Solutions, EO7F97 / Tank emissions
LLC AT7618 Fairfield | A56443A | 11/19/18 2-1-307 | not vented to bladder tank.
Tag #61565 was removed
when same non-
reattachable breakaway
Pal Gas 75328 Vallejo A58568A | 11/16/18 8-7-306 | installed disp #8
Tag #61565 was removed
when same non-
reattachable breakaway
Pal Gas 75328 Vallejo A58568B | 11/16/18 | 8-7-302.2 | installed disp #8
Valero Refining
Company - Late reporting of
California B2626 Benicia A57349A | 11/29/18 1-522.4 Inoperative CEMS monitor.
Valero Refining Late reporting of a
Company - parametric monitor
California B2626 Benicia A57350A | 11/29/18 1-523.3 | violation.
Sonoma
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
VR-204 annual tests
24/7 Gas Service overdue (last tested
Co. 75354 Cotati A57674A | 11/7/18 2-1-307 | 7/21/2017)
Pressure vent valve not
24/7 Gas Service certified under CARB VR-
Co. 75354 Cotati A57674B | 11/7/18 8-7-315 | 101
CVE NB
Contracting Rohnert Failure to update start date
Group Inc. 75329 Park A55936A | 11/7/18 | 11-2-401.5 | prior to 11/6/18
Derlin & Cheryl
German 75440 Petaluma | A56845A | 11/19/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
Mitchell Riedel 72334 | SantaRosa | A56841A | 11/19/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA




Way Family Trust | Z5439 | Santa Rosa | A56844A | 11/19/18 6-3-301 | Burning on WSTA
District Wide
Issuance
Site Name Site # City NOV # Date Regulation Comments
Pantano
Demolition W6489 Manteca | A58497A | 11/14/18 | 11-2-401.5 | Inaccurate start date.
CT# 200148, Failure to
West meet vapor Integrity
KAG West Y8346 | Sacramento | A54291A | 11/16/18 | 8-33-304.1 | requirement.
CT#200509, Failure to
West meet vapor tight
KAG West Y8346 | Sacramento | A54292A | 11/16/18 | 8-33-304.6 | requirement.
CT# 202194, Failure to
West meet vapor tight
KAG West Y8346 | Sacramento | A54293A | 11/16/18 | 8-33-304.6 | requirement.

SETTLEMENTS FOR $10,000 OR MORE REACHED

There was one (1) settlement for $10,000 or more completed in October 2018.

1) On October 1, 2018, the Air District reached settlement with Andy’s BP for $16,000,
regarding the allegations contained in the following 1 Notice of Violation:

Issuance | Occurrence
NOV # Date Date Regulation Comments from Enforcement
A56633A 2/9/17 3/1/14 2-1-302 | NPS#112598 Expired Permit to Operate

There were four (4) settlement(s) for $10,000 or more completed in November 2018.

1) On November 5, 2018, the Air District reached settlement with City of Santa Rosa
Wastewater Treatment Plant for $12,000, regarding the allegations contained in the
following 1 Notice of Violation:

Issuance | Occurrence
NOV # Date Date Regulation Comments from Enforcement
A56123A 12/4/17 8/9/17 2-6-307 | Dev 4979 Permit Cond 18871 gas vent




2) On November 5, 2018, the Air District reached settlement with Chevron U.S.A. Inc. for
$222,000, regarding the allegations contained in the following 49 Notices of Violation:

Issuance | Occurrence
NOV # Date Date Regulation Comments from Enforcement
Episode #06X83; PC #11066. Part 7; 40 CFR 60
A54269A 4/21/16 1/19/16 2-6-307 | 104 (a)(1) flaring
Episode #06X83; PC #11066. Part 7; 40 CFR 60
A54269B 4/21/16 1/19/16 10 104 (a)(1) flaring
A56424A 10/26/17 10/25/17 1-301 Five confirmed odor complaints.
Drop in TR set 7B current; violation of PC 11066
A56804A 7/14/16 3/18/16 2-6-307 | 7TA5
Flaring 6 with H2S>7 2000 ppm; 8 complaints to
A56813A 8/3/16 3/29/16 1-301 AQMD
Flaring 6 with H2S>7 2000 ppm; 8 complaints to
A56813B 8/3/16 3/29/16 9-2-301 | AQMD
A56815A 9/22/16 6/20/16 2-6-307 | Esp temp deviation & PC 11066 (7A); Dev 4578
A56816A 9/22/16 4/2/16 8-10-501 | Failure to monitor process vessel prior to opening
A568168B 9/22/16 4/2/16 8-10-501 | Failure to monitor process vessel prior to opening
Failed to monitor valve on Quarterly basis; Dev
A56817A 9/22/16 6/2/14 8-18-404 | 4430
Failed to monitor valve on Quarterly basis; Dev
A56817B 9/22/16 6/2/14 8-18-401.2 | 4430
Opacity D 20% for > 3 minutes @ ESP; Dev 4512;
A56822A 1/23/17 6/21/16 6-1-302 | RCA 06258
A56823A 1/23/17 9/3/16 6-1-301 | Visable emission from NISO flare
A56823B 1/23/17 6-1-301
blocked in fuel flow meter @ F-447; RCA 07B30;
A56826A 3/21/17 12/12/16 9-10-504 | DEV 4726
A56826B 3/21/17 12/12/16 1-523.1 | Failed to report the new operating fuel flow meter
Blocked in fuel flow meter @F-410; RCA A0729;
A56827A 3/21/17 12/11/16 9-10-504 | DEV 4727
A56827B 3/21/17 12/11/16 1-523.1 | Flow meter blinded off and non-operating




Fuel flow meter @ F-210 blocked + plugged; RCA

Ab7153A 3/21/17 12/12/16 1-523.1 07B31 Dev4752
Fuel flow meter @ F-210 blocked + plugged;
Ab57153B 3/21/17 12/12/16 1-523.2 RCA07B31 Dev 4752
fuel flow meter @ F-247 blocked + equalizer line
AB7155A 3/21/17 12/12/16 1-523.1 open to atm; RCA07B32; Dev 4730
fuel flow meter at F-247 blcoked plus equalizer line
Ab7155B 3/21/17 12/12/16 9-10-504 | open to atm; RCAQ7B32; Dev 4730
>160ppm H2S in V-475&V-701;S-4155 consumed
fuel w/ >50ppm H2S (24 hr); RCAs 07C14, 07C16,
AB7159A 6/7/17 2/6/17 10 07C19
>160ppm H2S in V-475+V-701;S-4155 consumed
fuel w/ >50ppm H2S (24 hr); RCA's: 07C14,
Ab57159B 6/7/17 2/6/17 2-6-307 07C16, 07C19
A57160A 6/5/17 7/25/15 10 Flaring @ LSFO; H2S>230 mg/dscm; DEV 4280
Flaring @ FCC flare; > 230 mg/dscm H2S; Dev
AB7161A 6/5/17 8/27/15 10 4305
AbB7162A 6/5/17 10/10/15 10 Flaring @ LSFO; H2S>230 mg/dscm; DEV 4334
Flaring @ Alky flare; H2S > 230 mg/dscm; Dev
AB7163A 6/5/17 10/10/15 10 4386
Alky CWT flow meter inop > 15 consecutive days;
AB7164A 6/15/17 8/17/16 2-6-307 failed to notify 1 working day; Dev 4612 & 4722
Alky CWT flow meter inop > 15 consecutive days;
Ab7164B 6/15/17 8/17/16 1-523.1 failed to notify 1 working day; Dev 4612 & 4722
Alky CWT flow meter inop > 15 consecutive days;
Ab57164C 6/15/17 8/17/16 1-523.2 failed to notify 1 working day; Dev 4612 & 4722
Flaring @ FCC & NISO flares; H2S > 230
AB7165A 6/15/17 8/6/15 10 mg/dscm; Dev 4286
Flaring @ FCC flare; H2S > 230 mg/dscm; Dev
AB7166A 6/15/17 10/7/15 10 4333
Flaring @ LSFO flare; H2S > 230mg/dscm; Dev
AB7167A 6/15/17 12/7/15 10 4385
A57169A 7/18/17 2/8/16 10 flaring at FCC flare; H2S>230 mg/dscm; dev 4439
A57171A 7/18/17 4/22/16 10 flaring at FCC flare; H2S>230 mg/dscm; dev 4521
AB7173A 8/1/17 9/12/16 10 Flaring @ FCC; H2S > 230 mg/dscm; dev 4633
Flaring @ FCC; NISO; SISO flare; H2S > 230
AB7174A 8/1/17 9/12/16 10 mg/dscm; dev 4632
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Flaring @ FCC; SISO; NISO; H2S > 230 mg/dscm;

A57175A 8/1/17 8/5/16 10 dev 4601

Flaring @ FCC & RLOP flares; H2S > 230
A57176A 8/1/17 8/14/16 10 mg/dscm; dev 4606
AS5T177A 8/1/17 1/27/17 10 Flaring @ FCC; H2S > 230 mg/dscm; dev 4785
A57528A 9/12/17 12/27/16 10 H2S Conc. > 230 mg/dscm in VV-870; dev 4743

NOx emissions > 40ppm @3% O2 for F-1361; dev
A57529A 9/12/17 12/28/16 2-6-307 | 4788 & 4739
A57530A 9/12/17 1/7/17 10 Flaring @ FCC; H2S > 230 mg/dscm; dev 4760

Flaring @ FCC flare; H2S > 230 mg/dscm; dev
A57532A 9/12/17 2/8/17 10 4794

Flaring @ FCC flare; H2S > 230 mg/dscm; dev
A57533A 9/12/17 3/28/17 10 4819

FCC ESP TR Set current < limit, RCA 07C42; Dev
A57534A 11/29/17 2/8/17 2-6-307 | 4796
A57535A 11/29/17 2/8/17 2-6-307 | FCC ESP Temp < limit; RCA 07C20. Dev 4797.

12-11- LSFO flare sample pump inop > 24hrs w/o

A57536A 11/29/17 1/23/17 506.1 notification, DEV 4798, RCA 07C33

F-210 operated with elevated CO emissions &
A57537A 11/29/17 12/14/16 1-522.7 | failed to notify on time RCA 07B94, Dev 4773

F-210 operated with elevated CO emissions &
A57537B 11/29/17 12/14/16 9-10-305 | failed to notify on time RCA 07B94, Dev 4773

Failed to notify within 96hrs of indicated excess
A57538A 11/29/17 12/29/16 1-522.7 | Dev 4773; RCA 07B95

Failed to report indicated NOx excess @ F-1160
A57539A 1/22/18 1/3/17 1-522.7 | w/in 96hrs; title V dev 4753

ESP TR set current below limits (P/C 11066 7A5);
A57540A 1/22/18 6/24/17 2-6-307 | Title V std cond F, failed to report w/in 10 days
A57543A 2/26/18 11/13/16 2-6-307 | Loss of WGC @ FCC; RCA 07A93

Failed to monitor for 3rd day during PVD; Dev#
A57544A 2/26/18 8-10-501 | 4339

Failed to notify of shutdown as required Std. Cond.
A57546A 2/26/18 4/3/16 2-6-307 | J(3); Dev# 4496

flaring w/o scrubbing of H2S; 40 CFR
AS57547A 2/26/18 4/29/15 10 60.104(a)(1); Dev# 4219

Open-ended line discovered @ #4 Rhen; Deviation
A57548A 3/14/18 5/13/15 10 4429
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A57551A 3/14/18

5/2/12

2-6-307

Failed tom submit component counts plus inspect
components quarterly; Dev 4409

3) On November 16, 2018, the Air District reached settlement with PG&E Gateway
Generating Station for $10,000, regarding the allegations contained in the following 1
Notice of Violation:

Issuance | Occurrence
NOV # Date Date Regulation Comments from Enforcement
A56925A 5/7/2018 | 10/27/2017 2-6-307 | NOx excess at S#41 exceeded P/C#18138 limit

4) On November 27, 2018, the Air District reached settlement with MFAS Homes
Development for $30,000, regarding the allegations contained in the following 1 Notice

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

Demolition with RACM in place and No on-site

A58409A 7/12/18 7/2/18 11-2-303 | representative
RACM waste not in leak-tight labeled containers,
Improper Disposal, and No waste shipment

A58409B 7/12/18 11-2-304 | records
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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: December 6, 2018

Re: Proposed Requlatory Agenda for 2019

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.
DISCUSSION

Each year, the Air District is required by Health and Safety Code section 40923 to publish a list of
regulatory measures scheduled or tentatively scheduled for consideration during the next calendar
year. If a measure is not on this list, it may not be brought before the Board of Directors unless it
IS necessary to:

Satisfy federal requirements;

Abate a substantial endangerment to public health or welfare;

Comply with state toxic air contaminant requirements;

Comply with California Air Resources Board (CARB) requirement that the Air District
adopt contingency measures due to inadequate progress towards attainment;

Preserve an existing rule’s “original intent;” or

6. Allow for alternative compliance under an existing rule.

N

o

The attached list includes all measure that may come before the Board in calendar year 2019. Some
of the measures may fall within exceptions listed above but are nevertheless included for
completeness. It is very unlikely that all the measures on the list will be enacted during the calendar
year. Rules are listed in numerical order as they appear in the Air District Rules and Regulations.

All new rules and rule amendments must be adopted at a public hearing conducted by the Board
of Directors of the Air District. Public comment is accepted at these hearings. Public notice of
hearings is provided as required by law. In addition, the Air District staff typically conducts public
workshops and provides opportunities for oral and written comments before scheduling a rule for
public hearing for the Board’s consideration. Information on workshops, hearings, and other rule
development issues may be obtained from the Air District website.



BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Victor Douglas
Reviewed by:  Greg Nudd

Attachment 9A: Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2019 Regulatory Measures List



AGENDA 9A - ATTACHMENT

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

PROPOSED REGULATORY AGENDA

CALENDAR YEAR 2019

Regulation, Rule

Title

Obijectives !

Clarify and enhance

Reg. 1 General Provisions and Definitions District policies,
definitions
GHG threshold,
Reg. 2, Rule 1 General Requirements (Permits) community health
protection
GHG threshold,
Reg. 2, Rule 2 New Source Review community health
protection
Reg. 2, Rule 4 Emissions Banking Commgnlty health
protection
New Source Review for Toxic Air Clarifications, community
Reg. 2, Rule 5 . '
Contaminants health protection
Reg. 2, Rule 9 Interchangeable Emission Reduction Credits Commgnlty health
protection
Reg. 2, Rule TBD Biogas Flares Reduce emissions
Reg. 3 Fees Cost recovery
Reg. 4 Air Pollution Episode Plan Reduce emissions
Reg. 5 Open Burning Reduce emissions
. Standardize administrative
Reg. 6 General Provisions ;
requirements
Reg. 6, Rule 1 Particulate Matter, General Limitations Reduce emissions
Reg. 6, Rule 2 Commercial Cooking Devices Reduce emissions
Reg. 6, Rule 3 Wood Burning Devices Cla.rlf.|cat|ons, reduce
emissions
Reg. 6, Rule 5 Fluid Catalytic Cracking Units AB 617 BARCT, changes
to address legal concerns
Reg. 6, Rule 6 Prohibition of Trackout Reduce emissions
Reg. 6, Rule TBD Glass Melting and Forming Operations Reduce emissions
Reg. 6, Rule TBD Coal and Petroleum Coke Handling Operations | Reduce emissions
Reg. 6, Rule TBD Reduction of Risk from Particulate Matter Reduce emissions and risk
Reg. 7 Odorous Substances Cla.rlf.lcatlons, reduce
emissions
Applicability, VOC
Reg. 8, Rule 1 and General Provisions definition, remove methane
others S ;
exemption if applicable
Reg. 8, Rule 2 Miscellaneous Operations Clarifications
Reg. 8, Rule 3 Architectural Coatings Clarifications, flexibility
General Solvent and Surface Coating Clarifications, reduce
Reg. 8, Rule 4 0 . L
perations emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 5 Storage of Organic Liquids AB. 617 BARCT, reduce
emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 6 Organic Liquid Bulk Terminals and Bulk Cla.rlf.lcatlons, reduce
Plants emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 7 Gasoline Dispensing Facilities Reduce emissions

1




Regulation, Rule

Title

Obijectives !

AB 617 BARCT,

Reg. 8, Rule 8 Wastewater Collection and Separation Systems | clarifications, definitions,
emission reductions
Reg. 8, Rule 9 Vacuum Producing Systems Clarifications, definitions
Reg. 8, Rule 10 Process Vessel Depressurization Clarlflcat|gn§, definitions,
reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 11 Metal Container, Closure and Coil Coating Clarlflcat|gn§, definitions,
reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 12 Paper, Fabric and Film Coating Clarlflcat|gn§, definitions,
reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 13 Light and Medium Duty Motor Vehicle Clarlflcatlgng, definitions,
Assembly Plants reduce emissions
Surface Preparation and Coating of Large Clarifications, definitions,
Reg. 8, Rule 14 . . o
Appliances and Metal Furniture reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 15 Emulsified and Liquid Asphalts Reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 16 Solvent Cleaning Operations Cla.rlf.lcatlons, reduce
emissions
AB 617 BARCT,
Reg. 8, Rule 18 Equipment Leaks clarifications, definitions,
applicability
Rea. 8. Rule 19 Surface Preparation and Coating of Clarifications, definitions,
g-© Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products reduce emissions
. . Clarifications, reduce
Reg. 8, Rule 20 Graphic Arts Operations emissions, EPA policy
Reg. 8, Rule 21 Rubber Tire Manufacturing Operations Clarifications, definitions
Reg. 8, Rule 22 Valves and Flanges at Chemical Plants Clarifications, definitions
Coating of Flat Wood Paneling and Wood Flat | Clarifications, definitions,
Reg. 8, Rule 23 . o
Stock; reduce emissions
Pharmaceutical and Cosmetic Manufacturing Clarifications, definitions,
Reg. 8, Rule 24 0 L o
perations; reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 26 Magnet Wire Coating Operations Clarlflcat|gn§, definitions,
reduce emissions
Episodic Releases from Pressure Relief Clarifications, flexibility,
Reg. 8, Rule 28 Devices at Petroleum Refineries and Chemical | definitions, reduce
Plants emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 29 éerosp'ace Assembly and Component Coating Clarlflcatlgng, definitions,
perations reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 30 Semiconductor Manufacturing Operations Reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 31 Surface Coating of Plastic Parts and Products Clarlflcat|gn§, definitions,
reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 32 Wood Products Coatings Clarlflcatlgng, flexibility,
reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 33 Gas.olme Bullf Terminals and Gasoline Clarifications
Delivery Vehicles
Reg. 8, Rule 34 Solid Waste Disposal Sites Cll.ma.te protection, reduce
emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 35 Coating, Ink and Adhesive Manufacturing Clarlflcatlgng, definitions,
reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 36 Resin Manufacturing Clarifications, definitions,

reduce emissions




Regulation, Rule

Title

Obijectives !

Natural Gas and Crude Oil Production

Reduce emissions,

Reg. 8, Rule 37 e consistency with ARB
Facilities -
standards, definitions
Clarifications, VOC
Reg. 8, Rule 38 Flexible and Rigid Disc Manufacturing definition, reduce
emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 39 Gasglme Bulk Plants and Gasoline Delivery Clarifications
Vehicles
Reg. 8, Rule 40 Aeration of Contaminated Soil and Removal of Clarifications, definitions
Underground Storage Tanks
Reg. 8, Rule 41 Vegetable Oil Manufacturing Operations Clarifications, definitions
Surface Preparation and Coating of Marine Clarifications, definitions,
Reg. 8, Rule 43 L
Vessels reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 44 Marine Vessel Loading Cla.rlf.|cat|ons, reduce
emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 45 Motor Veehicle and Mobile Equipment Coating | . ifications, flexibility
Operations
Reg. 8, Rule 46 Marlr)e Tank Vessel to Marine Tank Vessel Clarifications
Loading
Reg. 8, Rule 47 Air Str!pplng and Soil Vapor Extraction Clarlflcatlons,.orgamc
Operations compound definition
Clarifications, consistency
Reg. 8, Rule 49 Aerosol Paint Products with ARB standards,
reduce emissions
Reg. 8, Rule 50 Polyester Resin Operations Clarifications
Reg. 8, Rule 51 Adhesive and Sealant Products Cla.rlf.lcatlons, reduce
emissions
Polystyrene, Polypropylene and Polyethylene e
Reg. 8, Rule 52 Foam Product Manufacturing Operations. Clarifications
Reg. 8, Rule 53 Vacuum Truck Operations Clarifications

Reg. 8, Rule TBD

Green Waste Operations

Reduce emissions

Reg. 8, Rule TBD

Livestock Waste/Confined Animal Facilities

Reduce emissions

Reg. 8, Rule TBD

Digital Printing

Reduce emissions

Reg. 8, Rule TBD

Natural Gas Transmission and Distribution

Reduce emissions

Reg. 8, Rule TBD

Wastewater from Coke Cutting

Reduce emissions

Reg. 8, Rule TBD

Wineries

Reduce emissions

Reg. 8, Rule TBD

Vanishing Oils and Rust Inhibitors

Reduce emissions

Reg. 8, Rule TBD

LPG, Propane, Butane, and other Pressurized
Gases

Reduce emissions

Monitoring, recording

Reg. 9, Rule 1 Sulfur Dioxide requirements, reduce
emissions
Monitoring, recording

Reg. 9, Rule 2 Hydrogen Sulfide requirements, reduce
emissions

Reg. 9, Rule 4 l;IOx from Fan Type Residential Central Reduce emissions

urnaces

Reg. 9, Rule 6 NOx from Natural Gas-Fired Water Heaters Cla.rlf.lcatlons, reduce

emissions
NOx and CO from Boilers, Steam Generators Clarifications, reduce
Reg. 9, Rule 7

and Process Heaters

emissions




Regulation, Rule

Title

Obijectives !

Clarifications, reduce

Reg. 9, Rule 8 Stationary IC Engines L
emissions
Reg. 9, Rule 9 Stationary Gas Turbines Reduce emissions
Reg. 9, Rule 10 E:;‘tlgresry boilers, steam generators and process Reduce emissions
Reg. 9, Rule 12 l;IOx, SO; and Particulate from Glass Melting Reduce emissions
urnaces
NOXx, Particulate Matter and Toxic Air AB .6.17 BARCT’
Reg. 9, Rule 13 . . clarifications, reduce
Contaminants from Cement Kilns .
emissions
Reg. 9, Rule 14 SOx from Petroleum Coke Calcining AB 617 BARCT, reduce

emissions

Reg. 9, Rule TBD

NOx from Kilns, Ovens and Furnaces

Reduce emissions

Reg. 9, Rule TBD

NOx from Large Residential and Commercial
Space Heating

Reduce emissions

Reg. 9, Rule TBD

Sulfur content for gaseous fuels

Reduce emissions

Reg. 9, Rule TBD

Sulfur content for liquid fuels

Reduce emissions

Reg. 10

Standards of Performance for New Stationary
Sources

Federal standards update

Reference federal

Reg. 11 Hazardous Air Pollutants
standards
Clarifications, reference
Reg. 11, Rule 1 Lead federal standards
Reg. 11, Rule 2 Asbestos Demolition, Lead Paint Removal, Clarifications

Renovation and Manufacturing

Reg. 11, Rule 10

Hexavalent Chromium from All Cooling
Towers and Total Hydrocarbon Emissions from
Petroleum Refinery Cooling Towers

Clarifications, changes to
address legal concerns

Reg. 11, Rule 14

Asbestos-Containing Serpentine

Clarifications

Reg. 11, Rule TBD

Backup Generators

Reduce emissions and risk

Reg. 12, Rule 11

Flare Monitoring at Petroleum Refineries

Clarifications, reduce
emissions

Reg. 12, Rule 12

Flares at Petroleum Refineries

Reduce emissions

Reg. 12, Rule 15

Refinery Emissions Tracking

Monitor emissions, assess
health impacts

Reg. 12, Rule 16

Petroleum Refining Facility-Wide Emissions
Limits

Ensure that some refinery
emissions do not increase

Climate protection,

Reg. 13 Climate Pollutants tracking of associated
pollutants

Reg. 13, Rule 1 Significant Methane Releases Climate protection

Reg. 13, Rule 2 Organic Materials Handling Climate protection

Reg. 13, Rule 3 Composting Operations Climate protection

Reg. 13, Rule 4 Sewage Treatment Facilities and Anaerobic Climate protection

Digesters

Reg. 13, Rule TBD

Methane Reductions at Refineries

Climate protection

Reg. 13, Rule TBD

Short-Lived Climate Pollutants

Climate protection

Reg. 13. Rule TBD

Heat Mitigating Technologies Deployment

Climate protection

Reg. 13, Rule TBD

Energy Use in Residential, Commercial and
Industrial Sectors

Climate protection

Reg. 13, Rule TBD

Livestock Waste

Climate protection




Regulation, Rule

Title

Obijectives !

Reg. 14, Rule 1

Commuter Benefits Program

Legislative update

Reg. 15:

Disaster Preparedness & Response Program

Reduce emissions, respond
to emergencies

Reg. and Rule TBD

Indirect Source Review

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Episodic Controls

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Sulfur Hexafluoride

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Refrigeration Management

Climate protection, reduce
emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Magnet Source Rule

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Emergency Stand-by Stationary IC Engines

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Refinery Fuel Gas

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Limiting Health Impacts from Particulate
Matter Pollution

Reduce emissions and
health impacts

Reg. and Rule TBD

Sulfuric Acid Plants

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Sulfur Plants

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Refinery Delayed Cokers

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Methane and Air Toxics from Oil & Gas
Capped Wells

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Ammonia from Stationary Sources

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Sample and Analyze Episodic Event Plumes

Monitor emissions, assess
health impacts

Reg. and Rule TBD

Impacts of Crude Changes Upstream of Crude
Units

Improve enforceability

Reg. and Rule TBD

Start-up, Shutdown & Malfunction Emissions

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Refinery Emissions Best Practices Backstop
Rule

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

Periodic Assessment of Significant Emission
Sources

Reduce emissions

Reg. and Rule TBD

AB 617 BARCT Plan

Community health

protection
Reg. and Rule TBD AB 617 Community Emissions Reduction Commgnlty health
Plans protection

Clarification, improve data

MOP, Volume | Enforcement Procedures .
submittals
MOP, Volume I Engineering Permitting Procedures Conglstency with EPA
reguirements, clarifications
MOP, Volume Il Laboratory Methods New and improved

analytical procedures

MOP, Volume IV

Source Test Methods

New and improved
analytical procedures

New and improved

MOP, Volume V Continuous Emission Monitoring analytical and monitoring
procedures
MOP, Volume VI Ground Level Monitoring Consistency with EPA

reguirements

New MOP, Volume X

Procedures for Evaluating and Lists of Non-
Precursor Organic Compounds, Group | and
Group Il

Evaluation and listing of
NPOCs




1 Objectives are listed for information only and are subject to change. Rule development efforts for
arule are not limited to listed objectives.



AGENDA: 10

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: December 10, 2018

Re: Report of the Mobile Source Committee Meeting of December 17, 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

1) Approve recommended projects with proposed grant awards over $100,000 as shown
in Attachment 1; and

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

B) Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2017 Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program Audit
Results

1) None; receive and file.

C) Report on TFCA Projects Expenditures and Effectiveness for Fiscal Year Ending (FYE)
2018.

1) None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

The Committee will meet on Monday, December 17, 2018, and will receive the following reports:
A) Projects and Contracts with Proposed Grant Awards Over $100,000;
B) FYE 2017 TFCA Program Audit Results; and
C) Report on TFCA Projects Expenditures and Effectiveness for FYE 2018.

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



BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

A) None. The Air District distributes Carl Moyer Program, Mobile Source Incentive Fund,
Community Health Protection Grant Program, and TFCA funding to public agencies and
private entities on a reimbursement basis. Funding for administrative costs is provided by
each funding source;

B) None. Administrative costs for the TFCA audit and staff are provided by the funding
source.

C) None. The Air District distributes TFCA monies as “pass-through” funds to public and
nonpublic entities. Administrative costs for project staff are provided by the Air District’s
TFCA funding.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Marcy Hiratzka
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson

Attachment 10A: 12/17/18 — Mobile Source Committee Meeting Agenda #4
Attachment 10B: 12/17/18 — Mobile Source Committee Meeting Agenda #5
Attachment 10C: 12/17/18 — Mobile Source Committee Meeting Agenda #6



AGENDA 10A - ATTACHMENT

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: December 4, 2018
Re: Projects and Contracts with Proposed Grant Awards Over $196,000

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Recommend Board of Directors:

1. Approve recommended projects with proposed grant ‘awards 0¥er)$100,000 as shown in
Attachment 1; and

2. Authorize the Executive Officer/APCO ,to enter iftol all necessary agreements with
applicants for the recommended projeetst

BACKGROUND

The Bay Area Air Quality Managernent’District (AiFDistrict) has participated in the Carl Moyer
Program (CMP), in cooperation with thesCalifornia Air Resources Board (CARB), since the
program began in Fiscal Year 19981999, The CMP provides grants to public and private entities
to reduce emissions of gxides.oT nitrogen {NOX), reactive organic gases (ROG) and particulate
matter (PM) from existing heavy-duty ergines by either replacing or retrofitting them. Eligible
heavy-duty diesel enginesapplicatiens include on-road trucks and buses, off-road equipment,
marine vessels, locogtetives, andwstationary agricultural pump engines.

Assembly Bill 928 (AB7923 -*Firebaugh), enacted in 2004 (codified as Health and Safety Code
(HSC) Séetien44225) authorized local air districts to increase their motor vehicle registration
surchafge. uprto ap’additional $2 per vehicle. The revenues from the additional $2 surcharge are
depositedvin thepAi€ District’s Mobile Source Incentive Fund (MSIF). AB 923 stipulates that air
districts mayase'the revenues generated by the additional $2 surcharge for projects eligible under
the CMP.

In 2017, Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617) directed the CARB, 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. Assembly Bill 134 (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. These funds will be used to implement projects under the CMP, and optionally for on-
road truck replacements under the Proposition 1B Goods Movement Emission Reduction Program.

On February 21, 2018, the Board of Directors (Board) authorized Air District participation in Year
20 of the CMP, and authorized the Executive Officer/APCO to execute Grant/Agreements and
amendments for projects funded with CMP funds or MSIF revenues, with indivigtalgrant award
amounts up to $100,000.

In 1991, the California State Legislature authorized the Air District fé\impose a $4 surcharge on
motor vehicles registered within the nine-county Bay Area to fund“arojects that reduce on-road
motor vehicle emissions within the Air District’s jurisdiction,_T\1g, Statutory authority for the
Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) and requirementst@rt/ie program are set forth in the
HSC Sections 44241 and 44242. 60% of TFCA funds are @&walded by the Air District to eligible
projects and programs implemented directly by the Air Districtye.g., Spate the Air, electric vehicle
charging station program) and to a program referredste as.thie TECA Regional Fund. Each year,
the Board allocates funding and adopts policies and &valuation.eriteria that govern the expenditure
of TFCA funding.

On May 2, 2018, the Board authorized funding allocatidns for use of TFCA revenue in Fiscal Year
Ending (FYE) 2019 and cost-effectivegess.imits for YAir Bistrict-sponsored FYE 2019 programs
and authorized the Executive OfficerfARCO to éxecute grant agreements and amendments for
TFCA-revenue funded projects witfinndividual grant‘award amounts up to $100,000. On June 6,
2018, the Board adopted policigs anl evalydtion criteria for the FYE 2019 TFCA Regional Fund
program.

Projects with grant awérg’amounts-over<$100,000 are brought to the Mobile Source Committee
for consideration atdeast & a qualkteriy basis. Staff reviews and evaluates grant applications based
upon the respectivergovérning policies and guidelines established by the CARB and the Board.

DISCUSSION
Carl Nteyer*Prograniawd Community Health Protection Grant Program:

For the CMP¢Xear20 cycle, the Air District had more than $11 million available for eligible CMP
and school buswrojects from a combination of MSIF and CMP funds. The Air District started
accepting project applications for the CMP Year 20 funding cycle on June 25, 2018 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 November 16, 2018, the Air District had received 124 project applications. Of the
applications that have been evaluated between October 9, 2018 and November 16, 2018, 16

2



eligible projects have proposed individual grant awards over $100,000. These projects will replace
13 pieces of agricultural equipment, three pieces of off-road equipment, 19 school buses, and 15
marine engines, and will reduce over 27.976 tons of NOx, ROG and PM per year. Staff
recommends the allocation of $13,270,776 for these projects from a combination of CMP funds,
MSIF revenues and Community Health Protection Grant Program funds. Attachment 1, Table 1,
provides additional information on these projects.

Attachment 2, lists all of the eligible projects that have been received by the Air District as of
November 16, 2018, including information about the equipment category, &ward amounts,
estimated emissions reductions, and county location. Approximately 62% of thedunds have been
awarded to projects that reduce emissions in highly impacted Bay Area comfqufities. Attachment
4, Figures 4 and 5 summarize the cumulative allocation of CMP, MSIE¢#apd €@0mmunity Health
Protection Grant Program funding since 2009 (more than $246 milliop/awarded to 1,099 projects).

Transportation Fund for Clean Air Program:

InFYE 2019, the Air District will be awarding $20.44 milliokaNI'FCA monies to eligible projects.
This includes $13.36 million in new TFCA monies and $%.08 milliori{in carryover funds from
previous cycles. As of November 16, 2018, the Air Bistrict'had received 29 project applications.
Of the applications that have been evaluated betwegn October9,2018 and November 16, 2018,
there were no eligible projects that proposed ansindividual grant award over $100,000.

Attachment 3 lists all eligible TFCA projects that havenoeen evaluated as of November 16, 2018
and three Air District-sponsored project$ pleviously.approved by the Board, including information
about the equipment category, award ‘amounts,® estimated emissions reductions, and county
location. Approximately 33% of, RYE 2019 TRCA funds have been awarded to projects that
reduce emissions in highly impdacted)Bay Afea communities.

BUDGET CONSIDERATIONSFINANCIAL IMPACT

None. The Air District distfibutes CNP, MSIF, Community Health Protection Grant Program, and
TFCA funding to publC agencies and private entities on a reimbursement basis. Funding for
administrative €0stS)is proyvided, by each funding source.



Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by:
Reviewed by:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Attachment 4:

Anthony Fournier and Ken Mak @
Karen Schkolnick and Chengfeng Wang ,&
Projects with Grant Awards Greater than $100,000

CMP/MSIF and Community Health Protection Gr rogram Approved Projects
TFCA Program Approved Projects
1/

Summary of Funding Awarded between 7/1/1@

O

16/18



Table 1 - Carl Moyer Program/ Mobile Source Incentive Fund, and Community Health

AGENDA 4 - ATTACHMENT 1

Protection Grant Program projects with grant awards greater than $100k (Evaluated between 10/9/18 and 11/16/18’

. Emission R .
Project # Applicant name Equipment Project description Proposed contract Total project cosf] mission Reductions County
category award (Tons per year)
NOx ROG PM
20MOY49 F/V Rose Marie Inc. Marine | Replacement of 1 diesel 148,00000] $  185636.00] 0.597 0011 0.024 San
marine propulsion engine Francisco
20Movee |Pna Vineyard Managementf )/ ¢ | Replacement of 3 diesel 188,700.00] $  235,958.000" 0960 0.037 0.028 Napa
,LLC. crawler tractors
. i Replacement of 3 diesel
20sBpog | Antioch glr;'tfr'lecf Sehool | senool bus | buses with electric buses 1,143,464.00] $ 1,143 46M00% 0.298 0.023 0.011  |Contra Costa
and infrastructure
Replacement of 3 diesel
20MOY76 FN Viticulture, LLC Ag/ off-road tractors and 1 diesel 169,400.00 | 4§ 24%,342.00 0.514 0.057 0.048 Napa
loader
Replacement of 1 diesel
20MOY43 Michael Peery Marine | Marine propulsion engine 4597000.00d6  583:995.00% 1.409 0.009 0.059 Solano
(Commercial fishing) and 1 diesel auxiliary
engine
Grand Crew Vinevard Replacement of 2 diesel
20MOY100 4 Ag/ off-road tractors and 1 diesel 136,520.00 1, $ 179,667.00 0.211 0.077 0.033 Napa
Management
loader
Harley Marine Services, Inc Replacement of 2 diesel
20MOY67 X ’ ) Marine main engines and 2 djg8&l 1,6130500.001 $ 1,814,047.72 4.801 -0.135 0.380 Alameda
Vessel: Z-Three o ]
auxiliary engine§
Harley Marine Services, Inc Replacement of 2 g\
20MOY68 yVesseI' Z-Four B Marine main engines ahd 2 digsel 1,6134600.00] $ 1,858,826.12 4.801 -0.135 0.380 Alameda
’ auxilidry épgines
Harley Marine Services, Inc Reglagongnt g/ 2 diesel
20MOY69 yVesseI' Z-Five ’ ) Marine main engines and 2 diesel 1,613,500.00] $ 1,903,826.12 4.801 -0.135 0.380 Alameda
’ auxiliary engings
Replacement of 3 pigces
20MOY110 | Steven's Creek Quarry, Inc.|] Off-roédd of dieseloff-road 928,500.00] $ 2,402,131.00 5.136 0.232 0.138 Santa Clara
equipmefit
20moy117 | Alameda-Contra Costa | 4 4 Hydiqga,fusting 1,750,000.00] $ 4.629,330.00] 0.718 0.011 0.004 Alameda
Transit District infrastructure
20sBpy | Pittsburg Unified Schagl e o) husAl RePlgcement of 2 diesel 320,00000| $ 81323200 0.199 0.164 0.001 |Contra Costa
District buses With electric buses
20mMOYes5 | Stan Poncia doatferiiadd’ )\, 4§ | Replacement of 1 diesel 159,600.00] $  199,546.00] 0.893 0.116 0.066 Sonoma
Rairy loader
20MOY99 Tand M Aghigultural - o} gt goq | Replacement of 2 diesel 121,800.00] $  152,340.00] 0.359 0.047 0.032 Napa
Services, LLC tractors
Milpitas Unified School Replacement of 6 diesel
20SBP72 P District School bus | buses with electric buses 1,246,785.00] $ 2,476,853.37 0.318 0.019 0.007 Santa Clara
and infrastructure
Replacement of 5 diesel
20sBp73 | Berkeley Unified School | g1, | buses and 3 CNG buses 1,659,507.00] $ 3419,509.06] 0617 0.045 0.132 Alameda
District with electric buses and
infrastructure
16 Projects 13,270,776.00 $22,233,703.39 25.832 0.421 1.723




AGENDA 4 - ATTACHMENT 2

CMP/MSIF and Community Health Protection Grant Program approved projects
(between 7/6/18 and 11/16/18)

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 . )

19MOY166 On-road 1 $ 45,000.00 | Deol Trans / Piara Singh 0.668 0.050 0.004 APCO Contra Costa
replacement

19MOY168 Agl off-road Equipment 1 $  3300000| RancholasJuntas 0.028 | 0006 0004 | APCO | ContraCosta
replacement Vineyard

19MOY163 Marine Engine 1 |'s 18000000| Bettencourtand Son 0.647 | A0.0098,//0.021 |10/17/2018| San Mateo
replacement (Commercial fishing)

19MOY182 On-road Equipment 1 $  45000.00 Thy Trucking 0.6% | %0.050 | 0.004 | APCO Alameda
replacement

19MOY185 On-road Equipment 1 |$  60,000.00 Puerta Trucking 0.717 | 0.097 | 0.032 | APCO Merced
replacement
Equipment .

19MOY158 Ag/ off-road 1 $ 117,000.00 Ocegdn BreezesDairy 0.310 0.020 0.015 |10/17/2018 Sonoma
replacement
Equipment )

19MOY159 Ag/ off-road 1 $ 40,480.00 1 Arefethen Farpiag LLC 0.173 0.030 0.021 APCO Napa
replacement
Equipment Bazan Vineyard

19MOY176 Ag/ off-road 1 $ 604530,00 0.198 0.033 0.025 APCO Napa
replacement Manggement
Equipment _

19SBP12 School bus 4 9 512,170:00 | Moreland School District 0.237 0.016 0.000 |10/17/2018 | Santa Clara
replacement
Equipmens

19MOY148 Off-road 2 $ 297,278.00 | The Lumber Baron, Inc. 0.178 0.044 0.008 |10/17/2018 Alameda
replacepfent

19SBPY7 School bus EGyipgfit 2.\ s 1,635,603.00| Valelo City Unified School | ao6 | 065 | 0,000 |10/17/2018|  Solano
feplacement District

19MOY175 Ofigroay Equipptent 1 |s  7seg000| MtDiablolandscape | 109 | 0031 | 0023 | APCO | ContraCosta
replag¢emght Centers, LLC
BQuippient .

20MOY51 Ag/ off-road 5 $ 467,856.00 | Johnson and Neles Dairy 1.985 0.208 0.124 |10/17/2018 Sonoma
feplaCement

20MOY52 On-road Equipment 1 |$  60,000.00| JamesMarlowe Carson | 0.904 | 0.068 | 0.005 | APCO Napa
replacement

19MOY181 Agl off-road Equipment 1 $  50,300.00 Jensen Ranch 0122 | 0019 | 0011 | APCO Marin
replacement

19SBP140 School bus Equipment 18 |$ 4076360.00 FremontunifiedSchool |y 217 | 439 | 0.034 |10/17/2018| Alameda
replacement District




AGENDA 4 - ATTACHMENT 2

Emission Reductions

(Tons per year)

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

20SBP45 School bus Equipment 2 |s 1,201,00000| CampbellUnionSchool | .0, | 005 | 0000 |1017/2018| Santa Clara
replacement District

19MOY180 On-road Equipment 26 | $ 49210000| NesteWwatersNorth 1061 | 0046 | 0003 | 1172018 | Alameda,
replacement America Solano

20MOY36 On-road Equipment 1 $ 60,000.00 ZQR Trucking 0982 | odzasl 0bos | APco Alameda
replacement

20MOY48 Marine Engine 1 $  99,500.00 | Michael Thomas Hudson | 578 (006 | 0010 | APCO Alameda
replacement (Commercial fishing)
Equipment Siqueira Vineyard

20MOY60 Agl off-road 1 $  46,355.00 0956 | 0026 | 0018 | APCO Napa
replacement Management

20MOY50 Marine Engine 2 $  159,000.00 | Captain Joe't Sportiishing | 0867 %0.009 | 0.017 | 11/7/2018 | San Francisco
replacement
Equipment ¢ .

20MOY71 Ag/ off-road 6 $ 258,796.00 [¥ina Management Services| ,0.865 0.124 0.084 | 11/7/2018 Sonoma
replacement
Equipment . ;

20MOY65 On-road 1 $ 40:000,00 Zahniser Tgucking 0.738 0.122 0.006 APCO Contra Costa
replacement

20MOY29 Off-road Equipment 3 | % 15,000.00 D. ¢/ Metals, Inc. 0126 | 0.034 | 0.001 | APCO Alameda
replacement
Equipment -

20MOY62 Ag/ off-road 1 $ 00,290:90 | Vezer Family Vineyards 0.048 0.012 0.010 APCO Solano
replacement

20MOY46 On-road Equipmeri 1 (| ) 2000000  AkalSahaiTruck 1446 | 0217 | 0000 | APCO Alameda
replacement Lines Inc.

20MOY63 On-road Eguipment 1 $  23,500.00 Always Express 0179 | 0011 | 0001 | APCO Alameda
rePlacemeyit Transportation

20MOY49 Marihe Engie 1 $  148,000.00| F/V Rose Marie Inc. 0597 | -0.011 | 0.024 TBD | San Francisco
feplacemefit

20MOY94 Marine Efigine 1 $  44,000.00 Jeifrey A Sylva 0.116 | 0001 | 0004 | APCO | SantaClara
replacement (Commercial fishing)

20MOY41 Agl off-road Equipment 1 $  29,500.00 Kehoe Dairy, Inc 0.049 | 0002 | 0003 | APCO Marin
replacement

20MOY66 Ag/ off-road Equipment 3 $  188,700.00 |FIN@ Vineyard Management| ¢ | 6037 | 0.028 TBD Napa
replacement , LLC.

20MOY64 On-road Equipment 1 $  60,000.00 Basra Trucking 1570 | 0239 | 0083 | APCO | SantaClara
replacement

2|Page




AGENDA 4 - ATTACHMENT 2

Emission Reductions
(Tons per year)

3|Page

Equipment # of Proposed Board
Project # quip Project type ) P Applicant name approval County
category engines | contract award
NOX ROG PM date
20SBPO8 School bus Equipment 3 |s 1,14346400| AntiochUnifiedSchool 1000 | 003 | 0011 TBD | Contra Costa
replacement District
20MOY76 Ag/ off-road Equipment 4 $  160,400.00|  FN Viticulture, LLC 0514 | 0057 | 0.048 TBD Napa
replacement
Equipment .
20MOY97 On-road 1 $ 40,000.00 Gosal Trucking 0.835 0.138 0047, APCO Contra Costa
replacement
20MOY43 Marine Engine 2 |'$  458000.00 Michael Peery 1.400 ¢ 009 | 0.059 TBD Solano
replacement (Commercial fishing)
20MOY100 Ag/ off-road Equipment 3 |'$ 13652000| ©randCrew Vineyard 021, | 0077 | 0.033 TBD Napa
replacement Management
20MOY96 On-road Equipment 1 $ 60,000.00 Reliable Express 0.586 | 0.043 | 0.003 | APCO Alameda
replacement Transportation{iag,
Engine Harley Marihe Services,
20MOY67 Marine 9 4 |'$ 1,613,500.00 Inc: 4.800\,| -0.135 | 0.380 TBD Alameda
replacement .
V@ssel: -Three
Engine Harley Marine Seryjces,
20MOY68 Marine 9 4 $ 1,613,500.00 Inc. 4.801 -0.135 0.380 TBD Alameda
replacement .
Vessel: Z-Four
Engine Harley Maling,Services,
20MOY69 Marine g 4 |s 146135800.00 Inc. 4801 | -0.135 | 0.380 TBD Alameda
replacement . .
Vessel: Z-Five
20MOY110 Off-road Equipment 37T g 500,00 | SETS CreekQuarry, | gua5 | g3 | 0138 TBD Santa Clara
replacement Inc.
20MOY117 On-road | Mvdrogen fueling 1/ |'s 475000000 AamedaContraCosta | 210 | 011 | 0004 TBD Alameda
infrastructyfe Transit District
20SBP1 School bus Saugment 2 s/ 320,000.00 | Pittsburg Unified School 1199 | 164 | 0.001 TBD | Contra Costa
replacémeht District
20MOY95 Agl off-rfad FQuipmep x $  159,600.00 | StAn PonciadbaTerilinda | o g5 | 6115 | 0066 TBD Sonoma
replacegrent Dairy
20MOY99 Aulofoad FOuipment 2 |s 12180000| T2ndMAgricultural 0359 | 0.047 | 0.032 TBD Napa
repldcement Services, LLC
20SBP72 School bus Equipment 6 |$ 1,24678500| MiPltas UnifiedSchool 1505 | 5019 | 0.007 TBD Santa Clara
feplacement District
20SBP73 School bus Equipment 8 |s 1,650507.00| Berkeley Unified School | q.7 | 045 | 0132 TBD Alameda
replacement District
49 Projects 150 $ 23,755,473.00 44892  2.419  2.350




AGENDA 4 - ATTACHMENT 3
Summary of all TFCA approved and eligible projects (evaluated between 7/1/18 and 11/16/18)

Emission Reductions

Project Award Board 10 \re
Project # ) Project Description Applicant Name (Tons per year) Approval County
Category Amount Area
NOy | ROG PM Date
Install and operate 12 single-port Level 2 (high) . .
18EV049 | LD Infrastructure | charging stations at 6 destination facilities in San Mateo,| $36,000 | S2nMateoUnionHigh | 550 | 6 555 | 0000 | 775118 | No San Mateo
N : School District
Burlingame, San Bruno, and Millbrae
Install and operate 3 dual-port Level 2 (high) charging West Contra Costa
18EV056 | LD Infrastructure | stations at 3 destination facilities in Richmond and EI $12,000 e o 0.007 | 0.009 | 0.000 7/5/18 Yes Contra Costa
Cerrito Unified School District
18EV047 | LD Infrastructure | 'S8l @nd operate 4 single port Level 2 (high) charging | ¢, g | Nazareth Plaza Owners' | 57 | 099 | 0.000 | 7/30118 | No San Mateo
stations at 1 destination facility in San Mateo Association
18EV035 | LD Infrastructure Install am.j operate 4 S|_ng|e_z-port L_(_ave_l 2 (high) charging $12,000 [Marin Rowing Association| 0.007 | 0.009 | 0.000 | 7/31/18 | No Marin
stations at 1 destination facility in Greenbrae
Install and operate 16 single-port Level 2 (high) Creative Center of Los
18EV029 | LD Infrastructure | charging stations at 1 workplace facility in Los Altos $48,000 Altos 0.026 | 0.0347| 0.00%¢ 10/30/18 | No Santa Clara
Hills
18R18 | Bicycle Facilities Install 0.09 m||es_of Class_l and 0.28 miles of Class IV $242,000 Town of Los Gatos 0.029 0.0586 0.039 8/1/18 No Santa Clara
bikeways in Los Gatos
18R21 | Bicycle Facilities Install 40 electronic bicycle lockers in Danville $96,000 Town of Danville 0.0%%, 0.018 0.026 8/3/18 No Contra Costa
San Francis¢o,
18R22 | Bicycle Facilities | Install 16 electronic bicycle lockers in San Francisco $32,000 Community. Collgge: 0.004 0.006 0.007 8/3/18 No San Francisco
Distrigt
18R14 | Bicycle Facilities | "Stal * maintain 3'6?3;!?“:’; Class lil bikeways in | /g 509 Cityof Petiluma g7 [™Go09 | 0014 | 8618 | No Sonoma
. - Install and maintain 1.57 miles of Class Il bikeways and p .
18R20 | Bicycle Facilities 23 bike racks (2 bikes per rack) $38,000 City of Gilfoy 0.008 0.010 0.013 8/22/18 No Santa Clara
19R01 | Trip Reduction Enhanced Mobile Source & Commuter Benefits $554,842 BAAGMD NA | NA | NA NA | No Regional
Enforcement
19R02 LD Vehicles Vebhicle Buy Back Program $150,000 BAAQMD NA NA NA NA No Regional
19R03 Trip Reduction Spare The Air/Intermittent Contgbl Proghams $2,305,927 BAAQMD NA NA NA NA No Regional
19RFG04*| Off-road (non-ag)| Purchase 5 electric forklifts, 1 Glegific Yacuum unitfandiy ghy 1 o0 Wyse Logistics 0.107 | 0.015 | 0.008 | 10117/18 | Yes Alameda
1 electric terminal trugk
19RFGO6* | LD Infrastructure | Install 45 dual port I8l 2/EV chargifig stafens $279,000 Haywa'dDLiJ;':i';d School | 6014 | 0.003 | 0.001 | 1017118 | Yes Alameda
19RFG09*| LD Vehicles Deploy48EVs in cagshating service $439,000 Envoy Technologies 0.027 | 0.005 | 0.002 | 10/17/18 | Yes Alamegss/taContra
19R10 | Trip Reduction Pleasantfn ConneBlor Shuttles $80,000 |2 JOZ‘;‘;"m‘?;%;‘;”a' Rail )34 | 0.387 | 0.647 | 10118/18 | Yes Alameda
19R13 Trip Reduction Juvenile Justige Cepter/ Fairmont Hospital Shuttle $29,700 County of Alameda 0.011 | 0.040 | 0.058 | 10/18/18 | Yes Alameda
19R14 Trip Reduction PresidiGO Downtown Shuttle $100,000 Presidio Trust 0.252 | 0.352 | 0.471 |11/7/2018| Yes San Francisco
19R15 | Trip Reduction Caltrain Shuttle Program $652,600 | Feninsula Corridor Joint |, 0 | 565 | 544 [11/7/2018| No | S3NMateo/Santa
Powers Board Clara
19R16 | Trip Reduction ACE Shuttle Bus Program $960,000 Santa Clara Valley | 43 | 560 | 429 [11/7/2018 Yes | Santa Clara
Transportation Authority
19R18 | Trip Reduction SJSU Ridesharing & Trip Reduction $139,500 |Associated Students, San| oy | o566 | 366 [11/7/2018| No Regional
Jose State University
22 Projects* $6,488,069 6.073  7.512  11.084

* The award amounts for these projects include a total of $631,000 of RFG funds
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AGENDA 4 - ATTACHMENT 4

Summary of funding awarded between 7/1/18 and 11/16/18

e Carl Moyer Program (CMP) ¢ Mobile Source Incentive Fund (MSIF)

e  Community Health Protection Program (CHP) e Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA)

e Funding Agricultural Replacement Measures for e Reformulated Gasoline Settlement Fund
Emission Reductions (FARMER) (RFG)

Figure 1. Status of funding by source

’$631k

$51.9M $5.8M
CMP/MSIF/ V8 e B
CHP/FARMER TFCA ($20.4M) Other**
($70.2M)* ($1.17M)
|
/
[ | Previously Awarded Recommé&nded N Available

*Includes awards from FYE 2018
** Other includes RFG

Figure 2. Funding awarded by county
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rigure 3. Funding awarded by project category
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Figure 4. CMP/MSIF/CHP/FARMER funding awarded since 2009 by county
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AGENDA 10B - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 5
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: December 4, 2018
Re: Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2017 Transportation Fund for Cleén AiW(TFCA) Program

Audit Results

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

In 1991, the California State Legislature authorized the Bay Area’ Air Quality Management District
(Air District) to impose a $4 surcharge on petet véhicles registered within the nine-county Bay
Area to fund projects that reduce on-road rpotor vehicle, entissions. Since 1992, the Air District
has allocated these funds to its Transpogtation Fund fonClean Air (TFCA) Program to fund eligible
projects and programs. The statutory authority for‘the TFCA and requirements of the program are
set forth in California Health and.Safety’'Code (H§C)’Sections 44241 and 44242.

Sixty percent of TFCA fungs_are=awarded™y the Air District to eligible projects and programs
implemented directly by the AiwDistri¢t (e.n., Spare the Air) and through a grant program known
as the Regional Fund. € he' remainiag 40%6"of TFCA funds are forwarded to the designated agency
within each Bay Area colwity to be distributed via the County Program Manager Fund.

HSC Section 44242yequire$ithiat the Air District conduct an audit of projects and programs funded
with TFCA/MONIES, at least onee every two years. The Air District audits Regional Fund projects
and Air Qustriet-Spehsered” programs annually and County Program Manager Fund projects
biennidthy\ On Oglober 4] 2017, the Air District’s Board of Directors (Board) approved the award
of a contract to §irpseh & Simpson, LLP for audit services, including a financial and compliance
review of TRGA-ftnded projects and programs.

DISCUSSION

Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2017 TFCA Audit (Audit #19) covers Regional Fund projects, Air
District-sponsored programs, and County Program Manager Fund projects that were completed
between July 1, 2016 and June 30, 2017. Simpson & Simpson, LLP conducted financial and
compliance audits of 26 Regional Fund projects, three Air District-Sponsored programs, and 119
County Program Manager Fund projects. Audit # 19 also reviewed the Air District administrative



expense of TFCA funds incurred between July 1, 2016 and June 30, 2017.

For Audit #19, Simpson & Simpson, LLP conducted audit field work during the months of
February 2018 through October 2018. Following the completion of field-work, Simpson &
Simpson, LLP issued a draft audit report to each of the project sponsors and County Program
Managers and offered an opportunity to those with any preliminary findings to provide a
management response.

Results for TFCA Regional Fund Projects and Air District-Sponsored Progr%

The Audit Summary Report for the TFCA Regional Fund Projects and istrict-Sponsored
Programs is included as Attachment 1. Appendix B of this report con aMist of the projects

and programs that were audited. There were no reported findings.

ment in project sponsors’
actions taken by Air District

|ve cesses and to provide
he p& nce trend of the most

The lack of findings in Regional Fund projects reflects an overalli
adherence to program and contractual requirements and is the

staff over the years to improve and strengthen its adndipd
additional support to project sponsors. Figure 1 below@

recent seven TFCA audits.
Figure 1: Performance Trend f TF @und and Air District-

Sponsored Pro S ud|
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Resul@FC,%%fProgram Manager Fund

The Audit Sl@\/ Report for the County Program Manager Fund is included as Attachment 2.
Appendix B of'this report contains a list of the projects and programs that were audited. There
were two findings for the TFCA County Program Manager Fund:

e The Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) over-reported the amount of TFCA funds
expended for project #.0MAROQ7. Upon the auditor’s review, a total of $103,128 in TFCA
funds was expended on this project; however, on the Final Report submitted to the Air
District in May 2017, TAM reported that $142,000 was expended. As the $38,872
overreported amount was properly credited and accounted in TAM’s TFCA fund as of June

2



30, 2013, this is a reporting discrepancy that was caused by limited access to historic data
hosted in Marin County’s discontinued SAP Financial system. Based on TAM’s response,
the implementation of its MIP Financial system will prevent the same issue from happening
again and the overreported funds will be re-programmed to other eligible TFCA projects.

e The City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County was late in submitting
the Final Reports for projects #16SMO01 and #16SMO02. These reports were due on October
31, 2016 but were not submitted until November 18, 2016.

Air District staff will continue to work closely with the County Program Managexg to/improve and
strengthen administrative processes and will also be updating the next flnding agreement
boilerplate to allow the Air District to accept a late-submitted report<ad,itsdiscretion without
waiving or amending the submission deadline of any or all subsequentteports.

A discussion of the audit process, results, and the steps that AigDIstrict staff has taken to ensure
continued compliance with program requirements will be preséqted-at the Committee meeting.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION / FINANCIAL IMPACT

None. Administrative costs for the TFCA audit and staff’are previded by the funding source.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCQ

Prepared by: Sean,Newdifl, Linda Mai and Ken Mak
Reviewed by: Karen Sehkolnickvand Chengfeng Wang

Attachment 1: FYE 2017 Audit Summary Report for the TFCA Regional Fund (Audit #19)
Attachmeih 2= FYE®R017,Audit Summary Report for the TFCA County Program Manager Fund
(Audit #19)
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BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR CLEAN AIR PROGRAM REGIONAL FUND
Audit Summary Report
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

1 — INTRODUCTION

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) was created by the California legislature in
1955. The Air District's structure, operating procedures and authority are established by Division 26 of the
California Health and Safety Code.

The Air District includes seven counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San FranCis¢o, San Mateo
and Santa Clara and portions of two other counties, Southwestern Solano and Southefn Songima. The Air
District is governed by a twenty-two-member Board of Directors that includes represefitatives from all of
the above counties.

The Air District's jurisdiction is limited principally to policing non-vehicular'sources of air pollution within
the Bay Area, primarily industry pollution and burning. Any company wishing to build or modify a facility
in the Bay arca must first obtain a permit from the Air District to ensyrétlvas the facility complies with all
applicable rules.

The Air District also acts as the program administrator for Transportation Funid for€lean Air (TFCA) funds
and Mobile Source Incentive funds (MSIF) derived frofn Assembly Bill 434 and Assembly Bill 923
respectively. TFCA and MSIF funding comes from a $4 and $2 surchange, raspectively, on motor vehicles
registered within the Air District. TFCA funding méyv, only be uséd to/ fund eligible projects that reduce
motor vehicle emissions and support the implementafion’ of the’trangportation and mobile source control
measures i the Clean Air Plan in place at time bf awlard. Allgprojetts must fall within the categories listed
in State Law (Health and Safety Code Sectigh'#4244).

The Health and Safety Code requires, theMAit District tq gfass-through no less than 40% of the TFCA
revenues raised within a particular gGeutysdfter audit ahd administrative costs, to that county's designated
Program Manager. The remaining 60%is for R€gional Fund grants and is being allocated to projects on a
competitive basis. Projects aré eyaltiidted usingthe Air District's Board adopted evaluation and scoring
criteria.

2 — PROGRAM DEISCRIPTION

Health and SafetyCotle Sectioffi@4223 and 44225 authorize a surcharge on the motor vehicle registration
fee (surcharge) 16 b usedsby“thésBay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) and local
governments spécitically‘fol\programs to reduce air pollution from motor vehicles. The Department of
Motor Veéhicles” colledis #he surcharge and allocates the amounts to the Air District. The Air District
admidistery these fuhds thréugh the Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program. Under the TFCA
Programimonewistaliogated to two funds: (1) 60% is placed in the Regional Fund and allocated to agencies
on a competitive hasis by the Air District and (2) 40% is placed in the Program Manager Fund and allocated
to designated “agencies. Allowable projects under Health and Safety Code Section 44241 include the
following;

The implementation of ridesharing programs.

The purchase or lease of clean fuel buses for school districts and transit operators,

The provision of local feeder bus or shuttle service to rail and ferry stations and to airports.
Implementation and maintenance of local arterial traffic management, including, but not limited to,
signal timing, transit signal preemption, bus stop relocation and “smart streets.”



BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR CLEAN AIR PROGRAM REGIONAL FUND
Audit Summary Report
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

2 — PROGRAM DEISCRIPTION (continued)

Implementation of rail-bus integration and regional transit information systems.
Implementation of demonstration projects in telecommuting and in congestion pricing of highways,
bridges, and public transit.

o Implementation of vehicle-based projects to reduce mobile source emissions, ip€luding, but not
limited to, engine repowers, engine retrofits, fleet modernization, alternative fuclg! apd advanced
technology demonstrations.

Implementation of a smoking vehicles program.

Implementation of an automobile buy-back scrappage program operated by a governmental agency.
Implementation of bicycle facility improvement projects thateare Sacluded in an adopted
countywide bicycle plan or congestion management program.,

e The design and construction by local public agencies of plisical*improvements that support
development projects that achieve motor vehicle emission reduetions. The projects and the physical
improvements shall be identified in an approved area-spceifie) plan, ré€dgvelopment plan, general
plan, or other similar plan.

State law requires that any agency receiving TFCA fundig bg subject, tq anjaudit, at least once every two
years. Health and Safety Code Section 44242 provides the 1€gal contpliance guidelines for the Air District
to follow in the event revenues are not spent appropriately orswhen \grojects do not result in emission
reductions. Health and Safety Code Sections 44¢41 amd’'44242 are\provided in Appendix A.

The Air District retained the firm of SimpsbadmdsSimpsen DLP to conduct financial and compliance audits
of completed projects funded through the Regional Fund fpr the project period ended June 30, 2017. These
audits were conducted during the moaths of May 201 8¢hréugh November 2018.

A total of 25 individual projectgponses$ and 30jubjects were audited, with $9,314,563 total funds expended
through June 30, 2017. A listitig of 'the pr@jecty audited is provided in Appendix B. Unmodified opinions
were issued on all 25 repdrts.

3 - AUDIT PROCESS

The audits werexdésigned toaddréss numerous financial and compliance objectives; however, the principal
objectives Of theVaudits#were to (1) provide assurance that amounts reported in the Schedules of
Expenditiwres,_are fairly stated, and (2) determine whether projects financed through the Air District's
Regional ¥ond metfunding’agreement requirements. The audit procedures were specifically designed for
TFCA fwancial afid €ompliance requirements, which is described below:

Audit of the Sehedules of Expenditures

The financial audits were conducted in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United
States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States for the project period ended June 30,
2017.



BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR CLEAN AIR PROGRAM REGIONAL FUND
Audit Summary Report
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

3 — AUDIT PROCESS (continued)
Procedures performed included, but were not limited to:

e (aining an understanding of the project sponsors' internal controls over financial reporting of the
TFCA program through observation, inquiry, and supporting documentation.

e Tracing expenditures related to the TFCA program to the project sponsor's accotintifig records.
Validating TFCA expenditures related to vendor disbursements, payroll{ and “dministrative
charges to supporting documentation.

e Conducting interviews with project sponsors to inquire about known salleged or suspected fraud
related to the program.

Compliance Auditing Procedures

The audits were performed in accordance with the requirements @utlined in the,Health and Safety Code,
individual funding agreements and Government Auditing Standards.“The principal Tocus of the compliance
auditing procedures was to cnsurec TFCA expenditures weke paid in accurddfice with the program's
objectives (Health and Safety Code Section (HSC) 44241), Compliance dudits were planned and performed
to obtain reasonable assurance about whether noncomplianee’with thejtypes of compliance requirements
referred to in the HSC could have a direct and materiéil effect on projécts rgported in the Schedules occurred.

The audit includes examining, on a test basis, eyidence aboufthe project sponsor’s compliance with those
requirements and performing such other prgCedures as considercd necessary in the circumstances, as of the
project period ended June 30, 2017.

Auditing procedures performed ingluded, But were not Iimited to:

o Testing expenditures fepdilpwable £08ts iy accordance with Section 44241 of the Health and Safety
Code.

e Venfying that thegroject sporsor used the TFCA funds for the reduction of emissions from motor
vehicles.

e Determipingytha( the jproject™ sponsor adopted appropriate resolutions authorizing the grant
application @r, whergapplicable, an authorizing letter of commitment.

o Veypilying'tlie expénditure of funds was within two years, unless a longer period was approved in
waiting by the Aur, District.

o o Determining whCther the project sponsor submitted to the Air District all required reports and that
the’ repor(§ gontained all information required as specified on Attachment C of the funding
agreemeiih,

e Verifyaigithe use of the Air District’s approved logo or acknowledgment of the Air District in
printed Or electronic materials for public distribution.

e Determining whether other specific terms of the funding agreement were adhered to, such as
additional reporting requirements.

4 — PROJECT SPONSOR FINDINGS

No project sponsor findings were identified for the project period ending June 30, 2017,






BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR CLEAN AIR PROGRAM REGIONAL FUND
Appendix A - Health and Safety Code Sections 44241 and 44242
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

44241

()

®)

Fee revenues generated under this chapter in the bay district shall be subvened to the bay

district by the Department of Motor Vehicles after deducting its administrative costs pursuant to
Section 44229,

Fee revenues generated under this chapter shall be allocated by the bay dis 'c%plement
the following mobile source and transportation control projects and progr at are included
in the plan adopted pursuant to Sections 40233, 40717, and 40919:

(1) The implementation of ridesharing programs.

(2) The purchase or lease of clean fuel buses for school dis @ﬂansit operators.

(3) The provision of local feeder bus or shuttle service to'tailiand fer%ations and to airports.

anagement, including, but not
~Q\ cation and "smart streets."

(5) Implementation of rail-bus integration e ional@ii iiformation systems.

(4) Implementation and maintenance of local artesal cm
limited to, signal timing, transit signal preem@ bus s

(6) Implementation of demonstratio @)s in IN 1ting and in congestion pricing of
highways, bridges, and public %&No funds\expended pursuant to this paragraph for
telecommuting projects shall d for ase of personal computing equipment
for an individual's home

N

(7) Implementation of Qased prejects to reduce mobile source emissions, including,
but not limited to, me repo ehgine retrofits, fleet modernization, alternative fuels,
and advanced g€chnology demoustritions.

® Impleme@ as c@rehicles program,
()] Impl@a 10 étomobile buy-back scrappage program operated by a governmental

AN

o

leme %ﬁbicycle facility improvement projects that are included in an adopted
untyvadé bicvcle plan or congestion management program.

(11) Th igh and construction by local public agencies of physical improvements that

support development projects that achieve motor vehicle emission reductions. The projects
and the physical improvements shall be identified in an approved arca-specific plan,
redevelopment plan, general plan, or other similar plan.
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TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR CLEAN AIR PROGRAM REGIONAL FUND
Appendix A - Health and Safety Code Sections 44241 and 44242
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

44241 (continued)

©

(1) Fee revenue generated under this chapter shall be allocated by the bay district for projects
and programs specified in subdivision (b) to cities, counties, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission, transit districts, or any other public agency responsible for
implementing one or more of the specified projects or programs. Fee revenue generated
under this chapter may also be allocated by the bay district for projects{amt programs
specified in paragraph (7) of subdivision (b) to entities that include, butdre, naglimited to,
public agencies, consistent with applicable policies adopted by thes gefvenfiing board of
the bay district. Those policies shall include, but are not limited to,fequirements for cost-
sharing for projects subject to the policies. Fee revenues shall nof'bg used for any planning
activities that are not directly related to the implementation of a2 Specific project or program.

(2) The bay district shall adopt cost-effectiveness criteria fofMe®evenue generated under this
chapter that projects and programs are required to $heet, The cest-effectiveness criteria
shall maximize emissions reductions and public h¢alth benefits,

(d) Not less than 40 percent of fee revenues shall beallogated to the“entity or entities designated

©

®

pursuant to subdivision (e) for projects and progranis in gach Gernty within the bay district
based upon the county's proportionate shar€ offec-paid yehiclg#gistration.

In each county, one or more entities may,be designat®d as the overall program manager for the
county by resolutions adopted by ¢helcounty board of supervisors and the city councils of a
majority of the cities representinga‘majority df the population in the incorporated area of the
county. The resolution shall specify)the termsand€onditions for the expenditure of funds. The
entities so designated shall e all6Cated sthe funds pursuant to subdivision (d) in accordance
with the terms and conditions of the €esélution.

Any county, or entity désignated ‘pursiiant to subdivision (e), that receives funds pursuant
to this section, al\lg@st, once a=car, shall hold one or more public meetings for the purpose
of adopting csiteriaMor expenditiire of the funds, if those criteria have been modified in
any way frofi, the/ previou$, v€ar. Any county, or entity designed pursuant to subdivision
(e), thatdregeives funds\pursuant to this section, at least once a year, shall also hold one or
more publioyiectings to review the expenditure of revenues received pursuant to this section
by any degignated entity. If any county or entity designated pursuant to subdivision (e) that
recéivies funds pufsuant to this section has not allocated all of those funds within six months
ok the date ¢f the f¥rmal approval of its expenditure plan by the bay district, the bay district
shall allofate“th€ unallocated funds in accordance with subdivision (c).
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Appendix A - Health and Safety Code Sections 44241 and 44242
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

44242

@

(b

©

@

Any agency which receives funds pursuant to Section 44241 shall, at least once every two
years, undertake an audit of cach program or project funded. The audit shall be conducted by
an independent auditor selected by the bay district in accordance with Division 2 (commencing
with Section 1100) of the Public Contract Code. The district shall deduct any augdit costs which
will be incurred pursuant to this section prior to distributing fee revenues to citiggf counties, or
other agencies pursuant to Section 44241,

Upon completion of an audit conducted pursuant to subdivision (a).sthe Bay district shall do
both of the following:

(1) Make the audit available to the public and to the affectediageniey upon request.

(2) Review the audit to determine if the fee revenue§wsedeived byathe agency were spent
for the reduction of air pollution from motor/véhidles pursuanit to the plan prepared
pursuant to Sections 40233 and 40717.

If, after reviewing the audit, the bay district determines/that te Revenues from the fees may have
been expended in a manner which is contdary’ to this chapter gt which will not result in the
reduction of air pollution from motor vgiticleg gursuadt to that plan, the district shall do all of
the following:

(1) Notify the agency of its defermiunation.

(2) Within 435 days of tlie nigtification pursuant to paragraph (1), hold a public hearing at
which the agencyamiay presentdnférmation relating to expenditure of the revenues from
the fees.

(3) After the public hearing; if the district determines that the agency has expended the
revenues fro the fEesfin) a manner which is contrary to this chapter or which will
not resuldd the reduction of air pollution from motor vehicles pursuant to the plan
pfepared® purswant, 10~ Sections 40233 and 40717, the district shall withhold these
feyendies fdm the' agency in an amount equal to the amount which was
inappropriatelyznexpended. Any revenues withheld pursuant to this paragraph shall be
redistribytéd po the other cities within the county, or to the county, to the extent the
districtdetefmines that they have complied with the requirements of this chapter.

Any agencw which receives funds pursuant to Section 44241 shall encumber and expend the
funds within two years of receiving the funds, unless an application for funds pursuant to this
chapter states that the project will take a longer period of time to implement and is approved
by the district or the agency designated pursuant to subdivision (¢) of Section 44241. In any
other case, the district or agency may extend the time beyond two years, if the recipient of the
funds applies for that extension and the district or agency, as the case may be, finds that
significant progress has been made on the project for which the funds were granted.
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BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Appendix B — Listing of Audited Projects
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

Final
Project
TFCA Expenses
Project through
Number Project Sponsor Project Description 6/30/2017
17R00 BAAQMD Administration $ 1,284,608
Enhanced Mobile Source @
17ROl BAAQMD Inspections 488,124
17R02 BAAQMD Vehicle Buy Back Progr. 119,761
Space the Air/Intermi ontrol
17R03 BAAQMD Programs 1,658,955
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Electronic Bicyc Mk s and
15R18 Transit District Racks Pro art 268,095
nd 5 single
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid stations in
16RFG18 Transit District 250,000
Califorma State University, p\ harging
16EV019 East Bay ar 12,000
3 level 2
char statiens within San
16EV001 Car Charging Inc. Jo 28,885
ual port level 2 charging
Chabot-Las Positas Co ns in Livermore and
16RFGO1 College District ﬂ@ ayward 65,112
0 l 8 dual-port level 2 charging
16RFGO08 City of Millbra stations in Millbrae 78,000
Install 1 dual-port and 1 single-port
% level 2 charging stations in Palo
16RFG135 City of Palo O Alto 20,000
Install 1 DC fast and 1 single-port
level 2 charging stations in
16RFG17 Richmond 47511
Install 1 dual-connector DC Fast
16DCFCO ‘ of \% Charger station in Saratoga 35,000
O Install 3 single-port level 2
charging stations with solar in
operties, Inc. Campbell 22,500
Install two dual-port level 2
16EV023 Rerrotec Corporation charging stations in Livermore 8,228
Install 7 hydrogen refueling stations
in Saratoga, Mill Valley, San
Jose, Campbell, Hayward, South
15R27 FirstElement Fuel Inc. San Francisco, and Fremont 873,918
Install 1 DC fast and 8 dual-port
level 2 charging stations in
16EV021 Ford Point, LLC Richmond 73,000
Hydrogen Technology & Install one hydrogen refueling
15R31 Energy Corporation station in Woodside 145,000
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BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Appendix B — Listing of Audited Projects
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

Final
Project
TFCA Expenses
Project through
Number Project Sponsor Project Description 6/30/2017
One Hawthorne Owners Install 4 level 2 charging
16EV049 Association stations in San Francisco @ 10,319
Metropolitan Transportation
15R05 Commission Regional Rideshare Pro 830,962
Metropolitan Transportation & 918,750
16R11 Commission Regional Carpoo
Install 8 DC fast ing stations
16RFGI11 NASA Ames Exchange in Moff 342,014
Peninsula Corridor Joint Power '
16R19 Board Caltras Pro 188,425
16R17 Presidio Trust Pres ome ttle 100,000
San Joaquin Regional Rail
16R15 Commission @huu 4 77,813
Santa Clara Campus Owners’ Install 98 Wual-pert level 2 charging
16EV012 Association stat & anta Clara 338,546
Santa Clara Valley < ,
16R20 Transportation Auth. A muttle Bus Program 960,000
San Francisco Bay Ar: % \
Emergency Trm@ n ,\(}
14R19 Authority ectronic Bicycle Lockers 45,037
Siemens Healt @ Install 4 single-port level 2
16EV044 Diagnogh y charging stations in Berkeley 10,000
O Install 2 dual-port level 2 and 2
single-port level 2 charging
16EV040 s nogde Un@y stations in Rohnert Park 14,000
\/ Final Project Expenses through
@\ \é 6/30/2017 $ 9,314,563
O & Total Project Sponsors Audited 25
Total Projects Audited 30
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BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR CLEAN AIR PROGRAM MANAGER FUND
Audit Summary Report
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

1 - INTRODUCTION

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District), created by the California legislature in 1953,
is the state’s first regional agency dealing with air pollution. The Air District regulates stationary sources
of air pollution within the nine San Francisco Bay Area counties in California. The Air District’s jurisdiction
includes Alameda County, Contra Costa County, Marin County, Napa County, City/County of San
Francisco, San Mateo County, Santa Clara County, southern Sonoma County, and south-y&stern Solano
County. The primary mission of the Air District is to achieve ambient air quality standards”designed to
protect the public’s health and the environment. The Air District is governed by’ a“veuty-two-member
Board of Directors who has the authority to develop and enforce regulations for,the'¢ontrol of air pollution
within its jurisdiction

2 — PROGRAM DEISCRIPTION

Health and Safety Code Section 44223 and 44225 authorize a suggharg®,on the motor vehicle registration
fee (surcharge) to be used by the Bay Area Air Quality Managément Distlici=(Air District) and local
governments specifically for programs to reduce air pollutidn froin motoryehielcs. The Department of
Motor Vehicles collects the surcharge and allocates thg” amownils to e, AirvDistrict. The Air District
administers these funds through the Transportation Fund for Clean Ai(RFCA) Program. Under the TFCA
Program, money is allocated to two funds: (1) 60% ig’placed in the Regional Fund and allocated to agencies
on a competitive basis by the Air District and (2) 40%(@s placed jd the\Program Manager Fund and allocated
to designated agencies. Allowable projects ufider Hcalth and Safety Code Section 44241 include the
following;:

The implementation of ridesharing prégrams,

The purchase or lease of cl€daimnfuelbuses for school districts and transit operators.

The provision of local feeder biis or shiittle service to rail and ferry stations and to airports.

Implementation and niaisffenance oftegaharterial traffic management, including, but not limited to,

signal timing, trapsit signdl preemption) bus stop relocation and “smart streets.”

Implementationfofail-bus integration and regional transit information systems.

e Implementation of We€monstratiéniprojects in telecommuting and in congestion pricing of highways,
bridges, anhpublic transit.

e Implerficptation of yehidle-based projects to reduce mobile source emissions, including, but not
lim#t€intOnEngingepowers, engine retrofits, fleet modernization, alternative fuels, and advanced
technolggy depfonstrations.

Implementationof # smoking vehicles program.

IfiplemerftatiOn of an automobile buy-back scrappage program operated by a governmental agency.
Implemantatigh of bicycle facility improvement projects that are included in an adopted
countywide bicycle plan or congestion management program.

e The design and construction by local public agencies of physical improvements that support

development projects that achieve motor vehicle emission reductions. The projects and the physical

improvements shall be identified in an approved area-specific plan, redevelopment plan, general
plan, or other similar plan.
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Audit Summary Report
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

2 — PROGRAM DEISCRIPTION (continued)

State law requires that any agency receiving TFCA funding be subject to an audit, at least once every two
years. Health and Safety Code Section 44242 provides the legal compliance guidelines for the Air District
to follow in the event revenues are not spent appropriately or when projects do not result in emission
reductions. Health and Safety Code Sections 44241 and 44242 are provided in Appendix%
ompliance audits

nded June 30,

The Air District retained the firm of Simpson and Simpson LLP to conduct financial
of completed projects funded through the Program Manager Fund for the project’pe¥io

for projects that closed during the period from July 1, 2015 throug 2017. These audits were
performed during the period of May 2018 through November 2018. audited projects is provided

>

2017.
The graph below reports the amount of TFCA Funds allocated to each _of %ﬁiual Program Managers
R
in Appendix B.
Total Funds Expended by Program Mana@ roje %plcted
0

During the Period of July 1, 2015 throu@ y 2 in thousands)
R o

; \ V

Alameda County |V %

Contra Costa County
Marin County
Napa County

Santa Clara County
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BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR CLEAN AIR PROGRAM MANAGER FUND
Audit Summary Report
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

3 - AUDIT PROCESS

The audits were designed to address numerous financial and compliance objectives; however, the principal
objectives of the audits were to (1) provide assurance that amounts reported in the Schedules of
Expenditures are fairly stated, and (2) determine whether projects financed through the Air District's
Program Manager Fund met funding agreement requirements. The audit procedures were specifically
designed for TFCA financial and compliance requirements, which is described below. Un@d opinions
were issued on all 9 Program Managers’ reports.

Audit of the Schedules of Expenditures &

The financial audits were conducted in accordance with auditing standard a accepted in the United
States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits con 1n Government Auditing
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States roject period ended June 30,
2017. The expenditures under audit were TFCA expenditures, inc e Pr am Managers in the A1r
District’s jurisdiction, related to projects that had been report etwe 1, 2015 and June 30,
2017,

Compliance Auditing Procedures

The audits were performed in accordance with eme d m the Health and Safety Code,
individual funding agreements and Govemmen ud he principal focus of the comphance
auditing procedures was to ensure TFC tures ver ald in accordance with the program's
objectives (Health and Safety Code Secti 442 nphance audits were planned and performed

to obtain reasonable assurance about het r'nonc e with the types of compliance requirements
referred to in the HSC could have a G material e t on projects reported in the Schedules occurred.
estb

The audit includes examiningfo ence about the project sponsor s compliance with those
requirements and performing ther p ures as considered necessary in the circumstances, as of the
1< % 2017,

project period ended Ju 0
<

N\
®®@

[F5]
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4 - PROGRAM MANAGER FINDINGS

Transportation Authority of Marin - Finding No. 2017-1 — Final Report Form Reporting

TFCA Project Affected

e Project Number: 10MARO7

e Project Sponsor: Transportation Authority of Marin &@@

e Project Description: Central Marin Ferry Connection

Criteria

A Final Report Form (Form) is required to be submitted by the Transp@statiot Authority of Marin (TAM)
to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) upoi\owpletion of the program project.
The Form itemizes (a) the expenditure of the TFCA Funds, and“{h resultsyof the monitoring of the
performance of each program project on Air District approved @ orms.\%

Condition, Cause and Effect < , Q

We reviewed the Form covering TFCA project 10 07, whic \}Si mitted timely to the Air District
on May 31, 2017. TAM reported on the Form t TFC. nds Fxpended by the Authority for the
TFCA Project in the amount of $142,000, which also re@s he total TFCA funds awarded to the

project.
dsby egc%'wng the reported amount to the TAM’s general
ch is reported on the Schedule of Expenditures of Projects

We tested the accuracy of the total expende
ledger of costs charged to the proj

(Schedule) as Final Project Expen throu /30/2017.

We noted that $103,128 of Tl‘%nds W ded on the project and not the reported $142,000.
Questioned Costs @

As a result, a total 2 was Qorted for TFCA Project 10MARO7.

Recommen

We reco that trengthen its controls to ensure accurate reporting of actual TFCA funds
expe rojeels orted on the Form to the Air District.
TAM’s Respans

The $38,872 overreported cost is only an issue with the project closing report submitted in May 2017. The
overreported amount was properly credited and accounted in the agency’s TFCA fund as of June 30, 2013.
The discrepancy was caused due to limited access to historic data hosted in Marin County’s discontinued
SAP Financial system in 2017. Now with the implementation of TAM’s MIP Financial system, project
funding report will provide timely and accurate information to prevent the same issue from happening
again.
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4 — PROGRAM MANAGER FINDINGS (continued)

City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County - Finding No. 2017-1 — Final Report
Form Reporting

TFCA Projects Affected

e  Project Number, Sponsor, Description:

o 16SMO!l - Peninsula Traffic Congestion Relief Alliance, Counfrygvid®” Voluntary Trip
Reduction Program.

o 16SM02 - San Mateo County Transit District, SamTrans Shutgle Rrogram.
Criteria
A Final Report Form (Form) is required to be submitted by the City#€punty ASSociation of Governments
of San Mateo County (C/CAG) to the Bay Arca Air Quality Management District (Air District) upon

completion of the program project. The Form is to be submittod.edch May 31%nd October 31, whichever
date falls subsequent to the Project Completion Date.

Condition, Cause and Effect

We reviewed the Forms submitted for TFCA prijectd) 16SMOR and\l 6SM02. The Project Completion Date
for both projects was June 30, 2016. Accordingly e Forni\shotld have been submitted to the Air District
by the October 31, 2016 deadline.

We noted that the Forms were submyttcthunfimely on Noveémber 18, 2016.
Questioned Costs

Not applicable. This findisfg is cofisidered @programmatic non-compliance issue.
Recommendation

We recommend that CYCAGstrengthen its controls to ensure timely submission of the Form to the Air
District.

C/CAG’s\Response

C/CAG complet@s the Punding Status Report, while, accompanying Interim reports, Final reports and Cost-
effectiveness@uorksheets comes from individual project sponsors.

C/CAG made the effort to submit the Funding Status Report Form to the Air District by the deadline on
October 31, 2016 and informed the Air District that submission of the remaining accompanying reports
would be delayed. Forms were subsequently submitted on November 18, 2016, as noted.

C/CAG will develop procedures to ensure timely submission of the Final Report Form to the Air District
in the future. Procedures to be implemented includes providing more advanced notice to project sponsors
with regards to reporting deadlines and allocating sufficient time to collate and confirm project information
for reporting purposes.
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44241

(a) Fee revenues generated under this chapter in the bay district shall be subvened to the bay
district by the Department of Motor Vehicles after deducting its administrative costs pursuant to
Section 44229,

(b) Fee revenues generated under this chapter shall be allocated by the bay di ct%plement
the following mobile source and transportation control projects and progr, are included
in the plan adopted pursuant to Sections 40233, 40717, and 40919:

(1) The implementation of ridesharing programs. \&
tr

(2) The purchase or lease of clean fuel buses for school distgi ansit operators.
*

(3) The provision of local feeder bus or shuttle servi(Q d fer%tions and to airports.

(4) Implementation and maintenance of local artgffal ¢ mane nt, including, but not
limited to, signal timing, transit signal preemption; bus cation and "smart streets.”

(5) Implementation of rail-bus integratio iona a}\it formation systems.

'&:-qumuting and in congestion pricing of

s in
xpended pursuant to this paragraph for
e

(6) Implementation of demonstrati roy
highways, bridges, and publi *No futids
telecommuting projects shall b d forth
for an individual's homg '\
(7) Implementation of frehicle=based.p
but not limited fo, engipe repo
and advance@ology demo
® ImplemWof a s¥®'ehicles program,
@ Imp atio% tomobile buy-back scrappage program operated by a governmental

lem% f bicycle facility improvement projects that are included in an adopted

ase of personal computing equipment

diccts to reduce mobile source emissions, including,
engine retrofits, fleet modernization, alternative fuels,
strations.

coun e bicycle plan or congestion management program.

(11) Th gn and construction by local public agencies of physical improvements that
support development projects that achieve motor vehicle emission reductions. The projects
and the physical improvements shall be identified in an approved arca-specific plan,
redevelopment plan, general plan, or other similar plan.
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44241 (continued)

©

(1) Fee revenue generated under this chapter shall be allocated by the bay district for projects
and programs specified in subdivision (b) to cities, counties, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission, transit districts, or any other public agency responsible for
implementing one or more of the specified projects or programs. Fee reveptie generated
under this chapter may also be allocated by the bay district for projecisfand programs
specified in paragraph (7) of subdivision (b) to entities that include, butdiresnoviimited to,
public agencies, consistent with applicable policies adopted by the( gouerfiing board of
the bay district. Those policies shall include, but are not limited togreqirements for cost-
sharing for projects subject to the policies. Fee revenues shall nol be used for any planning
activities that are not directly related to the implementation of aspecific project or program.

(2) The bay district shall adopt cost-effectiveness criteria for\feesevenue generated under this
chapter that projects and programs are required to meet) The cgsg-effectiveness criteria
shall maximize emissionsreductions and public h€althybonefits:

(d) Not less than 40 percent of fee revenues shall belallodated to the entity or entitics designated

©

®

pursuant to subdivision (e) for projects andprogramis in gichi county within the bay district
based upon the county's proportionate shar§offeg-paid yehicldsegistration.

In each county, one or more entities may‘be designatedas the overall program manager for the
county by resolutions adopted by thefeaunty beard, of supervisors and the city councils of a
majority of the cities representing’a majority of thie population in the incorporated area of the
county. The resolution shall spetify the terms‘and €onditions for the expenditure of funds. The
entities so designated shall pe allocatedsthe funds pursuant to subdivision (d) in accordance
with the terms and congditions.gt the regblution.

Any county, or enfity deSignated purspant to subdivision (e), that receives funds pursuant
to this section, atN¢astronce 4 Vear, shall hold one or more public meetings for the purpose
of adopting ciiteria, Yor expénditiire of the funds, if those criteria have been modified in
any way [reniNthe’ previous\year. Any county, or entity designed pursuant to subdivision
(e), that Geeclyes funlls “pursuant to this section, at least once a year, shall also hold one or
more gublichicetingSio réwview the expenditure of revenues received pursuant to this section
by anwdegignated entity. If any county or entity designated pursuant to subdivision (e) that
teceives fundg pufsusnt to this section has not allocated all of those funds within six months
oNh© date &f e formal approval of its expenditure plan by the bay district, the bay district
shall allocate W€ unallocated funds in accordance with subdivision (¢).
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44242

@

b

©

@

Any agency which receives funds pursuant to Section 44241 shall, at least once every two
years, undertake an audit of each program or project funded. The audit shall be conducted by
an independent auditor selected by the bay district in accordance with Division 2 (commencing
with Section 1100) of the Public Contract Code. The district shall deduct any audit gosts which
will be incurred pursuant to this section prior to distributing fee revenues to gitid€ colinties, or
other agencies pursuant to Section 44241,

Upon completion of an audit conducted pursuant to subdivision (a)fthe bay district shall do
both of the following:

(1) Make the audit available to the public and to the affecte@agenty upon request.

(2) Review the audit to determine if the fee revenuesyreckived bythe agency were spent
for the reduction of air pollution from motor vehicles pussuait fo the plan prepared
pursuant to Sections 40233 and 40717,

If, after reviewing the audit, the bay district dgtermities thattlic tevenues from the fees may have
been expended in a manner which is contfarf to this ghaptery6r which will not result in the
reduction of air pollution from motor v€hicleSpursuait tp that plan, the district shall do all of
the following:

(1) Notify the agency of its detewniination,

(2) Within 45 days of the n@tificatigh pursuant to paragraph (1), hold a public hearing at
which the ageng?masspresent tformation relating to expenditure of the revenues from
the fees.

(3) After the pyblig» hearii@, if the district determines that the agency has expended the
revenues from the fdgs iy’ a manner which is contrary to this chapter or which will
not=teSult\h thegreduction of air pollution from motor vehicles pursuant to the plan
pregared pursllani\to Sections 40233 and 40717, the district shall withhold these
réyeifies ffom the agency in an amount equal to the amount which was
ingppropfiately %expended. Any revenues withheld. pursuant to this paragraph shall be
redistribbiedso the other cities within the county, or to the county, to the extent the
distfici/determines that they have complied with the requirements of this chapter.

Any ageftes) which receives funds pursuant to Section 44241 shall encumber and expend the
funds within two years of receiving the funds, unless an application for funds pursuant to this
chapter states that the project will take a longer period of time to implement and is approved
by the district or the agency designated pursuant to subdivision (¢) of Section 44241. In any
other case, the district or agency may extend the time beyond two years, if the recipient of the
funds applies for that extension and the district or agency, as the case may be, finds that
significant progress has been made on the project for which the funds were granted.
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TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR CLEAN AIR PROGRAM MANAGER FUND

Alameda County Transportation Commission:

Final Project

TFCA Expenditures
Project through
Project Description Number 6/30/2017
Alameda County Transportation Commission
Program Administration 15ALAQ 104,848
Program Administration 16AL 96,642
Alameda County
Mattox Road Bike Lanes 40,000

Alameda County Public Works

Lake Chabot Road Class II Bicycle Lane Y A01 49,000
East Castro Valley Boulevard Class Il Bike Lanes ® ALAO1 62,000

AC Transit

Route 51 Transit Signal Priority All 123,821
BART

BART West Oakland Bike Locker Plaza All 55,000
California State University, East Bay

CSUEB Campus Shuttle 11 15ALA10 145,000
City of Berkeley %

Berkeley Citywide Bicycle Parking Pro 14ALAO02 110,092
City of Dublin JC)

Village Parkway Class 2 Bike Lan 15ALA03 90,000
City of Fremont

City of Fremont Arterial Mana@t Ste\\ lvd 14ALAO4 55,207
City of Oakland

Traffic Signal Synchron 11 Luther King Jr.

Way 11ALA09 122,698
Adeline St Blkewav sure P’ 14ALA06 51,000
CityRacks Blcycl ase 10 14ALA07 88,000
Oakland Broad y k Hour Operations 15ALA06 41,500
CltyRack 15ALA07 88,000
Broadway ttle IOam 3pm) Operations 16ALA06 210,000

(@: n Program 14ALA09 118,000
14ALA10 60,000
16ALA09 37.500

or Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA)
Route 53 Operations 14ALA14 120,000
Route 54 Operations 14ALA1S 47,000
LAVTA Route 8 Shuttle 15ALAILI 55,000
LAVTA Route 12 Shuttle 15ALA12 101,500
LAVTA Route 15 Shuttle 15ALA13 96,000
LAVTA Route 30 BRT Operations 16ALA14 275,000
Total $ 2.442.808

11
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Contra Costa Transportation Authority:
Final Project

TFCA Expenditures
Project through
Project Description Number 6/30/2017
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
Program Administration 16CCO @ 72,659
Program Administration 17CCH0 73,053
TRANSPAC/ City of Pleasant Hill :
Central/East SOV Trip/Emissions Reduction Program CCa2 767,576
Central/East SOV Trip/Emissions Reduction Program &ICOZ 795,205
County of San Ramon \
511CC Southwest Student Program 2CC07 151,626

511CC Southwest Employer Program 14CC05 73,283
511CC Southwest Student Program CC07 137,280
511CC Southwest Employer Program @ \ 03 83,052

West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory Co
West County Employer Qutreach i , 11CCo02 94,024
West Contra Costs Commute Incentive Program 12CCO01 60,000
West County Employer Outreach 12CC02 100,000
West County Emissions/ Trip Reductio 0 « 15CCo1 305,149
Total r\ $ 2,712,907

12
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Transportation Authority of Marin:
Final Project

TFCA Expenditures
Project through
Project Description Number 6/30/2017
Transportation Authority of Marin
Central Marin Ferry Connection 10MARO @ 103,128
Central Marin Ferry Connection 11MAROS 10,972
Central Marin Ferry Connection 14 165,680
Emergency Ride Home Program 1SMARO1 30,000
Vanpool Program . RO2 23,000
Program Administration \M ROO 17,929
City of Novato
Nave Drive Multi-Use Path 14MAR04 175,833
Nave Drive Multi-Use Path 15MARO3 303,446
County of Marin
Miller Creek Road Class 2 Bicycle Lanes O R04 51,000

Civic Center Drive Improvements 1 l SMARO04 214,000
istrict

Bike Racks on Buses

Golden Gate Bridge Highway & Transportation
\ 14MARO1 104,475
Total Q '<\ $  1,199.463

%
75
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Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency:
Final Project

TFCA Expenditures
Project through
Project Description Number 6/30/2017

Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency
Program Administration 16NAPO 4.871
Program Administration 17NAPOO 8,532

City of Napa

Lincoln Signal Interconnect Project 1ONA 177,693
Electric Vehicle Charging Station P04 12,144
Solano Napa Commuter Information \
SNCI Napa County Commute Challenge Marketing &
Commute Incentives 14NAPO1 38,348
SNCI Napa County Marketing and Commute Incentives 1 P04 16,113
$ 257,701

Total O

14
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Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority:
Final Project

TFCA Expenditures
Project through
Project Description Number 6/30/2017
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (SCVTA)
Program Administration 16SCO0Q 122,159
Program Administration 17SC% 122,912
City of Cupertino &
De Anza Blvd Traffic Signal Synchronization &C 55,000

City of Milpitas
City of Milpitas Electric Vehicle Level 2 Charging Stations &
City of Morgan Hill

Install EV Chargers in Morgan Hill 158C03 24,000
City of Mountain View
Shoreline Boulevard Adaptive Signal Project O \%04 800,000

City of Santa Clara
Santa Clara Signal Timing & Interconnect Project < ’ Q 118C01 1,168,128
Lafayette Street Signal Timing & Interconneet ProjeCt \(L 12SC03 1,344,237

SCo2 20,200

Mission College Signal Timing & Intercon Project 14SC02 220,500
Stevens Creek Signal Timing & Interconne 145C03 360,000

Scott Boulevard Bike Lane Project \ 14SC06 102,650
County of Santa Clara, Roads and s De \{ne t
County Expressway Signal Timin ination 15SC08 275,000
Almaden Expressway Weekd egkend T'&(Q
Responsive Signal é 16SC09 245,000

City of Sunnyvale Q
Wildwood Avenue Bicy%anes 128C05 44,537
Mathilda Avenue Bi€ycle Tanes 128C06 24,000

City of San Jose
Public Bike R,

Pur€hase &\Installation 14SC01 41,255

Santa Clara th
DASH Sh 15SC09 360,000
Electri e Ch@ tations for Eastridge Transit
Ce 15SC10 50,000
Sant RA au Station Bike/ Ped Tunnel 15SC13 116,816
D Shutt 16SC02 408,000
DASH Shu 17SCO01 826.000
Total $ 6,730,394
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority:

Final Project

TFCA Expenditures
Project through
Project Description Number 6/30/2017
San Francisco County Transportation Authority
SF Integrated TDM Partnership Project - Network of TMAs 11SF07 141,084
Program Administration 16SF(@ 36,861
Program Administration 17)@ 37,556
Golden Gate Bridge, Highway & Transportation District
Bike Racks on Buses 1 01 100,000
Golden Gate National Recreation Area, National Park \
Presidio Coastal Trail- Phase 11 2SF04 120,000

San Francisco Department of the Environment
Emergency Ride Home Program FO3 24,676
Emergency Ride Home Program O @l 41,838
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency \
Alternative Fuel Taxicab Vehicle Incentive Prog@ 12SF05 69,251

Short Term Bicycle Parking 14SF05 180,885
Alternative Fuel Taxicab Vehicle Incentiv@am «\ 15SF03 198.444

Corridor Speed Reduction 15SF06 120,892

San Francisco Comprehensive TDM a \ 15SF07 470,249
San Francisco Unified School Distri \
Bike Racks for SF Schools 0 '\(]/ 15SF08 52,500

Total : $ 1,594,236

16
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Final Project

TFCA Expenditures
Project through
Project Description Number 6/30/2017
City/County Association of Governments
Program Administration 16SM0 39,564

Program Administration
Peninsula Traffic Congestion Reliet Alliance

17&
Countywide Voluntary Trip Reduction Program % 472,300
\1 01

32,610

Countywide Voluntary Trip Reduction Program 525,000
SamTrans
SamTrans Shuttle Program 7SM02 109,000
San Mateo County Transit District
SamTrans Shuttle Program

02 154,500
Total O '\ $ 1332974
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BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR CLEAN AIR PROGRAM MANAGER FUND
Appendix B — Listing of Audited Projects
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

Solano Transportation Authority:
Final Project

TFCA Expenditures
Project through
Project Description Number 6/30/2017

Solano Transportation Authority

Program Administration 15SOL0 @ 15,564
Program Administration 1680 16,149

Program Administration 17 15,935

Solano Commute Alternatives Incentive Activities and
Outreach Program @LOI 220,000
\QS L03 24,981

Safe Routes to School High School Trip Reduction Pilot
Solano Commute Alternatives Outreach and Incentives

Suisun City

Program 15S0OL01 294,709
Solano College
Solano College Student Transit Voucher @ 1%.,02 36,922
ing) St

Suisun City Capital Corridor Park and Ride Cha@ ationgl SOL04 2,000

Total (]/ $ 626,260
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BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR CLEAN AIR PROGRAM MANAGER FUND

Appendix B — Listing of Audited Projects
For the Project Period Ended June 30, 2017

Sonoma County Transportation Authority:

Final Project

TFCA Expenditures
Project through
Project Description Number 6/30/2017
Sonoma County Transportation Authority
Program Administration 16SONO @ 22,779
Program Administration 1750 29,651
City of Petaluma
Petaluma Transit Marketing 58,474
Youth Bus Subsidy Program SSONO0O4 25,000
Youth Bus Subsidy Program SONO03 16,000
Pctaluma Transit Marketing ONO04 64,006
Electric Vehicle Charger Installation 16SON06 13,841
City of Santa Rosa, Transit Department
Santa Rosa Trip Reduction Incentive Program 1%01 241,452
Santa Rosa Trip Reduction Incentive Program O 01 230,892
Sonoma County Transit < ,
Passenger Information System 1SONO1 227,955
Countywide Bus Stop Enhancements and Tfapsit Hubs \(L 13SON06 82,299
Transit Marketing Program 14SONG3 60,000
Transit Shelters at Sonoma County A t@raﬁon w 14SON04 77,983
Sebastopol Shuttle Bus Stop Impr S \ 14SONOS5 74,773
Transit Marketing Program 15SON02 146,278
Town of Windsor (]/
Pedestrian Signal Enhance %' 6ject » Phaserll 14SONO6 151,687
$ 1,523,070

S
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AGENDA 10C - ATTACHMENT

AGENDA: 6
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: December 4, 2018
Re: Report on Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) PréjectsvExpenditures and

Effectiveness for Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; receive and file.

BACKGROUND

In 1991, the California State Legislature authorized the Bay Area’Air Quality Management District
(Air District) to impose a $4 surcharge on petet véhicles registered within the nine-county Bay
Area to fund projects that reduce on-road rpotor vehicle, entissions. Since 1992, the Air District
has allocated these funds to its Transpogtation Fund fonClean Air (TFCA) Program to fund eligible
projects and programs. The statutory authority for‘the TFCA and requirements of the program are
set forth in California Health and.Safety’'Code (HSC)’Sections 44241 and 44242.

Sixty percent of TFCA fungs_are=awarded™y the Air District to eligible projects and programs
implemented directly by the AirDistrict (e.g., Spare the Air and Commuter Benefits Program) and
through a grant progratn Xnown as-the Regional Fund. The remaining 40% of TFCA funds are
forwarded to a designatetiagencyt (“Cbunty Program Manager”) within each Bay Area county to
be distributed via.the Ggunty,Program Manager Fund.

HSC Sectigh 44241 reqUixes that the Board hold a public hearing each year to review the Air
District’stexpenditurg” of TFCA funds to determine their effectiveness in improving air quality.
AdditiGnally; Cousty, Program Managers are required to hold a public hearing each year to review
their expenditurg,0€ TFCA funds.

DISCUSSION

A total of 76 projects and three programs were evaluated as part of the fiscal year ending (FYE)
2018 Report on Transportation Fund for Clean Air Projects Expenditures and Effectiveness that is
found in Attachment 1. The report covers TFCA Regional Fund projects and Air District-
sponsored programs that were completed by June 30, 2018 that have not been evaluated in previous
reports. The following are key findings of the FYE 2018 report:



e TFCA funds were allocated to eligible projects and programs, consistent with the
legislation that authorizes the TFCA program.

e The TFCA expenditures for projects and programs included in this report totaled $11.12
million. This includes $8.73 million in Regional Fund projects and $2.39 million in Air
District-sponsored programs. An additional $0.99 million in TFCA funds was spent on
administrative and indirect costs in FYE 2018.

e During their operational period, the projects and programs included in this report are
estimated to have reduced criteria pollutant emissions by over 173.28 tons, including 55.27
tons of reactive organic gases (ROG), 48.94 tons of nitrogen oxides (NOx), and 69.07 tons
of particulate matter (PM1o), and carbon dioxide (CO>), a greenhouse gasyy/0ver 105,000
tons.

e The projects and programs included in this report achieved a combiped weighted average
cost-effectiveness of $55,896 per ton of weighted criteria polldtant emissions reduced.

A discussion of the expenditures, emission reductions, and casteffectiveness of these TFCA
Regional Fund projects and Air District-sponsored programs \Wilhbe presented at the Committee
meeting.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION / FINANCIAL IMPACT

None. The Air District distributes TFCA moni@sAés ‘pass-thrqugh” funds to public and nonpublic
entities. Administrative costs for project stgit arevprovided'by the Air District’s TFCA funding.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive OfficerhPARCO

Prepared by JaséphinelFohg ‘and Linda Hui
Reviewed by: Karenschkalnick, Chengfeng Wang and Ken Mak

Attachmerit 1: Fiscdl Year Ending (FYE) 2018 Report on Expenditures and Effectiveness of
Yrangportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Regional Fund Projects and Air
District-Sponsored Programs
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THE BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

The California State Legislature created the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) in 1955 as
the first regional air pollution control agency in the country, recognizing that air emissions overflow political
boundaries. The San Francisco Bay Area forms a regional air basin, sharing common geographical features and
weather patterns, and therefore similar air pollution burdens, which cannot be addressed by counties acting
on their own.

The Air District is the public agency entrusted with regulating stationary sources of air pollution in the nine
counties that surround San Francisco Bay: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo,
Santa Clara, southwestern Solano, and southern Sonoma counties.

BACKGROUND

On-road motor vehicles, including cars, trucks, and buses, constitute the mest significant source of air pollution
in the San Francisco Bay Area. Vehicle emissions contribute to unhealthfulievels of ozone (summertime
"smog"), particulate matter, and greenhouse gases. Because of thisemission reductions from the on-road
transportation sector are essential to helping the region attain State.and Federal ambient air quality standards
and meet greenhouse gas reduction commitments.

To protect public health, the California State Legislature eqactéd the California Clean Air Act in 1988. As part of
the requirements, the Air District prepared and adopted the 2017 &leah Air Plan (CAP), which includes
transportation control measures (TCMs), definedsas anyStrategy toxeduce vehicle trips, vehicle use, vehicle
miles traveled, vehicle idling, or traffic congestion,foy reducingynotor vehicle emissions,” and mobile source
measures (MSMs), which encourage the intfeduttion of#fewer, cleaner motor vehicle technologies and the
retirement of older, more polluting vehigles.

THE TRANSPORTATIONEUND FOR ELEAN AIR (TFCA)

In 1991, the California Stafe I€gislaturg-authofized the Air District to impose a $4 surcharge on motor vehicles
registered within the Sap FraftiscoBay Arga to fund projects that reduce on-road motor vehicle emissions.
The Air District hagallotatéd these=fufdds to its Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) to fund eligible
projects. The statut@ry/authofityforithe TFCA and requirements of the program are set forth in California
Health and Safety Code (KH5C) Sections 44241 and 44242.

Sixty perceptof TFCA fuhds¥are awarded by the Air District’s Board of Directors (Board) to eligible projects and
programs implementedirectly by the Air District (e.g., the Commuter Benefits, Vehicle Buy-Back, and Spare
the Air) and throtgh*a grant program known as the Regional Fund. The remaining forty percent of TFCA funds
are pass-through funds to a designated agency within each Bay Area county to be distributed via the County
Program Manager Fund. Each year, the Board adopts cost-effectiveness and other criteria for the evaluation
and ranking of project applications for the TFCA Program.

In addition to reducing air pollution, including toxic particulate matter, TFCA-funded projects have other
benefits including the following:
e Conserving energy and helping to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide (CO;), a greenhouse gas;
e Reducing traffic congestion;
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e Improving quality of life for residents and commuters by expanding access to services that provide
first- and last-mile connections to rail, ferry, and mass transit; and

e Improving physical fitness and public safety by facilitating active modes of transportation such as
walking and biking.

State legislation restricts TFCA funding to the following 11 types of projects:

Y

Implementation of ridesharing programs

Clean fuel school and transit bus purchases or leases

Feeder bus or shuttle service to rail and ferry stations and to airports
Arterial traffic management

Rail-bus integration and regional transit information systems
Demonstrations in congestion pricing of highways, bridges and publigtransit
Low-emission vehicle projects

Smoking vehicles program

Vehicle buy-back scrappage program

Bicycle facility improvement projects

YV V V V V V V V V VY

Physical improvements that support “smart growth”projects

California HSC Section 44241.5 requires the B&arthto'hold 3 public hearing annually to review the expenditure
of revenues received by the Air District pusstdnt to Sectioh 44241 to determine their effectiveness in
improving air quality. This report servesithispurpose;

FYE 2018 SUMMARY

This report summarizes thex@xpenditur€s and effectiveness of the TFCA Regional Fund projects and Air District-
sponsored programs that were completed/by the end of fiscal year ending (FYE) 2018, which was June 30,
2018, but that hayé nat heen eyalifated in previous reports®. Appendix A lists the 76 projects and 3 programs
that were sunmyriasizeg’as part of this report.

1 For the purpose of this report, staff considers a project to be “completed” when the Air District accepts and
approves the project sponsor’s final invoice, which documents the project sponsor’s expenditure of all eligible
project funds and the completion of all initial project milestones (e.g., having procured and/or placed all project-
related vehicles, equipment, and infrastructure into service). Projects that involve the procurement of
equipment/vehicles and construction of infrastructure typically also require continued operation of the funded
equipment, vehicles, or infrastructure. These projects may continue to operate for several years until the
operational and usage requirements are met.
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Key Highlights of the Projects and Programs Included in this Report

e TFCA funds were allocated to eligible projects and programs, consistent with the legislation that
authorizes the TFCA program.

e The TFCA expenditures for projects and programs totaled $11.12 million. This includes $8.73 million
in Regional Fund projects, $2.39 million in Air District-sponsored programs, and $0.99 million in
administrative and indirect costs.

e During their operational period, the projects and programs reduced criteria pollutant emissions by an
estimated 173.28 tons, including 55.27 tons of reactive organic gases (ROG), 48.94 tons of nitrogen
oxides (NOx), and 69.07 tons of particulate matter (PMyo), and carbon dioxide (CO), a greenhouse

per ton of criteria pollutant emissions reduced.

gas, by over 105,000 tons.
o These projects and programs achieved a combined weighted average cost—ef% of 555,896

EXPENDITURES
The expenditure of these projects and programs totaled to $11.12 mi
the programs administered directly by the Air District and $8.73 mi
organizations. In addition, the Air District expended $0.99 mi

is total includes $2.39 million for
Regional Fund grants to other
minis and audit costs associated

with the oversight of the TFCA program in FYE 2018. 9
A summary of the expenditures for these TFCA Regiosfal Fund proj @ir District-sponsored programs is
shown in Figure 1. Q «

FigurQ~ ary ofExpenditures

Clean Air Vehicle an 0
Infrastructure Commuter Benefits
$3,628,027 % $69,036
33% 0.6%

Arterial \Xen .
0 Spare the Air
O & $2,205,713
20%

; % %
Shuttﬁﬁdeshare

$4,185,765
38%

Vehicle Buy-Back

$116,391
1%

Bicycle Facilities
$711,255
6%
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EFFECTIVENESS

The cost-effectiveness of projects and programs is calculated by dividing the amount of TFCA funds invested or
awarded by the amount of criteria pollutant emissions (ROG, NOx, and weighted PM1o combined) reduced
during the project operational period. Projects with a lower number for cost-effectiveness require less
amount of TFCA funds to reduce one ton of criteria emissions and are more effective in reducing emissions and

improving air quality.

These projects and programs are anticipated to reduce criteria pollutant emissions over their operational
periods by an estimated total of 173.28 tons. This total is the sum of ozone precursors (55.27 tons of ROG and
48.94 tons of NOy) and particulate matter (69.07 tons of PM ). The reduction of CO, emjssions over their
project operational periods is estimated to be over 105,000 tons.? %

&

Additionally, these projects and programs achieved a combined weighted averq& fectiveness of

$55,896 per ton of criteria pollutant emissions reduced. Note that many pr &
reduce emissions after their operational periods ended and thus the pro;

tinue to operate and
d be more effective (i.e.

lower cost per ton of emissions reduced) in reducing emissions than resented in this report.
A summary of expenditures, emission reductions, and cost—effec valu Yy program category is
provided in Table 1.

Table 1: Emission Reductions and sthctlv
for Projects and Programs ple

@rogram Category
\ End of FYE 2018

Bicycle Facilities ] 6.40% 10.72 6.19% $61,373

Shuttles/Rideshare Q/ 9 w4,185,765 37.64% 4438 25.61% $82,712

Arterial Management r h $205,000 1.84% 3.54 2.04% $41,447

Clean Air Vehicle & $3,628,027 32.62% 8.68 5.01% $202,981

Commuter Benéfi $69,036 0.62% 2.70 1.56% $23,708

Spare the 1 $2,205,713 19.83% 103.27 59.60% $20,245
i $116,391° 1.05% - . R

$990,697

(a) Combined emissi ctions of ROG, NOy, and PMzo over project operational period.

(b) Consistent with the current California Air Resources Board methodology to calculate cost-effectiveness for the Carl Moyer Program (CMP), PM
emissions were weighted by a factor of 20 to account for their harmful impacts on human health.

(c) Total FYE 2018 program cost was $5,743,755.40, which includes funds from CMP, Mobile Source Incentive Fund (MSIF), and TFCA.

(d) Totals may vary due to rounding.

2 Emission reductions reported for criteria pollutants or CO>do not include emissions from the Vehicle Buy-Back Program.
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Two of the projects and programs listed in Appendix A have realized emission reductions that are lower than
the required amount to meet the cost-effectiveness threshold.

Project #12R16 involved an existing shuttle service in San Francisco with a final cost-effectiveness of $100,199,
which exceeds the FYE 2012 shuttle and ridesharing cost-effectiveness threshold of $90,000. Although this
project reduced more vehicle-miles-travelled (VMT) than what was estimated based on information provided
in the project sponsor’s application, the final estimated amount of emission reductions from this project was
lower than what was anticipated because the passenger car exhaust PM emission factor used in calculating the
emission reductions benefit was updated to a lower number upon the completion of this project.

Project #16R22 involves purchasing and installing one eLocker quad and two eLocker dolbles in the City of
Campbell. The final cost-effectiveness of this project is $97,945, which exceeds the BfE, 2016 bicycle facilities
cost-effectiveness threshold of $90,000. Due to cost-inefficiencies for project spafisofs of electronic bicycle
locker projects to collect usage data, they are not required to report usage data to the Air District upon project
completion. The post-project cost-effectiveness calculation is based on estignated trip reduction assumptions,
which may not reflect actual usage. Staff is exploring options to refine and\ipprove the methodology that is
used to evaluate this project type to better reflect the realized cost-&ffestiVeness of these projects.
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APPENDIX A: TFCA REGIONAL FUND PROJECTS AND AIR DISTRICT-SPONSORED PROGRAMS
W eignted Cost- TFCA Funds Expended

Project # Project Sponsor Project Description Cffectiveness

O]

Alameda Contra Costa Transit Oakland MacArthur Corridor Transit Bus Traffic

04R62 . . o 41,447 205,000
District Signal Prioritization \

09R28 East Bay Clean Cities Coalition US DOE Clean Cities Coalition Outreach 12,148 25,000

o University of California TSR.C. Richmond High-Pres.,sure Hydrogen g 326,652 97,218
Berkeley Facility and Fuel-Cell-Vehicle Dem %

09R59 McDonalds (54) Electric Vehicle Charging \ 67,771 53,280
Peninsula Corridor Joint Q

65,362 992,823

12R14 Caltrain Shuttles

Powers Board \

12R16 The Presidio Trust Shuttle PresidiGo «D 100,199 100,000
Purchase and ins i ike &S{or ougherty

13BR0O01 Dougherty Elementary 90,000 1,080
Elementary (1 acity)

Purchase a@al thre@cks for Old Mill

13BR002 Old Mill School
School (

90,000 720

. L Pu install'six bike racks for Reed Union
13BR003 Reed Union School District

2
ho strict oacity)
. rghase install 10 bike racks for Tamalpais
13BR005 Tamalpais Valley School . 90,000 2,400
V ley ol (A0 capacity)
. . \ Pur, d install bike racks for City of
13BR0O06 City of Emeryville \ . 79,053 7,168
}ﬁ e (136 Capacity)
ur

. O ase and install 22 bike racks for Town of
13BR0O09 Town of Yountvill . . . 90,000 2,640
untville (44 bike capacity)

90,000 2,160

. . Purchase and install 29 bike racks for City of
13BR0O11 City of Piedmont . . 77,909 3,013
Piedmont (58 capacity)
. Purchase and install 49 bike racks for Terman
13BR0O13 Terman Middle School 90,000 11,760

Middle School (196 capacity)
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Project #

Project Sponsor

Weighted Cost-
Effectiveness
($/ton)

Project Description

TFCA Funds Expended

O]

13BR018

13BR020

13BR021

13BR025

13BR034

14PEV002
14PEV003

14R19

15BR003

15BRO11

15DCFC01

15DCFC03

15R18

15R23

Walter T. Helms Middle School

Burlingame School District

Alameda County General
Services Agency

City of Richmond

City of Martinez

County of Sonoma

City of Morgan Hill

San Francisco Bay Area Water
Emergency Transportation
Authority

Town of Yountville

Town of Windsor

Federated Indians of Gra V
Rancheria %

Alameda Municip

Bay Area Rapid Transit D %
ers

Capitol Corridor Joint P
Authority

Purchase and install five bike racks for Walter T.
Helms Middle School (10 capacity)

&¥
& 85,905

Purchase and install six bike racks for Burlmgam& 90,000
School District (22 Bike Capacity) \ ’
Purchase and install 25 bike racks in the City o 80,625
Oakland and Hayward (50 capacity) ’
Purch d install 24 bik ks fi @
urchase and insta ike racks 88,929
Richmond (56 capacity)
Purchase and install 30 bike r cks
73,252
Martinez (60 capacity) (]/
22 Battery EVs for Co rga\ 420,000
1 Battery EV for City'of Mbrgan 420,000
Purchase and I Loc ad (20 total
lockers) for an CISC Water 48,640
Emerge ort t| t ority
P t bik ks for th
urc insta en bike racks for the 90,000
f ountv apaaty)
chase and in 40 bike 4acks for Town of
_ 77,496
dsor (B0 ke capacity)
t = tor DC fast and 2 dual-port
ns connector ast an ual-por 250,000
’S arging stations in Rohnert Park
& a Municipal Power DC fast charging
. 225,261
station project
urchase and Install 28 eLocker Quads (112 total T
lockers) for Bay Area Rapid Transit ’
Capitol Corridor eLockers Project 44,182
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573

2,760

2,688

3,320

2,921

55,000
2,500

45,037

840

4,133

135,196

84,912

268,095

90,000



Project #

15R27

15R31

16DCFCO1

16DCFCO03

16EV001

16EV005

16EV009

16EV012

16EV019

16EV021

16EV023

16EV026

16EV030

16EV032

Project Sponsor

FirstElement Fuel Inc.

HTEC Hydrogen Technology &
Energy Corporation

City of Saratoga

City of Brisbane

Car Charging, Inc.

DTTC Properties, LLC

Clear Blue Commercial

Santa Clara Campus Owners'
Association

California State University, East
Bay

Ford Point LLC

@/ard

all 1 f
\\/stati i
Ferrotec (USA) Corp@%

Project Description

FE Hydrogen Station Network Development (7
stations)

The Skyline Hydrogen Energy Center (1 station\&
Install 1 dual-connector DC fast charging stati
in Saratoga ;

t

Install 1 dual-connector DC fast cha ion %
in Brisbane \

Install 10 single-port Level 2 c@g statio@
San Jose (]/
é%arginy%& (

Install 3 single-port L with

solar) in Campbell

Install 6 single-@.ﬂ/el 2¢c %{r}tations in
Petaluma Q
Install 9 rt%l Mrging stations in

Santa-Cl
Inst uaI-p@

2 charging stations in
and 8 dual-port Level 2 charging

chmond
ual-port Level 2 charging stations in

etaluma and Marshall

| tﬁ\
&more
. Install 4 single-port Level 2 charging stations in
Straus Family Y %
e

Crow Canyon Medica
L.P.

Komuna Energy, LLC

Install 4 single-port Level 2 charging stations (with
solar) in Danville

Install 9 dual-port Level 2 charging stations (with
solar) in City of Palo Alto
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Weighted Cost-

Effectiveness
($/ton)

/"
38,877

219,097
250,000
250,000
250,000
500,000
250,000
250,000
250,000
250,000
250,000
250,000
500,000

500,000

TFCA Funds Expended

($)
875,000

145,000

35,000

40,000

30,000

22,500

18,000

338,546

12,000

73,000

8,229

11,040

24,000

108,000



Weighted Cost- TFCA Funds Expended

Project # Project Sponsor Project Description Effectiveness

O]

Install 4 dual-port Level 2 charging stations in $/

16EV035 Menlo Park City School District 0,000 24,000
Menlo Park &
. Install 2 dual-port Level 2 charging stations (with
16EV038 Artemedica . 500,000 24,000
solar) in Santa Rosa

. . Install 2 dual-port and 2 single-port Level \
16EV040 Sonoma State University . . . 250,000 14,000

charging stations in Rohnert Park
. Install 1 quad-port and 1 dual-port
16EV043 Peninsula Components Inc. \ 250,000 10,364

charging stations in San Carlos

Siemens Healthcare Install 4 single-port Level 2 ch rgi stat|o
16EV044 250,000 10,000
Diagnostics, Inc. Berkeley
Install 5 dual-port Lev S
16EV046 3901 North First LLC Jns: uar-por CS,@ ging an 250,000 30,000
os
Install 4 sin Ie- el2c 'rxtatlons with
16EV048  Kehillat Etz Chayim & & ( 500,000 24,000
solar) in Pal
16EV049 One Hawthorne Owners Install 4 rt L vel%argmg stations in 250,000 10,319
Association
8 Octavia Boulevard Owners' Inst ngle- I 2 charging stations in
16EV051 o 250,000 12,000
Association Francisco
. all 3 rt Level 2 charging stations in
16EV061 Amy's Kitchen \ ¢ 250,000 10,500
eta
San Joaquin Regional @ }NI
16R15 L E tle 53 and 54 66,253 80,000
Commission

16R17 Presidio Trust $ p S|d|Go Shuttle 88,417 100,000
Peninsula Corri int

16R19 % Caltrain Shuttle Program 98,931 753,700
Powers Board
Santa Clara Valley

16R20 . ACE Shuttle Bus Program 84,773 959,999
Transportation Authority

16R22 City of Campbell City of Campbell Electronic Bicycle Locker Project 97,945 19,949
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Project #

16R23

16R24

16RFGO1

16RFG02

16RFGO08

16RFG09

16RFG11

16RFG15

16RFG17

16RFG18

16RFG19

17EV002

17EV004

17EV007

Project Sponsor Project Description

Purchase and install 20 eLocker quads in Berkeley,
Bay Area Rapid Transit District | Dublin/Pleasanton, Millbrae, San Leandro,
Fremont, and Union City

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers
Authority

Chabot Las Positas Comm

and Santa Clara
Install 12 Dual-Port level 2 charging stati

College District Livermore and Hayward

City of Millbrae

City of Fremont
Fremont 9
Install 8 Dual-Port Level aggSta |61]/

Millbrae «\
Citv of Oakland Install 1 dual-conne or ast, dnd 5'dual-port
ity of Oaklan
v Level 2 EV char |ons kIa d
The NASA Ames Exchange Install 8 DC fas gmg n Moffett Field
. InstaII 1 and 1 s port Level 2
City of Palo Alto
cha onin Alto

. . Inst C fas ingle-port Level 2 EV
City of Richmond
ng st |on chmond
San Francisco Bay Area Rapi Il 20 Dudi-Port and 2 Single-Port Level 2

Transit District (BART) zd\Vha % Ions in Fremont

fast, and 7 dual-port Level 2 chargin
County of Alameda P ging

|
&ns in Oakland and Alameda
. . . Install 4 dual-port Level 2 charging stations in
Efficient Drive C. o
ilpitas
Install 3 dual-port Level 2 charging stations in
MPVCA Brisbane LLC

Brisbane
Mountain View Los Altos High | Install 26 single-port Level 2 charging stations in
School District

Mountain View
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Purchase and install 4 eLocker quads in Emer \k&
Install 9 dual port level 2 charglnns in %

Weighted Cost-
Effectiveness

90,000

190,000

250,000

250,000

250,000
250,000

250,000

250,000

250,000

250,000

229,307

229,307

244,584

TFCA Funds Expended

(5)

200,000

40,000

65,112

81,486

78,000

39,289
342,014

20,000

47,511

250,000

133,365

16,000

12,000

72,646



Weighted Cost-

TFCA Funds Expended

Project # Project Sponsor Project Description Effectiveness
($)
. Install 26 single-port Level 2 and 1 DC fast N/
17EV022 Los Altos High School . ) . 3,723 96,000
charging stations in Los Altos
Install 3 dual-port Level 2 charging stations in Sa AN
17EV025 BCSP Crossroads Property LLC s e x 229,307 12,000
Mateo A N
Associated Students, San Jose NS
17R12 . . SJSU Ridesharing & Trip Reduction 59,115 139,330
State University \
San Joaquin Regional Rail S‘
17R15 qL g ACE Shuttle 53 and 54 Q qb 84,993 100,000
Commission - '\
Santa Clara Valley v
17R16 . . ACE Shuttle Bus Program 99,946 959,914
Transportation Authority ~ q N
$8,730,046

\
76 Projects Vsubtotal Regional Fund Projects:
@)
\N

Weighted Cost-

. TFCA Funds Expended
Project # Project Sponsor Project Description Effectiveness
($/ton) ($)
18R0O1 BAAQMD F\w ommute nefits 23,708 69,036
18R02 BAAQMD FY On)*Ad\ il for Vehicle Buy-Back (TFCA N/A 116,391
18R03 BAAQMD E 20@ the Air 20,245 2,205,713
3  Programs ~ N Subtotal Air District-Sponsored Programs: $2,391,140
18R00  BAAQMD 7 %}ﬁ Administration** N/A 990,696.52
Subt Administration for Regional Fund Projects and Air District-Sponsored Programs: $990,697
) GRANDTOTAL: | $12,111,883

* Total FYE 2018 program cost (which includes funds from CMP, MSIF, and TFCA) is $5,743,755.
** Sixty percent of the total administrative and audit costs expended in FYE 2018.
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AGENDA: 11

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

To:

From:

Date:

Re:

Memorandum

Chairperson David Hudson and Members
of the Board of Directors

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

December 10, 2018

Report of the Legislative Committee Meeting of December 17, 2018

RECOMMENDED ACTION

A) Review of the 2018 Legislative Year

1) None; receive and file.

B) Discussion of Potential 2019 Legislative Agenda

2) Consider recommending a legislative agenda to the Board for adoption.

BACKGROUND

The Committee will meet on Monday, December 17, 2018, and will receive the following reports
and recommendations:

A) Review of the 2018 Legislative Year; and

B) Discussion of Potential 2019 Legislative Agenda

Legislative Committee Chairperson, Doug Kim, will give an oral report of the meeting.

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

A) The District’s primary legislative goal for 2018 was to secure funding to implement AB

617. This was particularly challenging, since the Department of Finance and key
leadership staff in the Assembly tried to block our efforts to secure funding throughout
the year. Their argument essentially was that air districts should recover all costs for AB
617 implementation through fees on industry. While that was and remains both legally
impossible and impractical, Finance especially is likely to continue to assert their position
in 2019.

However, staff orchestrated a campaign spearheaded by Assemblymember Tim Grayson
(joined by 49 other members of the Legislature) that ultimately resulted in a $50 million
statewide allocation as part of the budget process. This was part of the cap-and-trade
expenditure plan, and there was commitment by the 2018 Legislature and staff that this



same level of funding should continue in 2019. However, items in the 2019 budget
cannot be decided in advance, so more work will be required in the upcoming year to try
to yet again secure funding for the major ongoing workload required by AB 617.

Another key budget issue for the District were the statewide allocations of a substantial
$245 million for incentive programs in AB 617 communities, and a paltry $3 million for
wood smoke incentive programs. Both allocations are also from the Greenhouse Gas
Revenue Fund (GGRF), part of the cap-and-trade expenditure plan. The District was also
part of a California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)-led coalition
that successfully blocked a Department of Finance proposal to grab Moyer revenues from
tire fees ($26 million annually) and divert it to the Department of Fish and Wildlife.
Finance suggested that the Moyer program be backfilled with GGRF revenues. Because
demand for GGRF funds exceeds their supply, and we would have had to have fought for
the backfill every year, this raid on the Moyer program would have been highly
detrimental to our incentive programs. The Finance proposal ultimately was successfully
opposed by a diverse coalition of environmental and industry groups, organized by
CAPCOA,; and

B) None.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Marcy Hiratzka
Reviewed by: Vanessa Johnson

Attachment 11A: 12/17/18 — Legislative Committee Meeting Agenda #4
Attachment 11B: 12/17/18 — Legislative Committee Meeting Agenda #5
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AGENDA: 14
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum
To: Chairperson Kim and Members

of the Legislative Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Date: December 6, 2018

Re: Review of the 2018 Legislative Year

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None; review and file.

BACKGROUND

On September 1, 2018, the California Legislature ghdeg its work Tor e 2017-2018 session. The
Legislature introduced 2,225 bills this year, apdr 13217 of these, (or 55%) made it to Governor
Brown. Governor Brown in his final year in Qffige, vetoed almost 17% of the bills. Forty five
percent of bills introduced in 2018, were ghaptered intq/law:

Two themes that emerged from thé~Capitol this year were the continuing influence of the
moderate Democrats, especially pf theznAssembtyy and the fiscal restraint exercised by Governor
Brown.

DISCUSSION

The Air District’s primacy-iegislativegoal for 2018 was to secure funding to implement AB 617.
This was particularly”challenging,ssince the Department of Finance and key leadership staff in
the Assembly 4ried 10 blogK ourtefforts to secure funding throughout the year. Their argument
essentially was that air gisteicts’should recover all costs for AB 617 implementation through fees
on industry. \While, that' was and remains both legally impossible and impractical, Finance
especially is likely.to'Cantinue to assert their position in 2019.

However, staff orchestrated a campaign spearheaded by Assemblymember Tim Grayson (joined
by 49 other members of the Legislature) that ultimately resulted in a $50 million statewide
allocation as part of the budget process. This was part of the cap-and-trade expenditure plan, and
there was commitment by the 2018 Legislature and staff that this same level of funding should
continue in 2019. However, items in the 2019 budget cannot be decided in advance, so more
work will be required in the upcoming year to try to yet again secure funding for the major
ongoing workload required by AB 617.



Another key budget issue for the Air District (District) were the statewide allocations of a
substantial $245 million for incentive programs in AB 617 communities, and a paltry $3 million
for woodsmoke incentive programs. Both of these allocations are also from the Greenhouse Gas
Revenue Fund (GGRF), part of the cap-and-trade expenditure plan. The District was also part of
a California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)-led coalition that
successfully blocked a Department of Finance proposal to grab Moyer revenues from tire fees
($26 million annually) and divert it to the Department of Fish and Wildlife. Finance suggested
that the Moyer program be backfilled with GGRF revenues. Because demand for GGRF funds
exceeds their supply, and we would have had to have fought for the backfill every year, this raid
on the Moyer program would have been highly detrimental to our incentive programs. The
Finance proposal ultimately was successfully opposed by a diverse coalition of environmental
and industry groups, organized by CAPCOA.

Outside of the budget arena, the District’s track record on bills in”2@18"Wwas generally positive,
although several measures we supported failed to advance. Noné'f the bills.the District opposed
became law, including measures to exempt certain equipmenifrom air quality regulations, to
direct certain GGRF funding only to extreme ozone non-gttaiiiment areasyand to repeal 2017’s
transportation funding package. We successfully worketwith the Bay Area’s Assemblymember
Kansen Chu and Senator Bill Dodd to have their billS%&831975 and 5B~1144 amended into bills
we could support. These bills respectively addregsed ‘pdor issties\in“Milpitas and environs, and
civil air penalty ceilings for serious stationary gouree-violations‘at refineries and other facilities.
Ultimately, opposition to both bills was quite stcong. Assembilymember Chu’s AB 1975 died on
the Assembly Floor. Senator Dodd’s SB/1144 was nd@t g¢ven heard in its first policy committee
before the author amended the bill to addreSsMnrelatéd, issdes.

AB 2061, which we supported As now law, NAuthored by Assemblymember Jim Frazier, it
increases weight limits for clean truicks. (AlsQ, "AB 1796, authored by Assemblymember Al
Muratsuchi and supported by the District, 1S=a0w law. It prevents landlords of rent-controlled
buildings from blocking=instalation (of#tgnant-funded electric vehicle charging stations. A
number of other measures”he District Supgported failed to advance, including bills on congestion
pricing demonstratiens, OV lane ®ntorcement, and exempting Moyer grants from taxes.

The Bill Disc@issiop List (Attachment 4A) gives outcomes for 85 of the more significant bills
with air quality implicatiors,

BUDGET CONSIDERATION/FINANCIAL IMPACT

None.



Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Tom Addison

Attachment 4A: Bill Discussion List @@
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AGENDA 11B - ATTACHMENT

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

of the Legislative Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Date: December 6, 2018

Re: Discussion of Potential 2019 Legislative Agenda

RECOMMENDED ACTION

The Committee will consider recommending a 2019 LegiSiative Agerida=to the Board for
adoption.

BACKGROUND

The new 2019-2020 Legislative session officiattyshegan on December 3, 2018, although little
legislative activity occurs until January. Key @ates for members are January 25, 2019 to submit
potential bills to Legislative Counsel, and #ebruary 22,2018, is the deadline to bill introductions.

DISCUSSION

In considering a potential legislativesagendd fox 2019, some topics the Committee may wish to
consider include recent smoke’ €xposureswin’ the region, funding needs for implementing
Assembly Bill 617 (AB“617), and’ petential responses to any legislation involving the
composition of the Boafd«~Quitlined aclew/ are a few of the potential topics.

Recent Smoke Expbsures in thé Region

November saw regOrd lgvel§ of fine particulates throughout the Bay Area and beyond, as smoke
from the catdstpOphic €amp Tire in Butte County drastically affected air quality. While the Air
District (District) was\highly visible sharing information about exposures and strategies to reduce
exposures, there IS\10t a centralized or publicized network of indoor spaces protected with
filtration systems where residents might congregate during future such episodes. Having a
publicized network of public spaces where residents could congregate indoors could be a
significant benefit for public health. Potential legislation might both call for the establishment of
such a network and simultaneously for funding to provide the systems necessary to ensure that
the air in such buildings is clean. Improved particulate air filters are one way to effectively
remove particulates from outside air, but N-95 particulate masks might also be available at such
facilities during acute future episodes.



Funding Needs for Implementing AB 617

The 2017 passage of AB 617 as part of the extension of California’s cap-and-trade program has
imposed multiple requirements upon the District and is well underway as part of the Community
Health Protection Program in the Bay Area. Some of the more prominent aspects include the
development and installation of new community air monitoring programs, implementation of
comprehensive community emission reduction plans, and significant new work regarding Best
Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT). In 2018, the District worked collaboratively
with a variety of partners to secure $50 million in statewide funding for AB 617 implementation,
with a commitment from members and staffers in both houses that this afnount should also be
appropriated in 2019.

However, as the number of designated communities increases, and“the Scope of work in these
communities expands, it is critical that the District secure and™“expand upgn prior funding, to
ensure the program achieves its public health goals. Of the $58, mitlion stateéWide allocation for
2018, the District is slated to receive $12 million. Secugingy\funding, that,is both ongoing and
adequate to implement our community programs in a way\that heavilyyimpacted communities
deserve could be part of the District’s 2019 legislative ‘agehda.

Responses to Legislation Involving the Compositiorref’the Board

There may be legislative proposals that ceald affect thel composition of this Board. Last year, the
Board opposed any legislation regardingithie,composition @t this Air District’s Board of Directors
that did not originate with the Board\bttaas instead proposed by others. Ultimately, in 2018 no
such proposals were submitted agfillsnin part hgCause staff articulated the District position to a
variety of interest groups and legislators. However, staff believe that one or two such proposals
may be introduced in 2019, and\guggest the Bedrd consider retaining its previous position.

BUDGET CONSIDERAFIQN/FINANGIAL IMPACT

None.

Respectfully subiitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: Tom Addison



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: December 5, 2018

Re: Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Assembly Bill (AB) 617 Expedited Best
Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) Implementation Schedule, and
Certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends that the Board of Directors take the following actions:

1. Adoption of proposed AB 617 Expedited Best Available Retrofit Control Technology
(BARCT) Implementation Schedule; and

2. Certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

DISCUSSION

Assembly Bill 617, approved July 26, 2017, amends California Health and Safety Code section
40920.6, et seq. and requires each air district that is a nonattainment area for one or more air
pollutants to adopt an expedited schedule for implementation of best available retrofit control
technology (BARCT) on specified facilities by the earliest feasible date, but no later than
December 31, 2023. Local air districts are required to adopt this schedule before January 1,
2019. This requirement applies to each industrial source subject to California Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) Cap-and-Trade requirements. The overall purpose of BARCT implementation is to
reduce criteria pollutant emissions from significant industrial sources that currently participate in
the GHG Cap and-Trade system.

In developing the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule, Air District staff reviewed the
status of BARCT implementation for all source categories at affected facilities and, as a result of
that review, proposes six potential rule development projects aimed at addressing emissions
from: 1) organic liquid storage tanks; 2) petroleum wastewater treating; 3) Portland cement
manufacturing; 4) refinery fluid catalytic crackers and carbon monoxide gas boilers; 5) refinery
heavy liquid leaks; and 6) petroleum coke calcining.



Staff prepared a CEQA Initial Study and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for adoption of the
Expedited BARCT Implementation schedule. The draft EIR for the Expedited BARCT
Implementation Schedule concluded that air quality impacts associated with the construction of
air pollution control equipment would be potentially significant after mitigation and
cumulatively considerable. Water demand impacts from the operation of air pollution control
equipment were found to be potentially significant after mitigation and cumulatively
considerable. Mitigation measures are required for air quality impacts from construction
activities and water demand impacts from operation of air pollution control equipment.

SCHEDULE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

In developing the proposed Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule, staff has been
soliciting public comments and conducting stakeholder outreach since May 2018. Staff published
the concept paper, Initial Staff Report, Staff Report, and rule development project scope papers
for the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule and accepted public comments on these
materials. Input received during these outreach efforts, along with further investigation and
analysis by staff, were used to develop the final implementation schedule for consideration by
the Air District’s Board of Directors. Throughout the outreach process for the development of
the schedule, Air District staff also engaged in additional early outreach with stakeholders for
individual rule development projects and will continue those efforts as those projects progress.

Air District staff posted the CEQA Notice of Preparation / Initial Study of environmental impacts
on August 7, 2018 for public comment and conducted a CEQA Scoping Meeting on August 24,
2018 at the Air District’s offices. The draft EIR was posted on October 23, 2018 for public
review and comment.

Note that each individual rule development project will still follow the Air District’s standard
rule development process. As described in the schedule, rule development activity is anticipated
to occur throughout the period from 2018 to 2021.

BUDGET CONSIDERATIONS/FINANCIAL IMPACTS

Provisions in the schedule will have minor impacts on Rule Development, 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.



Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/ APCO

Prepared by: David Joe
Reviewed by: Victor Douglas

Attachment 12A:  Final Staff Report for the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule

Attachment 12B:  Comments and Responses on Staff Report and Proposed Schedule

Attachment 12C:  Final Environmental Impact Report for the Expedited BARCT
Implementation Schedule

Attachment 12D:  Board Resolution — Adopting Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule
and Certifying a CEQA Environmental Impact Report for the Project
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. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617), approved July 26, 2017, amends California Health and Safety
Code section 40920.6 et seq. and requires each air district that is a nonattainment area for
one or more air pollutants to adopt an expedited schedule for implementation of best
available retrofit control technology (BARCT) on specified facilities by the earliest feasible
date, but no later than December 31, 2023. Local air districts are required to adopt this
schedule before January 1, 2019. This requirement applies to each industrial source subject
to California Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Cap-and-Trade requirements. The schedule must
give priority to any sources that have not had emissions limits modified for the greatest
period of time. The schedule does not apply to sources that have implemented BARCT
since 2007.

The overall purpose of BARCT implementation is to reduce criteria pollutant emissions
from significant industrial sources that currently participate in the GHG Cap-and-Trade
system. Emissions of criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants are often associated
with GHG emissions, and these criteria and toxic pollutants may impact local communities
that are already suffering a disproportionately higher burden from air pollution.

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) is proposing an Expedited
BARCT Implementation Schedule to meet the requirements of AB 617. Staff conducted
background research and analysis to identify pollutants of concern and affected sources,
conduct preliminary BARCT evaluations, and identify and prioritize potential BARCT
rule development projects. The schedule includes six potential rule development projects,
each of which is listed in Table ES-1, along with estimates of potential emission
reductions and cost effectiveness where available.

Table ES-1: Rule Development Projects with Potential Emission Reductions and Cost
Effectiveness

Potential Emission Cost Effectiveness

Rule Development Projects Reductllons ($/ton)?2
_ (tpy)

1 $:r'ﬁ<f5 Organic Liquid Storage | piys. 751 1251y | ROG: $10,000 to $20,000

5 Rule _8-8: Petroleum Wastewater ROG: Unknown ROG: Unknown
Treating

3 Rule 9-13: Portland Cement PM: Unknown PM: Unknown
Manufacturing SO2: 698 tpy SO2: $2,100

4 Rule 6-5: Refinery Fluid Catalytic PM: Unknown PM: Unknown
Crackers and CO Boilers SO2: 567 tpy SO2: $4,000 to $47,000

5 R 8GR [RETERT 2y ROG: Unknown ROG: Unknown
Liquids Leaks

g 1L L el el NOx: Unknown NOx: Unknown
Calcining Operations

! More detailed information and further discussion on potential emission reductions for the rule development
projects can be found in the individual project scopes in Attachment A.
2 More detailed information and further discussion on costs and cost effectiveness for the rule development
projects can be found in the individual project scopes in Attachment A.
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Rule development activity for the projects listed in the schedule will follow the standard
rule development process, and is anticipated to occur throughout the period from 2018 to
2021,

An analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Expedited BARCT
Implementation Schedule was conducted pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The Environmental Impact Report concluded that the project may
result in potential significant impacts in the following resources areas: Air Quality and
Water Resources.

Staff recommends the Board of Directors adopt the proposed Expedited BARCT
Implementation Schedule and certify the associated CEQA Environmental Impact Report
at the Public Hearing scheduled for December 2018.
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1. BACKGROUND
Regulatory framework

California’s air quality programs have significantly improved public health through
statewide and regional air quality planning requirements, advancement of technology-
based solutions, and risk reduction efforts. However, certain communities continue to
experience a disproportionately higher burden from air pollution, including communities
near ports, rail yards, warehouses, and freeways and areas with high concentrations of
industrial facilities. AB 617 requires new community-focused and community-driven
action to reduce air pollution and improve public health in communities that experience
disproportionately higher burdens from exposure to air pollutants. AB 617 directs air
districts to apply BARCT to all industrial sources subject to Cap-and-Trade, and to
identify communities with a “high cumulative exposure burden” to air pollution. Districts
must then prioritize these communities for community air monitoring projects and/or
emission reduction programs, which must be developed through a community-based
process. Implementing and updating BARCT controls at industrial sources should also
provide some emission reductions for these community programs.

The Air District 2017 Clean Air Plan includes a long-range goal to eliminate disparities in
air pollution exposure in the San Francisco Bay Area. The Air District has been explicitly
working towards this goal since 2006, with the initiation of the Community Air Risk
Evaluation (CARE) program. The CARE program identifies and assists communities that
have higher air pollution levels and may experience more air pollution-related health
impacts. Emissions from mobile sources, small and large stationary sources, and goods-
movement related indirect sources can have localized impacts on pollution levels or
contribute to cumulative levels of pollution that are experienced by nearby communities.
The CARE program provides a framework for the Air District to target its incentive and
enforcement efforts in the most impacted communities. However, many communities
remain overburdened and there is more that must be learned and done. The Air District,
through a partnership with local communities and the state, has an opportunity to better
understand local air pollution, its sources, and impacts, and to develop strategies to better
reduce people’s exposure to air pollution.

AB 617 Overview

AB 617 requires the following:
e Air districts in nonattainment areas must implement BARCT on all industrial
sources subject to the AB 32 Cap-and-Trade Program (the subject of this Staff
Report).

e The California Air Resources Board (CARB) must establish and maintain a
clearinghouse of best available control technology (BACT), and best available
retrofit control technology (BARCT).

e Maximum penalties for air pollution violations are increased and will adjust with

inflation.
e CARB must prepare an air monitoring plan for all areas of the state by October 1,
2018.
AB 617 Expedited BARCT Page 6 December 2018
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e Based on air monitoring plan information, CARB must select communities with
high cumulative exposure burden from both toxic and criteria air pollutants by
July 1, 2019.

o Each air district with a high cumulative burden community must deploy a
community air monitoring system in that community within one year of
selection and provide the air quality data to CARB for publication.

e By January 1, 2020, and each January 1 thereafter, CARB will select additional
communities with high cumulative exposure burden.
o Each air district with a high burden community must deploy a community
air monitoring system in that community within one year of selection and
provide the air quality data to CARB for publication.

e CARB must prepare a state-wide strategy to reduce emissions of toxic and criteria
pollutants in communities affected by high cumulative exposure burden, by
October 1, 2018, and update the strategy every five years. The state-wide strategy
must include:

o A methodology for assessing and identifying contributing sources and
estimating their relative contribution to elevated exposure (source
apportionment);

0 An assessment of whether an air district should update and implement the
risk reduction audit and emissions reduction plan for any facility if the
facility causes or significantly contributes to the high cumulative exposure
burden;

0 An assessment of available measures for reducing emissions including
BACT, BARCT, and best available control technology for toxics (TBACT);
and

o A priority on disadvantaged communities and sensitive receptor locations.

e CARB will select locations for preparation of Community Emission Reduction
Plans by October 1, 2018. CARB will select additional locations annually
thereafter.

0 Within one year of selection, the air district will adopt Community Emission
Reduction Plans in consultation with CARB, individuals, community-based
organizations, affected sources, and local governmental bodies.

0 The Community Emission Reduction Plans must be consistent with the
state-wide strategy, and include emission reduction targets, specific
reduction measures, a schedule for implementation of the measures, and an
enforcement plan.

0 The Community Emission Reduction Plans must be submitted to CARB for
review and approval.

= CARB must initiate a public process to achieve an approvable
Community Emission Reduction Plan if the Plan is initially not
approvable.

= CARB must develop and implement applicable mobile source
elements in the Community Emission Reduction Plans to achieve
emission reductions.

o The Community Emission Reduction Plans must achieve emission
reductions in the community, based on monitoring or other data.
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0 The air district must prepare an annual report summarizing the results and
actions taken to further reduce emissions.

e CARB will provide grants to community-based organizations for technical
assistance and to support community participation in the identification of
communities with high exposure burden, and development and implementation of
the Community Emission Reduction Plans.

AB 617 represents a significant enhancement to the approach that CARB and local air
districts take in addressing local air quality issues. The Air District has implemented and
established a number of programs that support the goals and intent of AB 617; these
programs include the Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Program, Health Risk
Assessments for the AB 2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program, and Air District Regulation
11, Rule 18: Reduction of Risk from Air Toxic Emissions at Existing Facilities. However,
the requirements of AB 617 formalize new programs and establish challenging goals and
timelines for implementation.

AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule Requirements

AB 617 requires each air district that is in nonattainment for one or more air pollutants to
adopt an expedited schedule for implementation of BARCT by the earliest feasible date,
but no later than December 31, 2023. The expedited schedule must be adopted no later than
January 1, 2019. The BARCT requirements apply to each industrial source subject to
California GHG Cap-and-Trade requirements. The schedule must give priority to any
sources that have not had emissions limits modified for the greatest period of time and does
not apply to sources that have implemented BARCT since 2007. When developing and
adopting an expedited schedule, air districts should take into account the local public health
and clean air benefits to the community, cost effectiveness of control options, and air
quality and attainment benefits of control options.

BARCT is defined in the California Health and Safety Code as an emission limitation that
is based on the maximum degree of reduction achievable, taking into account
environmental, energy, and economic impacts by each class or category of source.® The
Air District typically determines BARCT during the rulemaking process for a given source
category on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis, and develops and adopts rules reflecting
BARCT. AB 617 does not expand or limit the Air District’s ability to adopt or amend rules;
but it does set a requirement for developing an expedited schedule for rule development
and places a priority on adopting rules requiring BARCT implementation on sources at
industrial Cap-and-Trade facilities.

Technical review

Air District staff conducted a review of all affected industrial sources and developed
preliminary BARCT evaluations to determine which sources are appropriate for rule

3 California Health and Safety Code § 40406.
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development. Staff’s process for identifying potential BARCT rule development projects
and developing the expedited schedule involved:
e Identifying pollutants of concern and affected facilities and sources
e ldentifying sources subject to the expedited schedule requirements and sources with
the greatest potential BARCT emission reductions
e Conducting preliminary BARCT evaluations
e ldentifying and prioritizing potential BARCT rule projects

Pollutants of Concern

The Bay Area air basin is in attainment with both the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards and California Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur
dioxide (SO32), nitrogen dioxide (NO:), and lead. The air basin is designated as
nonattainment for ozone (O3) and particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM1o) California Ambient
Air Quality Standards;*® therefore, the BARCT review was conducted focusing on the
following pollutants:

e Nitrogen Oxides (NOXx)

e Reactive Organic Gases (ROG)

e Particulate Matter less than 10 microns (PM1o)

e Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns (PM25s)

e Sulfur Dioxide (SO2).
Note that NOx and ROG are included because they are precursors for ozone formation.
SO2 may contribute to the formation of condensable PM (i.e. formed in the emissions
plume from the stack) at certain types of sources, so PM control strategies may include
SO limits. Preliminary studies and testing indicate that these condensable PM emissions
may be substantial, therefore SO> sources that are likely to form condensable PM are
included in this BARCT determination study. Sulfur dioxide can also be a precursor for
secondary PM (i.e. ammonium sulfate formed in the atmosphere through reactions with
ambient ammonia); however, these secondary PM impacts from SO, may not be a
significant contributor to exceedances of PM ambient air quality standards. Therefore, SO>
sources that do not have condensable PM potential are not included in this BARCT review
and evaluation study at this time.

Affected Facilities and Sources

A list of facilities that are subject to Cap-and-Trade, including sources and emissions, was
developed from the 2016 Reporting Year Emissions Inventory. The Bay Area has 80
facilities that are subject to Cap-and-Trade, which encompass 3,246 individual sources in
61 source categories. AB 617 requires that the expedited schedule for BARCT
implementation apply to each industrial source subject to the Cap-and-Trade program. The

4 United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2018a. Eight-Hour Ozone (2015) Nonattainment
Avreas by State/County/Area. Data is current as of September 30, 2018.
https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/jncty.html

5 United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2018b. PM-2.5 (2006) Designated Area
Area/State/County Report, Data is current as of September 30, 2018.
https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/rbca.html#PM-2.5.2006.San_Francisco
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term “industrial source” is not explicitly defined in the AB 617 language, however the Cap-
and-Trade program does include particular provisions that refer to “industrial sectors”,
“industrial covered entities”, “industry assistance”, and “industrial facilities.”® These
provisions relate the term “industrial” to certain covered entities or facilities that are
eligible for free allowance allocation under the Cap-and-Trade program.’ Under the Cap-
and-Trade program, these free allowance allocations are provided to certain industrial
sectors to minimize potential leakage of economic activity and emissions.® The usage of
the term “industrial sources” in the AB 617 language has subsequently been clarified by
CARB staff,® and is understood to be consistent with the usage of the term “industrial” in
the Cap-and-Trade program. CARB provided a list of these “industrial” facilities that
includes all covered entities that are eligible for free allowance allocations in accordance
with the Cap-and-Trade requirements based on their engagement in an activity within a
particular North American Industrial Code System (NAICS) Code listed in Table 8-1 of
the Cap-and-Trade regulation.'® The list excludes opt-in covered entities,** and any
industrial sources that became subject to the Program after January 1, 2017. This screening
for “industrial sources” reduces the number of affected facilities to 19 industrial Cap-and-
Trade facilities, which encompass 1,899 individual sources in 50 source categories.

Source Screenings

Staff performed pollutant-by-pollutant screenings on this population of potentially affected
sources to determine which sources and source categories required further BARCT
evaluation. Staff initially identified and included sources where potential emission
reductions from additional controls may be cost effective. Controls that are not cost
effective would not meet the criteria to be considered BARCT. In such cases, the source
would already be considered to be implementing and achieving BARCT, and therefore no
further BARCT controls would be required. Staff identified and included sources that emit
more than 10 pounds per day of a given pollutant (1.8 tons per year). This level of emissions
is consistent with the Air District’s threshold for new sources required to install best
available control technology (BACT) per Rule 2-2: New Source Review, Section 2-2-301.
Given that sources below this threshold would have relatively low annual emissions,
potential emissions reductions at these sources would be small and are not likely to be cost
effective. This approach reduced the population of sources as shown in Table 1.

617 CCR 8§ 95870, 95890, and 95891.

717 CCR 8§ 95870(e) and 95891(a).

8 “|_eakage” refers to potential production shifts away from a jurisdiction due to increased compliance costs
and prices. The reduction in production and emissions in the implementing jurisdiction may be offset by
increased production and emissions elsewhere.

® Email correspondence between K. Magliano, CARB and A. Abbs, CAPCOA, “BARCT List.” June 18,
2018.

1017 CCR § 95890(a).

1117 CCR § 95802(a)(259).
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Table 1: AB 617 BARCT Initial Screening Results for Affected Industrial Sources

Pollutant Number of Source Number and Amount and
Categories Percentage of Percentage of

Sources'? Emissions®®
NOXx 24 214 | 41% 5,722 tpy / 98%
ROG 23 259/ 16% 4,430 tpy / 93%
PM 17 126 / 16% 1,857 tpy / 92%
SO» 16 104/ 19% 5,043 tpy / 98%

As shown in Table 1, the resulting population of sources accounts for a large majority of
the total emissions at affected industrial Cap-and-Trade facilities (92 to 98 percent). These
results also indicate that the low emitting sources, while numerous, account for only a small
percentage of the total emissions at affected industrial Cap-and-Trade facilities. Given the
relatively small total emissions from the low emitting sources, additional controls on these
sources would have limited potential to achieve substantial emission reductions and
effectively provide meaningful air quality and attainment benefits. As discussed
previously, additional controls on low emitting sources are also not likely to be cost-
effective, and therefore would not be anticipated to meet the criteria to be considered
BARCT.

Staff then selected sources where BARCT has not already been applied for each
nonattainment pollutant. Per AB 617, the requirements for an expedited BARCT schedule
do not apply to sources where BARCT implementation has occurred since 2007.
Regulations with emission limits that have been amended and/or adopted since 2007 are
generally considered to reflect current BARCT levels for that pollutant, and sources subject
to these limits are therefore already assumed to meet BARCT for those nonattainment
pollutants. In such cases, no further BARCT determination or rulemaking is required for
the expedited schedule. After selecting sources where BARCT has not already been
achieved for the given pollutant, the population of sources was reduced as shown in
Table 2.

12 percentage values shown indicate the percentage relative to the total number of sources at affected
industrial Cap-and-Trade facilities

13 Percentage values shown indicate the percentage relative to the total emissions at affected industrial Cap-
and-Trade facilities
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Table 2: AB 617 BARCT Final Screening Results for Affected Industrial Sources

Pollutant Number of Source Number and Amount and
Categories Percentage of Percentage of

Sources* Emissions*®
NOXx 21 73 1 34% 1,764 tpy / 30%
ROG 23 259/ 16% 4,430 tpy / 93%
PM 16 124 [ 15% 1,851 tpy / 92%
SO; 15 102 / 19% 3,651 tpy/ 71%

These sources and source categories require further evaluation and BARCT determination.
BARCT Determination Process

Staff reviewed available information on current achievable emission limits and potential
controls for each source category and each nonattainment pollutant. This information
included guidelines and recent determinations of BACT, reasonably available control
technology (RACT), and lowest achievable emission rate (LAER) from EPA, CARB, and
other air districts. Staff determined:
e Current levels of BACT/RACT/LAER controls and emissions (and next more
stringent levels of BACT/RACT/LAER controls, if available);
e Potential emission reductions (and incremental additional potential emission
reductions, if available); and
e Estimated capital and annual costs for retrofit of controls to existing facilities.

Preliminary estimates of cost effectiveness (and incremental cost effectiveness, where
appropriate) were calculated, and any controls and emission limits with a cost
effectiveness within reasonable bounds, consistent with recent BARCT determinations,
were considered for potential rule development projects. Additional information on the
estimates of emissions reductions and control costs can be found in Section IV and in the
project scopes included in Attachment A.

Based on these preliminary BARCT determinations, staff proposes six potential high
priority rule development projects for inclusion in the Expedited BARCT Implementation
Schedule. Criteria for the selection and prioritization of these six projects include:

e Potential for localized clean air and public health benefits through reduction of
localized exposure to harmful pollutants, including potential toxic emission
reduction co-benefits;

e Potential for substantial emissions reductions (greater than ten tons per year), with
a focused consideration of potential PM emissions reductions for reducing localized
PM health impacts;

e Prioritization of source categories where BARCT rules have not been adopted or
evaluated for the greatest period of time; and

e Cost effectiveness of potential rule development project controls.

14 percentage values shown indicate the percentage relative to the total number of sources at affected
industrial Cap-and-Trade facilities

15 Percentage values shown indicate the percentage relative to the total emissions at affected industrial Cap-
and-Trade facilities
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High priority potential rule development projects are shown in Table 3. Project scope
descriptions for each of these projects are included in Attachment A.

Table 3: Potential Rule Development Projects

Rule Development Projects PM |NOx |ROG| SOz
1 Organic Liquid Storage Tanks (Rule 8-5) X
2 Petroleum Wastewater Treating (Rule 8-8) X
3 Portland Cement Manufacturing (Rule 9-13) X X
4 Refinery Fluid Catalytic Crackers and CO Boilers (Rule 6-5) | X X
5 Refinery Heavy Liquid Leaks (Rule 8-18) X
6 Petroleum Coke Calcining (Rule 9-14) X

Through this BARCT evaluation and review process, staff also identified 12 additional
source categories for further study and consideration, as shown in Attachment C. Based on
the preliminary review process, staff believes that there is limited potential to apply
additional BARCT controls and achieve substantial reductions at these sources. Staff
identified a number of factors that may limit the potential emissions reductions and efficacy
of further controls at these sources:
e Potential emissions reductions are relatively small;
e Estimates of emissions and emissions reductions may be uncertain and require
further study;
e Control options may not be technologically feasible or may not be suitable for
retrofit; and
e Many control options identified may not meet BARCT cost effectiveness
requirements.

Additionally, further controls on these sources may have limited potential to effectively
impact localized exposures in communities and attainment of ambient air quality standards.
Based on the limited potential for substantial controls and emissions reductions, staff does
not recommend that these potential rule projects be included as priority rule development
projects in the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule at this time. Staff believes that
these projects merit further study, and actions on these source categories may be more
appropriately considered during development of local Community Emission Reduction
Plans. Staff anticipates that further evaluation and study during the AB 617 community-
based monitoring, modeling, and planning activities, will inform future potential actions
for these source categories. Further information on these 12 additional source categories
can be found in Attachment C.
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I1l. PROPOSED EXPEDITED BARCT IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE

Rule Development Project Schedules

Figure 1 shows the estimated schedule for each of the six potential rule development
projects. This schedule is also included in Attachment B. This schedule assumes the Air
District rule development group operates at full staffing, with various phases of the
different rule development process occurring in parallel over four consecutive years. Note
that staff anticipates that these projects would be developed along with other rule
development projects outside of the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule,
including rules currently being developed as part of the 2017 Clean Air Plan
implementation.

Figure 1: Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule

Project 2018 2019 2020 2021

Rule 8-5: Organic Liquid Storage Tanks

Rule 8-8: Petroleum Wastewater Treating

Rule 9-13: Portland Cement Manufacturing

Rule 6-5: Refinery Fluid Catalytic Crackers and CO Boilers

Rule 8-18: Refinery Heavy Liquids Leaks

Rule 9-14: Petroleum Coke Calcining Operations

Rule Development Project Timelines

Most rule development projects take approximately 12 months from initiation to rule
adoption at a Public Hearing. Staff assumes the first nine months of a project require a full-
time staff person to perform and coordinate regulatory development activities, which may
include:
e Establishing scope with internal workgroup
Identifying all affected sources
Verifying and refining emissions estimates
Completing research on possible controls
Refining estimates of emission reductions
Confirming and refining capital and annual cost estimates
e Determining cost effectiveness (and incremental cost effectiveness, if applicable)
e Working with and gathering input from affected parties
e Drafting rule language and workshop report
e Reviewing/revising workshop documents
e Conducting workshops
e Initiating California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Socioeconomic
Analyses
e Receiving and incorporating comments from workshops into final documents
e Reviewing CEQA and Socioeconomic Analyses
e Finalizing Public Hearing documents
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Staff assumes the remaining three months of the project require about half-time staff person
to complete the public hearing, assist in implementation, and submit proper documentation
to CARB.

Staff recognizes that some rule development projects may take more time during the
technical assessment phase, especially if emission estimates from various sources are
inconsistent, or additional source testing or emissions profile testing is required. This
information gathering phase can extend a project timeline from six to 12 months. As shown
in the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule in Figure 1, staff anticipates that
additional emissions information gathering and/or testing will be required for rule
development projects regarding Organic Liquid Storage Tanks, Petroleum Wastewater
Treating, Cement Manufacturing, and Refinery Fluid Catalytic Crackers and CO Boilers.
Further information on additional data collection and other testing considerations for each
rule development project can be found in the project scope descriptions in Attachment A.

IV. EMISSION REDUCTION BENEFITS & COMPLIANCE COSTS

This section of the Staff Report summarizes the methods used to estimate emission
reductions that can occur when applying BARCT to sources emitting nonattainment
pollutants. More detailed information on the current emissions, potential emission limits,
emission reductions, and costs and cost effectiveness for each specific priority rule
development project can be found in the project scopes in Attachment A.

Current Emissions

Current emissions are based on Reporting Year 2016 Emissions Inventory reported to
CARB by August 1, 2017. These emissions are based on operating year 2015 for most
facilities.

Potential Emission Limits

As described in Section I, staff reviewed available information on current achievable
emission limits and potential controls for each source category and each nonattainment
pollutant. This information included guidelines and recent determinations of best available
control technology (BACT), reasonably available control technology (RACT), and lowest
achievable emission rate (LAER) from EPA, CARB, and other air districts. These
determinations often provide limits in the form of emission factors (e.g., mass of pollutant
emitted per unit of input or per unit of output) and describe the type of controls typically
required to achieve the stated emission limit. Where there is a wide array of emission limits
for a given control technique, staff typically used the average level of control achieved,
leading to somewhat conservative estimates for potential emission reductions.

This BACT/RACT/LAER information is available in the EPA clearinghouse, CARB
clearinghouse, or through BACT determinations available from California air districts.
Note that the Air District has been coordinating and collaborating with CARB and other
California air districts to support CARB’s efforts to improve availability and access of this
information.
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Emission Reduction Estimates

Staff estimated potential emission reductions based on the current performance of the
affected sources and the potential limit or level of control identified in the preliminary
BARCT review. Current performance of the affected sources was based on Air District
2016 Reporting Year emissions, as well as other additional supplemental information
available. The difference between the current performance and the preliminary BARCT
level identified was used to calculate potential emission reductions from BARCT
implementation. Priority rule development projects included in the Expedited BARCT
Implementation Schedule were identified to have potential emission reductions greater
than 10 tons per year (tpy) and provide a significant opportunity for emission reductions
and public health benefits. Estimates of potential emission reductions for the rule
development projects (where available) are shown in Table 4. More detailed information
and further discussion on potential emission reductions for the rule development projects
can be found in the individual project scopes available in Attachment A.

Capital and Operating Cost Estimates

Staff estimated control costs using a variety of sources. Costs of controls are most often
obtained from the EPA Cost Models,*® readily available on the EPA website. Control cost
data are also available from cost studies performed and published by EPA, CARB, or other
air districts, often as part of the evaluation and analysis of regulations, rules, and
engineering determinations. Control equipment vendors and affected industries may also
generate estimates for control costs. These estimates may need to be adjusted to account
for cost uncertainties, as well as differences and changes in market conditions. Although
these studies and cost estimates are often updated regularly, cost estimates may sometimes
need to be reassessed to reflect today’s changing conditions and actual costs. The Chemical
Engineering Magazine Plant Cost Index can be used to adjust historical costs to today’s
cost values. Costs may also need to be adjusted to reflect higher costs in the San Francisco
Bay Area, as cost models and estimates may differ when compared to lower cost regions
throughout the country. Staff typically applies additional factors to capital and/or operating
costs to reflect these uncertainties, market differences, and other adjustments.

Capital costs are normally amortized based on control equipment project life and prevailing
interest rates, and assumptions and opinions on these parameters may vary. For this
preliminary BARCT evaluation, amortized capital cost estimates are based on 11 percent
amortization, 1 percent tax, 1 percent insurance, and 2 percent maintenance costs, totaling
15 percent amortization of capital. More detailed or specific amortization data and
assumptions may also be used where appropriate. Operating costs are normally based on
costs for energy, water, air, catalyst/reagent, and labor costs in the cost models or cost
estimates. For preliminary BARCT evaluations where these operating cost data were not
available, any control system that is likely to require significant energy, utilities, or catalyst
usage is estimated to have total operating costs equal to 5 percent of capital cost. This
approach provides a conservative initial estimate of operating costs for all the but most

16 United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2018c. Cost Analysis Models/Tools for Air
Pollution  Regulations, https://www.epa.gov/economic-and-cost-analysis-air-pollution-regulations/cost-
analysis-modelstools-air-pollution. Updated May 23, 2018.
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energy intensive control methods.
Cost Effectiveness and Incremental Cost Effectiveness

California Health and Safety Code (H&SC), Section 40703 requires the Air District to
consider the cost effectiveness of a control measure when adopting any regulation. Cost
effectiveness is calculated by dividing the annual costs (including capital amortization and
operating costs) by the total number of tons of emission reductions expected each year. The
result is the cost effectiveness of implementing the control method retrofit at the existing
source.

H&SC Section 40920.6 requires the Air District to identify one or more potential
alternative control method that achieves the emission reduction objectives of the rule or
regulation and estimate the incremental cost effectiveness between the proposal and the
alternative. Incremental cost effectiveness is calculated when two (or more) control
methods are being considered. First, cost effectiveness is calculated for the less stringent
control method, as described above. Incremental cost effectiveness is then calculated by:
1) calculating the incremental increase in cost between the first control method and the
second more stringent control method, and 2) dividing the incremental increase in cost by
the incremental increase in emission reductions from the second more stringent control
method. This analysis is used to help determine which controls should be recommend when
multiple options are available.

Estimates of cost effectiveness for the rule development projects (where available) are
shown in Table 4. More detailed information and further discussion on costs and cost
effectiveness for the rule development projects can be found in the individual project
scopes in Attachment A.

Table 4: Potential Emission Reductions and Cost Effectiveness
Potential Emission

Cost Effectiveness

Rule Development Projects ReductllcYJns ($/ton)2
_ (tpy

1 $:r'1i35 Organic Liquid Storage | ps 7519125ty | ROG: $10,000 to $20,000
5 Rule §3-8: Petroleum Wastewater ROG: Unknown ROG: Unknown

Treating
3 Rule 9-13: Portland Cement PM: Unknown PM: Unknown

Manufacturing SO.: 698 tpy SO,: $2,100
4 Rule 6-5: Refinery Fluid Catalytic PM: Unknown PM: Unknown

Crackers and CO Boilers SO,: 567 tpy SO,: $4,000 to $47,000
5 R_ule_8-18: Refinery Heavy ROG: Unknown ROG: Unknown

Liquids Leaks
6 Rule.9'-14: Petrolgum Coke NOx: Unknown NOx: Unknown

Calcining Operations

17 More detailed information and further discussion on potential emission reductions for the rule development
projects can be found in the individual project scopes in Attachment A.
18 More detailed information and further discussion on costs and cost effectiveness for the rule development
projects can be found in the individual project scopes in Attachment A.
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Note that for some of the potential rule development projects in Table 4, estimates of
emission reductions and cost effectiveness may be unknown or uncertain at this time. For
particular sources or pollutants, there may be uncertainties associated with emission
estimates or the level of control and emission reductions achievable, and further study and
evaluation would be required to develop more detailed estimates. For example, potential
emission reductions of condensable PM are often difficult to quantify due to the complex
nature of condensable PM formation. This formation can be highly dependent on site-
specific source parameters, including flue gas properties and composition. Because control
strategies typically involve the reduction of condensable components and precursors (such
as ammonia and SOy) instead of a direct limit on condensable PM, reductions of
condensable PM emissions associated with these precursor controls may be difficult to
estimate without further characterization and evaluation. More detailed information and
further discussion on the potential emission reductions, costs, and cost effectiveness for the
rule development projects can be found in the individual project scopes in Attachment A.

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Review of Potential Environmental Impacts Under CEQA

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000
et seq., requires that the potential environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated
and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid identified significant adverse environmental
impacts of these projects be identified. The Air District contracts with an independent
consultant to conduct a CEQA analysis of potential environmental impacts from any rule
making projects. Since the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule would consist of
the implementation of several rule development projects to fulfill the requirements of AB
617, a CEQA analysis was conducted for the entire suite of potential rule development
projects.

The Air District prepared a Notice of Preparation and an Initial Study (NOP/IS) for the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Expedited BARCT Implementation
Schedule. The NOP/IS was distributed to interested parties and published on the Air
District’s website on August 7, 2018 for review and comment. A CEQA scoping meeting
was conducted on August 24, 2018, where minimal public comments were received.
Written comments on the NOP/IS were accepted through September 7, 2018. The Air
District prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report to address the potential
environmental impacts associated with the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule.
The Draft EIR was published on October 23, 2018 for review and comment, and written
comments were accepted through December 7, 2018. One comment letter on the Draft EIR
was received during the comment period, and responses to the comments are included in
the Final EIR. Prior to making a decision on the adoption of the proposed Expedited
BARCT Implementation Schedule, the Air District’s Board of Directors must review and
certify the Final EIR as providing adequate information on the potential adverse
environmental impacts of implementing the proposed schedule. The EIR concluded that
air quality impacts during the construction of additional pollution control equipment were
found to remain potentially significant after mitigation and cumulatively considerable.
Hydrology and water quality impacts associated with water demand from the operation of
control equipment were found to remain potentially significant after mitigation and
cumulatively considerable.
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VI. SCHEDULE DEVELOPMENT/PUBLIC CONSULTATION
PROCESS

Schedule Development Process

The process for development of the AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule
has been adjusted slightly from the typical rule development process. Because AB 617
requires the Air District to develop a schedule for developing BARCT rules before
developing the individual rules themselves, the development of the Expedited BARCT
Implementation Schedule is more comparable in scope to an air quality plan, such as the
Air District’s 2017 Clean Air Plan. Similar to an air quality plan, the Expedited BARCT
Implementation Schedule identifies and describes potential regulatory strategies, rules, and
rule amendments, which would be further developed in the future. Therefore, development
of the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule follows most of the Air District’s
typical steps for developing rules and plans.

Air District staff initially reviewed requirements of AB 617, including markups of the
pertinent sections of the H&SC. Staff developed the emissions inventory information for
affected facilities to perform the preliminary BARCT review and evaluation. This process
involved screening sources to identify source categories with significant potential for
emission reductions, researching BACT/RACT/LAER controls and emissions levels,
identifying a preliminary BARCT level, and determining potential emission reductions.
Staff also estimated retrofit capital costs and annual cost of controls, and calculated cost
effectiveness of emission reductions. Staff then identified and prioritized the potential rule
development projects based on health benefits, air quality impacts, cost effectiveness, and
the length of time since these sources had last been addressed through rules or permit limits.
Staff developed detailed project scope papers for each potential rule development project
to further discuss the preliminary evaluation process, and to identify and review current
source information, available controls and costs, potential emission limits, cost
effectiveness, and any further considerations and issues. Finally, staff developed a concept
paper describing the BARCT determination process and potential rule development
projects included in the Expedited BARCT implementation schedule.

Air District staff published the concept paper and rule development project scope papers
for the draft schedule on the Air District website on May 24, 2018 and accepted written
comments on the documents through June 15, 2018. Staff also met with representatives
from affected facilities and industries, such as refinery and cement manufacturing plant
representatives. Staff discussed this AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule
with community members and environmental groups and presented on the status of the
project at a Board of Directors Stationary Source Committee meeting on May 21, 2018.

Staff received input from these sources and prepared an Initial Staff Report and revised
rule development scope papers. Staff published these documents on the Air District website
on September 5, 2018 and accepted comments on these documents through October 5,
2018. An update on the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule was presented at the
Air District’s Board of Directors meeting on September 5, 2018.
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Air District staff considered input received on the Initial Staff Report and related materials,
and continued to conduct further analysis, coordinate with CARB and other air districts,
and meet with affected facilities and industries. Staff published the proposed Expedited
BARCT Implementation Schedule and Staff Report for public review and comment on
October 23, 2018 and accepted written comments through December 7, 2018. Three
comment letters on the proposed BARCT Schedule and Staff Report were received, and
staff prepared a summary of comments received and responses for inclusion in the final
proposal package. Staff will present final proposals to the Air District’s Board of Directors
for their consideration. At the Public Hearing, the Air District Board of Directors will
consider the final proposal and receive public input before taking any action on the
Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule.

Note that each individual rule development project will also follow the standard rule
development process. As described in the schedule, rule development activity is anticipated
to occur throughout the period from 2018 to 2021.

Public Outreach and Consultation

In developing the proposed Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule and Final Staff
Report materials, staff solicited public comments on the concept paper, Initial Staff Report,
and Staff Report, and conducted early stakeholder engagement with affected facilities, as
described above. Input received during these outreach efforts, along with further
investigation and analysis by staff, were used to develop the final proposals for
consideration by the Air District’s Board of Directors. Throughout the outreach process for
the development of the schedule, Air District staff also engaged in additional early outreach
with stakeholders for individual rule development projects, and will continue those efforts
as those projects progress.

VIlI. CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATIONS

The AB 617 requirements for the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule are
described in H&SC 40920.6(c). This section requires that each air district in nonattainment
for one or more air pollutants adopt an expedited schedule for implementation of BARCT
by the earliest feasible date, but no later than December 31, 2023. The Air District is in
non-attainment for ozone and PM. %2° The expedited schedule must be adopted no later
than January 1, 2019. The section states that the schedule shall apply to each industrial
source subject to California GHG Cap-and-Trade requirements and must give priority to
any sources that have not had emissions limits modified for the greatest period of time. The
schedule shall not apply to sources that have implemented BARCT since 2007. As
described in Section Il and Section I11 of this report, Air District staff has evaluated and
identified sources subject to these requirements and conducted analyses to determine the
appropriate applicability of the schedule. The proposed schedule identifies the potential

19 United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2018a. Eight-Hour Ozone (2015) Nonattainment
Areas by State/County/Area. Data is current as of September 30, 2018.
https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/jncty.html

20 United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2018b. PM-2.5 (2006) Designated Area
Area/State/County Report, Data is current as of September 30, 2018.
https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/rbca.html#PM-2.5.2006.San_Francisco

AB 617 Expedited BARCT Page 20 December 2018
Implementation Schedule



rule development projects that would evaluate and implement BARCT controls at the
affected sources and includes timelines for the rule development process to address these
AB 617 requirements no later than December 31, 2023.

The AB 617 requirements for adoption of the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule
are described in H&SC 40920.6(d). This section states that prior to adopting the schedule,
the Air District shall hold a public meeting and take into account the local public health
and clean air benefits to the surrounding community, the cost effectiveness of control
options, and air quality and attainment benefits of control options. As described in Section
Il and Section 11l of this report, the staff’s process for reviewing BARCT controls and
developing the proposed BARCT schedule involved evaluating potential emission
reductions, identifying the potential for toxic emission reduction co-benefits, and
considering the cost-effectiveness of control options. These are further described for the
potential rule development projects in their respective individual project scopes included
in Attachment A. As such, these considerations were taken into account during the
development of the proposed Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule and support the
adoption of the proposed schedule. The Air District will present the final proposal to the
Air District Board of Directors at a Public Meeting for consideration. In addition, the Air
District solicited comments from the public and affected facilities and industries
throughout the development process, held a CEQA Scoping Meeting on August 24, 2018,
and presented updates on the development of the Expedited BARCT Implementation
Schedule at the Air District Stationary Source Committee and Board of Directors meetings,
as described in Section VI of this report.

Staff recommends the Air District Board of Directors adopt the proposed Expedited
BARCT Implementation Schedule and certify the associated CEQA Environmental Impact
Report.
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ATTACHMENT A

Scope Papers for Potential Rule Development Projects in Expedited BARCT
Implementation Schedule

Organic Liquid Storage Tanks

Petroleum Wastewater Treating

Portland Cement Manufacturing

Refinery Fluid Catalytic Crackers and CO Boilers
Refinery Heavy Liquid Leaks

Petroleum Coke Calcining

SourwNdE
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ATTACHMENT B

Proposed AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule

Rule Development Project Zg'é‘:;";‘?:; chﬁ;gﬁ]tggt 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021
Schedule
Rule 8-5: Organic Liquid Storage Tanks ROG Q4 2018 — Q1 2020
Rule 8-8: Petroleum Wastewater Treating ROG Q12019 - Q3 2020
Rule 9-13: Portland Cement Manufacturing PM, SO, | Q22019 - Q2 2021
Rule 6-5: Refinery Fluid Catalytic Crackers and CO Boilers | PM, SO2 | Q12019 — Q4 2020
Rule 8-18: Refinery Heavy Liquids Leaks ROG Q12019 - Q4 2019
Rule 9-14: Petroleum Coke Calcining Operations NOXx Q32020 - Q3 2021




ATTACHMENT C

Additional Source Categories for Further Study and Consideration with Local Community

Emission Reduction Plans

Other Source Categories Being Considered

Cooling Towers

Fuel Gas Combustion Practices
* Boilers
e Gas Turbines
e Hydrogen Furnaces
* Process Heaters

Internal Combustion (Reciprocating) Engines
Incinerators

Marine Terminal Loading

Natural Gas Furnaces

Natural Gas Dryers

Refinery Flares

Solvent Cleaning

Sulfur Plants

Thermal Oxidizers

Wallboard Manufacturing

PM

X

NOXx

ROG

X X X X X

SO2

As shown in the table above, Air District staff identified 12 additional source categories
for further study and consideration. Based on the preliminary review process, staff believes
that there is limited potential to apply additional BARCT controls and achieve substantial
reductions at these sources. Staff identified a number of factors that may limit the potential
emissions reductions and efficacy of further controls at these sources:

e Potential emissions reductions are relatively small — For many of the source

categories identified, staff’s research indicates that more stringent controls or

limits may have been achieved at other facilities, but potential emission
reductions from current levels may be relatively small or incremental in nature
due to the existing controls or limits at affected facilities. In such cases,

implementation of additional controls may not achieve substantial emission

reductions and may be constrained by issues regarding technological feasibility

and cost effectiveness.

e Estimates of emissions and emissions reductions may be uncertain and

require further study — Certain emissions and emission sources have historically

been difficult to characterize and quantify, resulting in uncertainties regarding



current impacts and potential reductions. For example, PM emissions from
cooling towers have been difficult to accurately measure and estimate due to the
large physical size of the source, configuration of cooling tower emissions points
that prevent proper source testing, and the nature of the organic and inorganic salt
content of these PM emissions. Current emissions estimates may not adequately
reflect the actual emissions and efficacy of existing controls, therefore additional
research and study would be needed to evaluate potential emission reductions and
control options.

e Control options may not be technologically feasible or may not be suitable
for retrofit — Some control options may not be feasible for retrofit at certain
sources. For some sources with existing control equipment, it may be possible to
upgrade, modify, or add capacity to the existing control system, however there
may be cases where an additional level of control would require complete
rebuilding or replacing control equipment. In such cases, these additional
considerations may result in certain control options being deemed infeasible or
not cost effective.

e Many control options identified may not meet cost effectiveness criteria to be
considered BARCT - Cost effectiveness is calculated by dividing the annual
control costs by the annual tons of anticipated emission reductions. Because the
potential emission reductions identified for these sources are small and
incremental in nature, many control options that involve substantial capital and
operating costs would not meet the cost effectiveness criteria to be considered
BARCT.

Additionally, further controls on these sources may have limited potential to effectively
impact localized exposures in communities or attainment of ambient air quality standards.
Based on the limited potential for substantial controls and emissions reductions, staff does
not recommend that these potential rule projects be included as priority rule development
projects in the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule at this time. Staff believes that
these projects merit further study, and actions on these source categories may be more
appropriately considered during development of local Community Emission Reduction
Plans. Staff anticipates that further evaluation and study, during the AB 617 community-
based monitoring, modeling, and planning activities, will inform future potential regulatory
actions for these source categories.



Organic Liquid Storage Tanks — Rule Development Project
Scope

Summary

This rule development project would address emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) from
organic liquid storage tanks. Staff estimates that preliminary best available retrofit control
technology (BARCT) levels may result in ROG emission reductions, as well as reductions of
associated toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions from organic liquid tank storage. Staff
recommends considering amending Regulation 8, Rule 5: Storage of Organic Liquids to
specifically address these ROG and TAC emissions from external floating roof tanks storing
organic liquids. Rulemaking for emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOXx), sulfur dioxide (SO-), and
particulate matter (PM) is not anticipated at this time.

Background

The Air District has regulated emissions from tanks storing organic liquids for nearly 50 years,
first under former Regulation 3, which was adopted in 1967, and later under Regulation 8, Rule
5: Storage of Organic Liquids. Rule 8-5 was originally adopted in 1978 and has been amended
several times. By 1993, this rule included most of the control strategies found in the current rule,
including gap standards for floating roof rim seals, pressure vacuum valve setpoint requirements
for fixed roof tanks, closure requirements for tank roof fittings, and tank degassing requirements.
Amendments in 2006 improved the rule, primarily in the area of non-routine operations, such as
tank degassing and cleaning.

Storage vessels containing organic liquids can be found in many industries, including petroleum
producing and refining, petrochemical and chemical manufacturing, bulk storage and transfer
operations, and other industries consuming or producing organic liquids. Organic liquids in the
petroleum industry, usually called petroleum liquids, generally are mixtures of hydrocarbons
having dissimilar true vapor pressures (for example, gasoline and crude oil). Organic liquids in
the chemical industry, usually called volatile organic liquids, are composed of pure chemicals or
mixtures of chemicals with similar true vapor pressures (for example, benzene or a mixture of
isopropyl and butyl alcohols).

Six basic tank designs are used for organic liquid storage vessels: fixed roof (vertical and
horizontal), external floating roof, domed external (or covered) floating roof, internal floating roof,
variable vapor space, and pressure tanks (low and high).

ROG
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

Emissions from organic liquids in storage occur because of evaporative loss of the liquid during
its storage and as a result of changes in the liquid level. The emission sources vary with tank
design, as does the relative contribution of each type of emission source. Emissions from fixed

Organic Liquid Storage Tanks Page 1
BARCT Scope



roof tanks are a result of evaporative losses during storage (known as breathing losses or
standing storage losses) and evaporative losses during filling and emptying operations (known
as working losses). External and internal floating roof tanks are emission sources because of
evaporative losses that occur during standing storage and withdrawal of liquid from the tank.
Standing storage losses are a result of evaporative losses through rim seals, deck fittings,
and/or deck seams.

Existing Applicable Requlations

Tanks used for bulk storage of organic liquids or liquid mixtures containing organic compounds
are regulated under Air District Rule 8-5. Such tanks are typically found at petroleum refineries
and chemical plants, as well as gasoline bulk plants and terminals. Underground gasoline
storage tanks located at gasoline stations are regulated under Air District Regulation 8, Rule 7:
Gasoline Dispensing Facilities, and are not addressed in Rule 8-5.

Federal tank regulations include new source performance standards (NSPS) in 40 CFR 60
Subpart Kb, and Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards in 40 CFR 63
Subpart CC. Each of these federal requirements require certain storage vessel provisions in
terms of control, monitoring, and recordkeeping.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) maintains their tank regulations in
Regulation 1178. The rule applies to all aboveground storage tanks with capacities greater than
or equal to 75,000 liters (19,815 gallons) that are used to store organic liquids with a true vapor
pressure greater than five millimeters of mercury (mm Hg) (0.1 psi) absolute under actual
storage conditions, and are located at any petroleum facility that emits more than 40,000
pounds (20 tons) per year of volatile organic compounds (VOC) in any emission inventory year,
starting with the emission inventory year 2000. The rule also includes requirements for domed
roofs. Several exemptions are also listed in the rule, the most notable of which include: 1)
exemption from doming requirements for crude oil tanks, 2) exemption of facilities with an
emission cap equal to or less than 20 tons per year, and 3) exemption from doming
requirements for tanks with true vapor pressure limits less than 3 psia.

Review of BACT and Potential Controls

Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for external floating roof storage tanks containing
organic liquids is found in the Air District BACT Guideline 167.1.2 dated September 2011. This
BACT guideline includes information on two categories of BACT: 1) “technologically feasible
and cost effective” and 2) “achieved in practice”. The first category of BACT is a more stringent
level of control, and generally refers to advanced control devices or techniques. The guideline
indicates that a vapor recovery system (VRU) with an overall system efficiency of at least 98
percent would constitute BACT that is “technologically feasible and cost effective”. Typical
technology implemented for this BACT level includes a thermal incinerator, carbon adsorber,
refrigerated condenser, or an Air District-approved equivalent.

The guideline indicates that the BACT level “achieved in practice” is an Air District-approved
roof with liquid mounted primary seal and zero gap secondary seal, all meeting the design
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criteria of Rule 8-5. The tank system must have no ungasketed roof penetrations, no slotted
pipe guide pole (unless equipped with a float and wiper seals), and no adjustable roof legs
(unless fitted with vapor seal boots or equivalent). Additionally, a dome is required for tanks that
meet the following criteria: 1) capacity greater than or equal to 19,815 gallons, 2) located at a
facility with greater than 20 tons per year of VOC emissions since the year 2000, and 3) storing
material with a vapor pressure equal to or greater than 3 pounds per square inch absolute (psia)
(except for crude oil tanks that are permitted to contain more than 97 percent crude oil by

volume).

Potential Emission Reductions and Impacts

Emissions generated from organic liquid storage tanks for AB 617 identified sources in the Air
District are nearly 840 tons per year from approximately 100 tanks. Table 1 below shows AB
617 identified floating roof (non-crude), coned roof (non-crude), and crude tank storage.

Table 1. AB 617 Organic Liguid Storage Tank Emission Summary

i T Number of . Ar.mual1
Identified Tanks Emissions (TPY)
Floating Roof! 30 400
Coned Roof 47 300
Other 9 40
Crude 14 100
Total 100 840

1 Floating roof tanks include both external floating roof and internal floating roof. Further distinction between these two
types has not yet been identified.

22016 emissions referenced in Air District data files. Emission factors vary from AP-42, 7.1 to Tanks 4.09D emission
calculations.

Crude units identified above include both coned and floating roof tank types. Tanks associated
with refineries comprise over 95 percent of the AB 617 organic liquid storage tanks identified
above. Additional tanks were identified in the AB 617 analysis but excluded from further BARCT
analysis, as ROG emissions for each of these tanks were less than 10 pounds per day (1.8 TPY).

Potential ROG emission reductions may be achieved by installing domes on external floating
roof tanks, and by capturing vented emissions from internal floating roof or coned roof tanks and
removing ROG emissions through a vapor recovery unit (VRU) flowing back to the tank(s) or to
a thermal incinerator. Domed roofs on external floating roofs without capture will reduce ROG
by limiting wind effects. Tables 2, 3, and 4 below describe the potential emission reductions and
cost effectiveness from these different control options at floating roof tanks. Note that each of
the estimates for total capital cost and total annual costs below are based on approximately 10
tanks with Rule 8-5 applicability as external floating roof tanks (EFRTS).
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Table 2. AB 617 Organic Liquid Storage Tanks BARCT Summary — Dome

Current Emissions, Floating Roof Tanks (tpy)

400

Potential Emission Reductions (tpy)

75

Preliminary BARCT Level

EFRT Dome with 75% Evaporation/Wind
Effect Reduction

Controls Required EFRT Dome
Total Capital Cost $6,250,000
Total Annual Cost $750,000
Cost-Effectiveness ($/ton) $10,000

Table 3. AB 617 Organic Liguid Storage Tank BARCT Summary — Dome + VRU

Current Emissions, Floating Roof Tanks (tpy) 400
Potential Emission Reductions (tpy) 100
. EFRT Dome +
Preliminary BARCT Level 98% Efficiency Vapor Recovery Unit
Controls Required EFRT Dome +
9 98% Efficiency Vapor Recovery Unit

Total Capital Cost $8,500,000
Total Annual Cost $1,500,000
Cost-Effectiveness ($/ton) $15,000

Table 4. AB 617 Organic Liquid Storage Tank BARCT Summary — Dome + VRU +

Incinerator
Current Emissions, Floating Roof Tanks (tpy) 400
Potential Emission Reductions (tpy) 125
EFRT Dome +
Preliminary BARCT Level 98% Efficiency Vapor Recovery Unit +
Incinerator
EFRT Dome +
Controls Required 98% Efficiency Vapor Recovery Unit +
Incinerator
Total Capital Cost $12,000,000
Total Annual Cost $2,500,000
Cost-Effectiveness ($/ton) $20,000

Dome installation on an external floating roof tank cost estimates assume a dome cost of
approximately $40 per square foot, with a construction cost of $50,000. Using an average tank
size of 135-foot diameter (based on Valero refinery gasoline tanks), dome capital costs
(including installation) would be approximately $625,000 per tank. Total annualized cost would
be approximately $75,000 per tank. Additional considerations would need to be made for tank
age, earthquake structural supports, and fire suppression on certain tanks.

Vapor recovery units (VRU) capital costs are estimated to be approximately $225,000 per single
tank. There would likely be cost savings for VRU systems that are applied to multiple tanks with
an associated increase in compressor size. Incinerators are estimated to require an additional
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$350,000 in capital costs per tank, with potential cost savings for systems combining several
tanks into one VRU header prior to incineration. Additional fuel costs for incineration may also
need to be considered and evaluated further.

In lieu of converting fixed roof tanks to internal floating roof tanks, operators may instead choose
to vent the vapor losses from these fixed roof tanks to a vapor control system or a vapor recovery
system for ROG control. Facilities with an existing vapor control or vapor recovery system on site
may be able to accommodate the additional vapor recovery load without installation of additional
systems or capacity. In this scenario, the costs of implementing this control option would be
anticipated to be minor. However, the cost and cost effectiveness could vary significantly with
each individual scenario depending on the location of the tanks, the size of the existing
compressors, and the types of vapor control or vapor recovery system the facility would choose
to use.

Further Considerations

Staff recommends working with stakeholders to collect additional tank design data and emission
information associated with the organic liquid storage tanks at AB 617 identified facilities. Staff
recommends forming an OLST (Organic Liquid Storage Tank) Working Group that may include
representatives of affected facilities, environmental organizations, and manufacturers of domed
roofs to discuss relevant control technologies for storage tanks. In parallel, staff may also perform
site visits of the affected facilities to assess actual operating conditions. Additional refinements to
estimates of current emissions and potential reductions would be needed to appropriately
evaluate BARCT control options. This further study and refinement may involve additional
estimation of ROG emissions through site visits, testing, monitoring, or assessment of emission
estimation protocols and programs, such as the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) TANKS version 4.09D program. Staff would also seek input through OLST Working Group
meetings, public workshops, and numerous individual site visits and meetings with stakeholders.

SO

Organic liquid storage tanks do not typically generate substantial SO» emissions that would
require additional controls. Therefore, further BARCT evaluation and rulemaking are not
anticipated at this time. There could be a slight increase in SO, emissions due to possible ROG
vapor recovery system combustion; however, no additional rulemaking for SO will be
considered at this time.

NOXx

Organic liquid storage tanks do not typically generate substantial NOx emissions that would
require additional controls. Therefore, further BARCT evaluation and rulemaking are not
anticipated at this time. There could be a slight increase in NOx emissions due to possible ROG
vapor recovery system combustion; however, no additional rulemaking for NOx will be
considered at this time.
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Particulate Matter

Organic liquid storage tanks do not typically generate substantial PM emissions that would
require additional controls. Therefore, further BARCT evaluation and rulemaking are not
anticipated at this time. There could be a slight increase in PM emissions due to possible ROG
vapor recovery system combustion; however, no additional rulemaking for PM will be

considered at this time.
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Petroleum Wastewater Treating — Rule Development Project
Scope

Summary

This rule development project would address emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) from
petroleum wastewater treating operations. Staff estimates that preliminary best available retrofit
control technology (BARCT) levels could result in potential ROG emission reductions. The Air
District has addressed ROG emissions from petroleum wastewater treatment facilities in
previous rule developments (Rule 8-8 Wastewater Collection and Separation Systems), but staff
recommends reviewing each of the five Bay Area refineries for additional opportunities for
reduction of wastewater ROG. This review may include on-site air emissions testing, which will
require refinery cooperation. Any recommended and implemented ROG controls in addition to
current regulatory requirements are also anticipated to reduce toxic air contaminant (TAC)
emissions. Rulemaking for emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOXx), sulfur dioxide (S0O-), and
particulate matter (PM) is not anticipated at this time.

Background

All refineries employ some form of wastewater treatment so that water effluents can be safely
returned to the environment or reused in the refinery. The designs of specific wastewater
treatment plants are complex, and are complicated by the diversity of refinery pollutants,
including oils, phenols, sulfides, dissolved solids, and toxic chemicals. Although the treatment
processes employed by refineries vary greatly, they generally include drain systems,
neutralizers, oil/water separators, settling chambers, clarifiers, dissolved air flotation systems,
coagulators, aerated lagoons, and activated sludge ponds.

Drain systems consist of individual process drains, where oily water from various sources is
collected, and junction boxes, which receive the oily water from multiple drains. Oil-water
separators (OWS) generally represent the first step in the treatment of refinery wastewater. The
separation and removal of the oil from the water are accomplished through density differences
that cause oil to rise to the top and enable it to be skimmed off. Air flotation usually follows the
oil-water separator and is used to remove remaining oil and solids by introducing air bubbles
into the wastewater by mechanical means. The factors influencing emissions from these
systems are wastewater composition, equipment design, and climatic factors.

ROG
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

The purpose of an amended rule would be to reduce ROG emissions from petroleum
wastewater treatment operations located in the Air District. The main components of
atmospheric emissions from wastewater treatment plants are fugitive ROGs and dissolved
gases that evaporate from the surfaces of wastewater residing in open process drains,
separators, and ponds. Treatment processes that involve extensive contact of wastewater and
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air, such as aeration ponds and dissolved air flotation, have an even greater potential for
atmospheric emissions.

The control of wastewater treatment plant emissions involves covering systems where emission
generation is greatest (such as oil-water separators and settling basins) and removing dissolved
gases from water streams with sour water strippers before contact with the atmosphere. These
control techniques potentially can achieve greater than 90 percent reduction of waste water
system emissions.

Emission Estimates

Current ROG emission estimates associated with refinery wastewater operations may vary
widely and may not be consistently characterized between different systems and components.
Some facilities report total wastewater ROG emissions for the overall treatment system, while
others may delineate between OWS emissions and fugitive emissions. Additionally, other
facilities may report no discernable ROG emission contributions from wastewater treatment
components and systems. Considering these caveats and limitations, a reasonable estimate of
annual ROG emissions attributable to refinery wastewater treatment systems is 300 to 600 tons
per year. Additional review and study of current emissions inventories, refinery emission
reporting methodology, emission factors, and calculations would be needed to appropriately
inform future rule development.

Review of BACT and Potential Controls

Recent best available control technology (BACT) determinations from the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) RBLC! database indicate that controls for refinery
wastewater systems include requirements for process wastewater effluent treatment to utilize a
covered system. All lift stations, manholes, junction boxes, conveyances, and any other
wastewater facilities should be covered, and all emissions routed to a vapor combustor with a
guaranteed destruction/removal efficiency (DRE) of 99 percent for control. Additionally, BACT
includes a general requirement of good control practices.

The Air District lists a BACT determination of an OWS system with capacity greater than 250
gallons per minute. The determination includes a recommendation of a vapor tight fixed cover
vented to a vapor recovery system with combined collection and destruction/removal efficiency
greater than 95 percent.

Existing Applicable Regulations

Current Air District Rule 8-8: Wastewater Collection and Separation Systems requires oil-water
separators to be covered. Additionally, Air District Rule 8-18: Equipment Leaks also requires
refining operations to test for potential equipment leaks related to wastewater operations.

Applicable federal requirements include 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart QQQ; and 40 CFR Part 61,
Subpart FF. Subpart QQQ focuses on the control of air emissions from process drains, junction

1 RACT/BACT/LAER/Clearinghouse
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boxes, and oil-water separators. Subpart FF pertains to benzene waste operations NESHAPSs?
(BWON). 40 CFR 63 Subpart CC (MACT? 1) targets miscellaneous wastewater process vents.

Further Considerations

Refineries generate a large amount of wastewater that has both process and non-process
origins. Depending on the type of crude oil, composition of condensate, and treatment
processes, the characteristics of refinery wastewater can vary widely according to refinery-
specific factors. Therefore, there is no singular approach to handling and treating refinery
wastewater.

Accordingly, strategies to further reduce ROG emissions will require development and
refinement of emissions testing protocols, as well as individual refinery cooperation with the Air
District measurements and testing staff. Further evaluation of the potential control options
identified, as well as their efficacy, feasibility, and cost-effectiveness, would depend heavily on
these additional study and research efforts. In addition to the wastewater treatment system
components discussed, aeration ponds can also be a large area source of ROG emissions in
the petroleum wastewater treatment process. Control strategies for this type of source are
unknown at this time, but would also need to be studied further.

Additional coordination between individual facilities and the Air District Measurements and
Meteorology Division and Engineering Division staffs will be required to determine individual
refinery specific measurement data, coordinate emission factor development across refineries,
and review emission estimation techniques and methodologies. Previous Air District efforts,
including studies of refinery wastewater conducted in 2006, would be reviewed and referenced
in developing these further analyses and efforts. Staff recommends additional evaluation and
research prior to development of a draft BARCT limit or rule.

SO

Petroleum refinery wastewater treatment processes do not typically generate substantial SO,
emissions that would require additional controls. Therefore, further BARCT evaluation and
rulemaking are not anticipated at this time.

NOXx

Petroleum refinery wastewater treatment processes do not typically generate substantial NOx
emissions that would require additional controls. Therefore, further BARCT evaluation and
rulemaking are not anticipated at this time.

Particulate Matter

Petroleum refinery wastewater treatment processes do not typically generate substantial PM
emissions that would require additional controls. Therefore, further BARCT evaluation and
rulemaking are not anticipated at this time.

2 National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
3 Maximum Achievable Control Technology
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Portland Cement Manufacturing — Rule Development Project
Scope

Summary

This rule development project would address emissions from Portland cement manufacturing
operations. Staff estimates that preliminary best available retrofit control technology (BARCT)
levels may result in potential emission reductions of particulate matter (PM) and sulfur dioxide
(SO2). Rulemaking for emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROG)
is not anticipated at this time.

Background

Portland cement is used as a component of concrete, which can be used in a variety of
construction projects. The Portland cement manufacturing process involves the mining of
limestone, crushing and blending of the limestone with other raw materials (such as clay, sand,
and alumina), calcining of the mixture in a cement kiln to produce clinker, and the subsequent
cooling, grinding, and mixing of the clinker with gypsum and additional limestone to produce
cement. Cement kiln operations can generate substantial PM, NOx, and SO, emissions from
the combustion of fuel and the heating and calcining of feed materials. PM emissions also arise
from other aspects of material handling, including crushing, mixing, storage, and clinker cooling.
One Portland cement manufacturing facility operates within the San Francisco Bay Area.

Particulate Matter
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

Federal rules that address emissions from Portland cement manufacturing include New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) Subpart F and National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants (NESHAP) Subpart LLL. The NSPS and NESHAP subparts include multiple PM
emission limits for new and existing cement kilns. The Air District adopted Regulation 9, Rule 13
(Rule 9-13): Nitrogen Oxides, Particulate Matter, and Toxic Air Contaminants from Portland
Cement Manufacturing in 2012 (with subsequent amendments in 2016), which contains the
following PM emission limits: 0.04 pounds of filterable PM per ton clinker (Ib/ton clinker) from
cement kilns and 0.04 Ib/ton clinker from clinker coolers. Staff's review of existing best available
control technology (BACT) guidelines and recent determinations indicates that PM emission
levels of 0.01 grains of filterable PM per dry standard cubic foot (gr/dscf) and 0.02 Ib/ton clinker
have been achieved at cement kilns.

The existing regulatory limits, guidelines, and determinations described above are based on
methods for monitoring and measuring filterable particulate matter only. Recent advancements
in the understanding and quantification of condensable particulate matter formation indicate that
cement kilns may emit substantial amounts of condensable PM in addition to filterable PM.
Therefore, staff believes that the PM limits in BAAQMD Rule 9-13 adopted in 2012 may not
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reflect current BARCT levels for addressing total (filterable and condensable) PM. Staff believes
that substantial reductions of condensable PM emissions are achievable, however research of
potential control options for cement kilns is ongoing, and a preliminary BARCT level is still under
development. Controls may involve reduction of SO,, ammonia (NH3), or other condensable
components and precursors. Note that further discussions on SO, controls and BARCT levels
are included in the SO section of this scope. Staff believes that SO> emission reductions would
also be an integral part of reducing these condensable PM emissions, and anticipates that these
SO, and PM control efforts would be considered and developed in concert.

Potential Emission Reductions and Impacts

Because a preliminary BARCT emission level for condensable PM has not yet been identified,
estimates of potential emission reductions and control costs are not currently available. Staff
estimates that cement manufacturing emits approximately 600 tons per year of total PM
(including filterable and condensable PM), and the potential for substantial emission reductions
should be further evaluated.

Further Considerations

Additional testing and study of the cement kiln are likely necessary to properly characterize
condensable PM emissions. Potential control options, as well as their efficacy, feasibility, and
cost-effectiveness, would depend heavily on this evaluation. Efforts towards development
and/or implementation of cement kiln SO, BARCT controls should also be considered in any
future study and evaluation of cement kiln condensable PM emissions.

SO
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

Federal NSPS Subpart F includes an emissions limit of 0.4 Ib SO per ton clinker on a 30-day
rolling average basis; however, this limit only applies to cement kilns constructed, reconstructed,
or modified after June 16, 2008. Air District Rule 9-13 addresses Portland cement
manufacturing emissions, but does not include limits on SO, emissions.

Staff’s review of existing BACT guidelines and recent determinations indicate that performance
levels of 0.16 to 1.0 Ib SO per ton clinker have been achieved at cement kilns. Typical controls
include judicious selection and use of raw materials, use of low sulfur fuels, dry scrubbing, and
dry sorbent injection. Based on this review, staff has identified a preliminary BARCT level of 1.0
Ib SO, per ton clinker. This preliminary BARCT level is used for staff's evaluation of potential
BARCT controls, compliance costs, and emissions reductions, but may change as controls are
further evaluated.

Potential Emission Reductions and Impacts

Based on staff's identified preliminary BARCT level and understanding of current performance
of the potentially affected sources, staff estimates a potential emission reduction of 698 tons per
year of SO». The facility currently operates lime injection and sodium carbonate systems for
control of HCI emissions, but staff anticipates that additional lime injection capacity or an
additional dry sorbent injection system would be required to meet the preliminary BARCT level
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for SO,. The capital cost of the current lime injection system was $700,000, with operating costs
of $1.26 million per year.! Based on EPA cost estimating methods and assumptions for lime
injection systems at cement kilns,? the capital cost of an appropriately sized system for the
facility is estimated to be less than $500,000, with annual operating costs of approximately $1
million dollars. Based on the costs of the facility’s current lime injection system and EPA cost
estimates of dry lime injection systems for SO control, staff conservatively estimates capital
costs of the additional control system to be approximately $1.4 million dollars. Total annualized
cost of the additional control (including amortized capital and operating costs) is estimated to be
$1.47 million dollars per year, resulting in a cost-effectiveness of approximately $2,100 per ton
of SO..

Table 1. Portland Cement Manufacturing SO2 BARCT Summary

Current Emissions (tpy) 1,298
Potential Emission Reductions (tpy) 698
Preliminary BARCT Level 1.0 Ib SO, per ton clinker
Controls Required Hydrated lime injection
Total Capital Cost $1,400,000
Total Annual Cost $1,470,000
Cost-Effectiveness ($/ton) $2,100

Further Considerations

Sulfur dioxide emissions from the cement kiln are highly dependent on the sulfur content of the
fuel and raw material being processed. Therefore, the efficacy of a lime injection system for SO
control and achievable limit may or may not be comparable from one cement manufacturing
plant to another. Further site-specific analysis of the affected facility would be needed to
appropriately evaluate the impact of existing controls on SO, emissions and better characterize
the efficacy of additional controls. This may involve testing and optimization of additional lime
injection, use of different sorbents, and modification of control equipment parameters, as well as
further source testing (including speciation of condensable PM). Further refinements to the
evaluation of control costs and cost-effectiveness are also needed. Draft and final proposed
BARCT limits may change throughout the rule development process as additional testing,
research, and evaluation is conducted.

NOX
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

Federal NSPS Subpart F includes an emission limit of 1.5 Ib NOx per ton clinker on a 30-day
rolling average basis; however, this limit only applies to cement kilns constructed, reconstructed,
or modified after June 16, 2008. Air District Rule 9-13 addresses Portland cement

1 BAAQMD, 2012. Staff Report — Regulation 9, Rule 13: Nitrogen Oxides, Particulate Matter, and Toxic Air
Contaminants from Portland Cement Manufacturing. July.

2 EPA, 2010. Summary of Environmental and Cost Impacts of Final Amendments to Portland Cement NESHAP.
August.
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manufacturing emissions, and contains an emission limit of 2.3 Ib NOx per ton clinker on a 30-
operating day rolling average.

Staff believes that the NOx limits in Rule 9-13 adopted in 2012 reflect BARCT for NOx, and
further BARCT evaluation and rulemaking is not anticipated at this time.

ROG
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

The federal rules that address emissions from Portland cement manufacturing (NSPS Subpart F
and NESHAP Subpart LLL), do not contain limits on ROG, although NESHAP Subpart LLL does
include limits to control total hydrocarbon emissions. Air District Rule 9-13 does not contain a
ROG emissions limit for Portland cement manufacturing, but contains an emission limit of 24
ppmv (dry at 7 percent O») for total hydrocarbon.

The cement kiln does not generate substantial ROG emissions (approximately 1.3 tons per
year), and staff believes that BARCT controls to further reduce these emissions are not likely to
be cost-effective. Therefore, further BARCT evaluation and rulemaking are not anticipated at
this time.

Portland Cement Page 4
BARCT Scope



Fluidized Catalytic Crackers and CO Boilers — Rule
Development Project Scope

Summary

This rule development project would address emissions from fluidized catalytic cracking units
(FCCU) and carbon monoxide (CO) boilers at petroleum refineries. Staff estimates that
preliminary best available retrofit control technology (BARCT) levels may result in potential
emission reductions of particulate matter (PM) and sulfur dioxide (SO;). Rulemaking for
emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROG) is not anticipated at
this time.

Background

FCCUs are complex processing units at refineries that convert heavy components of crude oil
into light, high-octane products that are required in the production of gasoline. FCCUs use a
powdered catalyst to promote the hydrocarbon cracking process, and this catalyst becomes
coated with carbonaceous material (coke) during its exposure to the hydrocarbon feedstock.
Each FCCU includes a reaction vessel where the catalyst and feedstock are mixed, as well as a
catalyst regenerator where coke is burned off the surface of the catalyst to restore its activity so
that it can be re-used. Catalyst regenerators may be designed to burn the coke completely to
carbon dioxide (COy) (full burn) or to only partially burn the coke to a mixture of CO and CO;
(partial burn). Because the flue gas from these partial burn regenerators have high levels of CO,
the flue gas is vented to a CO boiler where the CO is further combusted to CO,. FCCUs and
associated CO boilers can generate substantial PM, NOx, and SO» emissions.

Four of the five refineries in the San Francisco Bay Area operate FCCUs: Chevron Richmond,
Shell Martinez, Andeavor Martinez, and Valero Benicia. Shell Martinez operates a partial burn
regenerator and three CO boilers. Valero Benicia also operates a partial burn regenerator and
two CO boilers, which are abated by a wet gas scrubber. Andeavor Martinez operates one CO
boiler that processes flue gas from its FCCU regenerator. Andeavor’s regenerator operates in
full burn mode, but does operate in partial burn mode for limited periods under unusual
circumstances. Chevron Richmond operates a full burn FCCU and does not have CO boilers.

Particulate Matter
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

Federal rules that address emissions from FCCUs and CO boilers include New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) Subparts J and Ja, and National Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) Subpart UUU. NSPS Subpart J contains a PM emission
limit of 1.0 kilograms of filterable PM per megagram (kg/Mg) (2.0 Ib/ton) of coke burnoff in the
catalyst regenerator and an opacity limit of 30 percent. NSPS Subpart Ja has a PM emission
limit of 1.0 g/kg of coke burnoff for FCCUs reconstructed or modified after May 14, 2007, and a
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limit of 0.5 g/kg of coke burnoff for FCCUs newly constructed after May 14, 2007. NESHAP
Subpart UUU includes various PM emission limit options for compliance. Air District Regulation
6, Rule 1: Particulate Matter — General Requirements contains an opacity limit of 20% for all
sources, including FCCUs and CO boilers.

These existing federal and Air District limits are based on methods for monitoring and
measuring filterable particulate matter only. Recent advancements in the understanding and
guantification of condensable particulate matter formation indicate that FCCUs and CO boilers
may emit substantial amounts of condensable PM in addition to filterable PM. The Air District
adopted Regulation 6, Rule 5: Particulate Emissions from Refinery Fluidized Catalytic Cracking
Units (Rule 6-5) in 2015 to reduce condensable PM emissions through reduction of ammonia
injection. Ammonia is injected in FCCU flue gas to suppress NOx formation and improve the
efficacy of electrostatic precipitators (ESP) for filterable PM abatement, but unreacted ammonia
may be present in the exhaust stream (ammonia slip) and contribute to condensable PM
formation. Rule 6-5 requires FCCUs to meet ammonia slip limits or conduct optimization of
ammonia injection.

Implementation of BAAQMD Rule 6-5 is ongoing, with optimization testing having occurred
through 2016 and 2017. Testing indicates that reduction of ammonia injection has the potential
to substantially reduce condensable PM emissions. However, because ammonia injection is
used as a component of abatement systems for filterable PM, injection rate reductions may be
limited by compliance issues with filterable PM and opacity operating limits. Staff believes that
substantial reductions of the condensable PM emissions are achievable, however evaluation of
control options is ongoing, and a preliminary BARCT level is still under development. Control
options may involve further optimization and reduction of condensable components and
precursors (such as ammonia and SO;) or operation of a wet gas scrubber.

Staff is evaluating additional amendments to Rule 6-5 to further reduce ammonia slip following
the conclusion of the current ammonia injection optimization process. Enhancements may
include modifications to the ammonia optimization requirements and/or ammonia slip limit.
Enhanced ammonia slip requirements and limits may require the upgrade or installation of
additional ESP capacity to improve filterable PM removal and reduce the need to ammonia
injection, or use of alternative flue gas conditioning agents. Results from the current ammonia
optimization testing may provide information on the level of controls needed and the achievable
ammonia slip levels. Staff may also consider additional amendments or adjustments to the
existing filterable PM and opacity limits to better harmonize with new condensable PM rule
development efforts and focus on potentially large reductions in total PM.

Potential Emission Reductions and Impacts

Staff estimates that FCCUs and CO boilers emit approximately 480 tons per year of total PM,
and the potential for substantial emission reductions should be further evaluated. Estimates of
potential emission reductions would also be highly dependent on the efficacy of the current Rule
6-5 implementation process and ammonia optimization. Therefore, emission reductions and
cost-effectiveness of these controls may be more appropriately evaluated following the
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conclusion of the current Rule 6-5 implementation. Additional baseline testing of current
condensable PM emissions should also be conducted as part of this ongoing evaluation.

Costs of additional controls for reducing ammonia slip may vary depending on the types of
control options required. Staff reviewed ESP cost data and information from previous analyses
from South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)?! and EPA,? and estimated that
capital costs of additional ESP capacity or upgrades may range from $20 million to $50 million
per facility. Implementation of alternative conditioning agents would be anticipated to require
lower capital and operating costs compared to ESPs. Further site-specific considerations of
current ESP and ammonia injection performance, additional control costs, and space
constraints would be needed to appropriately evaluate the potential for achieving substantial
condensable PM reductions. As discussed previously, evaluation of potential emission
reductions and cost-effectiveness of these additional controls would be more appropriate
following the conclusion of the current Rule 6-5 implementation.

Further Considerations

Additional testing and study of the FCCUs and CO boilers are likely necessary to properly
characterize condensable PM emissions. This further study would be expected to inform the
evaluation of efficacy, feasibility, and cost-effectiveness of various potential control options.
Potential controls involving ESP improvements or additional capacity would need to be
evaluated for costs and space constraints, and the feasibility of achieving the ammonia slip limit
would need to be analyzed on a site-specific basis. Potential controls involving wet gas
scrubbing would also need to be evaluated for other potential environmental impacts, as wet
gas scrubbers may require substantial water usage.

SO

Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

Federal NSPS Subpart J contains SO, emission limits of 9.8 kg/Mg (20 Ib/ton) of coke burnoff,
and 50 parts per million by volume (ppmv) SO, for an FCCU with an add-on control device.
NSPS Subpart Ja contains SO, emission limits of 50 ppmv SO, on a seven-day rolling average
basis and 25 ppmv SO, on a 365-day rolling average basis for FCCUs constructed,
reconstructed, or modified after May 14, 2007. The Air District adopted Regulation 6, Rule 5:
Particulate Emissions from Refinery Fluidized Catalytic Cracking Units in 2015 to reduce
condensable PM emissions. Rule 6-5 does not currently contain SO» emission limits, but the
role of SO, as a PM precursor was recognized during the adoption of Rule 6-5, with the intent of
addressing SO in future rule amendments.

Staff's review of existing best available control technology (BACT) guidelines and recent
determinations indicates that emission limits of 50 ppmv SO; on a seven-day rolling average
basis and 25 ppmv SO; on a 365-day rolling average basis (equivalent to NSPS Subpart Ja
standards for newly constructed, reconstructed, and modified units) have been applied and

1 SCAQMD, 2003. Final Staff Report — Proposed Rule 1105.1 Reduction of PM10 and Ammonia
Emissions from Fluid Catalytic Cracking Units. September 2003.
2 EPA, 2008. Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Petroleum Refinery NSPS. April 2008.
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achieved at FCCUs and CO boilers. Typical controls include SO»-reducing catalyst additives or
wet gas scrubbers. Based on staff’s review, staff has identified a preliminary BARCT level of 50
ppmv SO, on a seven-day rolling average basis and 25 ppmv SO» on a 365-day rolling average
basis. This preliminary BARCT level is used for staff’'s evaluation of potential BARCT controls,
compliance costs, and emissions reductions, but may change as controls are further evaluated.

Potential Emission Reductions and Impacts

Three of the four refineries operating FCCUs currently have permit limits equivalent to the
preliminary SO, BARCT level, and no further emission reductions or additional controls would
be anticipated. One refinery does not currently meet the preliminary BARCT level for FCCUs
and CO boilers, and would potentially be required to install a wet gas scrubber or optimize use
of enhanced SO»-reducing catalyst additives. The facility operates a partial burn FCCU and
currently utilizes an SO»-reducing catalyst additive, however recent advances have been made
in the performance and efficacy of catalyst additives, specifically for partial burn operating
modes. Staff believes there is potential to reduce SO, emissions through optimization of these
newer catalyst additives and/or use of wet gas scrubbing.

Based on staff's preliminary BARCT level and understanding of current performance of the
potentially affected sources, Staff estimates a potential emission reduction of up to 567 tons per
year of SO». For this preliminary evaluation, staff estimated potential emission reductions and
costs for control options involving enhanced catalyst additive optimization and wet gas
scrubbing.

Optimized use of enhanced partial burn catalyst additive would result in one-time costs for
optimization testing, as well as continued costs of the enhanced catalyst additive. Staff
conservatively estimates that optimization testing may result in costs up to $5 million dollars,
and costs of continued addition and use of enhanced catalyst additive may be up to $1 million
dollars per year. Note that these current estimates do not account for any cost savings from
reduced additive usage that may occur as a result of the optimization. Based on these
estimates, the annualized cost of the control strategy (including amortized optimization costs
and operating costs) is estimated at approximately $1.8 million dollars per year. This would
result in a cost-effectiveness of approximately $4,000 per ton of SO-. Note that these further
study is needed to determine if this optimization option would achieve the preliminary BARCT
level and associated emission reductions.

Capital and operating costs of wet gas scrubbing would likely have higher total costs compared
to other control options. Based on staff's review of wet gas scrubber costs from vendor
estimates and previous projects and evaluations, capital costs of a wet gas scrubber are
estimated at $135 million dollars, with the annualized cost of the control system (including
amortized capital costs and operating costs) estimated at approximately $27 million dollars per
year. This would result in a cost-effectiveness of approximately $47,000 per ton of SO..
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Table 1. FCCUs and CO Boilers SO2 BARCT Summary

Current Emissions (tpy) 1,044
Potential Emission Reductions (tpy) 567
Preliminary BARCT Level 50 ppmv SO, 7-day rolling average
25 ppmv SO, 365-day rolling average

Controls Required Optimized SO»-reducing catalyst additive;
Wet gas scrubber

Total Capital Cost $5,000,000 (enhanced catalyst additive)
to $135,000,000 (wet gas scrubber)

Total Annual Cost $1,800,000 (enhanced catalyst additive)
to $27,000,000 (wet gas scrubber)

Cost-Effectiveness ($/ton) $4,000 (enhanced catalyst additive)
to $47,000 (wet gas scrubber)

Further Considerations

Optimization of partial burn SO2-reducing catalyst additives may or may not be able to achieve
preliminary BARCT levels. Therefore, estimates of emission reductions and cost-effectiveness
for this control option may change with additional testing, research, and study of these sources
and enhanced catalyst additives. Further refinements to the evaluation of cost-effectiveness and
technological feasibility for both additive optimization and wet gas scrubbing are also needed.

NOX
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

Federal NSPS Subpart Ja includes an emission limit of 80 ppmv NOx for newly constructed,
reconstructed, or modified FCCUs. The Air District adopted amendments to Regulation 9, Rule
10: Nitrogen Oxides and Carbon Monoxide from Boilers, Steam Generators and Process
Heaters in Petroleum Refineries (Rule 9-10) in 2013, which contains NOx limits for non-partial
burn CO boilers (150 ppmv on an operating day average, and 45 ppmv on a calendar year
average) and partial burn CO boilers (125 ppmv on an operating day average, and 85 ppmv on
a calendar year average). Staff's review of existing BACT guidelines and recent determinations
indicates that NOx emission levels of 20 ppmv NOx on a 365-day rolling average basis have
been achieved at some FCCUs with selective catalytic reduction (SCR) systems and/or low
temperature oxidation (LoTOX) controls.

Staff believes that the NOx limits in Rule 9-10 adopted in 2013 reflect BARCT for NOx
emissions from FCCUs with CO boilers, and further BARCT evaluation and rulemaking is not
anticipated at this time. The FCCU at the Chevron Richmond Refinery does not have a CO
boiler, and is therefore not subject to Rule 9-10 NOx limits. However, this FCCU is subject to
facility permit limits of 20 ppmv NOx on a 365-day rolling average basis and 40 ppmvd NOx on
a seven-day rolling average basis, which are comparable to the BACT levels reviewed. Staff
believes that these limits reflect BARCT for NOx emissions from FCCUSs, and further BARCT
evaluation and rulemaking are not anticipated at this time.
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ROG

Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

Federal rules NSPS Subparts J and Ja and NESHAP Subpart UUU for FCCUs and CO boilers
do not address ROG emissions, although NESHAP Subpart UUU does include limits on total
organic hydrocarbon and organic hazardous air pollutant emissions.

Staff's review of existing BACT guidelines and recent determinations indicate that BACT for
ROG is typically good combustion practice. Good combustion practices are generally required
for complete combustion and control of CO emissions, and staff believes that these sources
currently implement these practices. Therefore, further BARCT evaluation and rulemaking are
not anticipated at this time.
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Refinery Heavy Liquid Leaks — Rule Development Project
Scope

Summary

This rule development project would address emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) from
petroleum refineries, chemical plants, bulk terminals and bulk plants, and other facilities that
store, transport and use organic liquids. Amendments to Regulation 8, Rule 18: Equipment
Leaks (Rule 8-18) in December 2015 addressed equipment that service heavy liquids at these
sources, but those amendments have not yet been fully implemented due to uncertainty
regarding proper emissions factors for heavy liquid fugitive emissions. Air District staff is
coordinating with each of the five Bay Area refineries to conduct a Heavy Liquid Leak Study.
These studies are designed to determine appropriate emission factors for heavy liquid leaks.
The results of these studies are expected by Spring 2019. Staff recommends using results of
the Heavy Liquid Leak Study to amend Rule 8-18, and address the current issues with the 2015
amendments. Any recommended and implemented requirements to address ROG emissions
from these sources are also anticipated to reduce toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions.
Rulemaking for emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOXx), sulfur dioxide (SO-), and particulate
matter (PM) is not anticipated at this time.

Background

Qil refineries, chemical plants, bulk plants, bulk terminals, and other facilities that store,
transport, and use volatile organic liquids may occasionally have leaks wherever there is a
connection between two pieces of equipment, and lose some organic material as fugitive
emissions. Valves, pumps, and compressors can also leak organic material. Air District Rule 8-
18 requires such facilities to maintain a leak detection and repair (LDAR) program.

The purpose of the LDAR program is to ensure that all equipment is inspected regularly and, if a
leak is found to exceed the leak threshold, that the equipment is repaired, replaced, or placed
on a limited list of non-repairable equipment. Component leaks commonly occur at the joints or
connections between sections of piping, at valves, at pumps or from barrier fluid contained
between seals, and at leaking pressure relief devices (PRDSs).

Rule 8-18 was amended in December 2015 to extend the requirements of the LDAR program to
include equipment in hydrocarbon heavy liquid service.! Inclusion of heavy liquids is costly
because equipment in heavy liquid service expands the LDAR program by approximately one-
third more equipment than is currently being monitored. The Heavy Liquid Leak Study was
originally projected to be completed within a year. However, completion of the heavy liquid leak
study mentioned above has been problematic, because some heavy hydrocarbon liquids are
condensing and coating the leak detection sensors. These equipment problems have prevented

1 Heavy hydrocarbon liquids are defined as having an initial boiling point greater than 302°F.
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proper collection of all the data needed. Study participants are re-configuring the study
approach, and anticipate having useful data by the Spring of 2019.

ROG

Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

The Air District originally adopted Rule 8-18 in 1980, and has amended the rule in 1992, 2004,
and 2015. In addition, some minor changes were made to the rule in 1998 and 2002. The
original intent of the rule was to control fugitive organic gas leaks from valves and connectors at
refineries, chemical plants, bulk plants, and bulk terminals. Rule amendments adopted in 1992
significantly lowered the allowable leak concentration limits to the lowest levels in the country
and required more effective inspection and repair programs to reduce emissions and promote
self-compliance. The 1992 amendments reduced emissions by an estimated 1.2 tons per day

(tpd).

The allowable leak standard is 500 parts per million volume (ppmv) for pumps, compressors,
and PRDs.? For valves and other equipment, the allowable leak standard is 100 ppmv. Leaks
are detected using a portable combustible gas indicator.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standards in 40 CFR parts 60 and 63 include
LDAR provisions for monitoring and repairing equipment in heavy liquid service and do not rely
on instrument monitoring, but instead rely on “visual, audible, olfactory, or any other detection
method.” The concern with visual, audible, and olfactory monitoring is that these methods only
identify large leaks (typically 10,000 ppm or more). Instrument monitoring can identify much
smaller leaks (in the 100 — 500 ppm range).

Potential Emission Reductions and Impacts

The 2015 emissions inventory estimates that fugitive hydrocarbon leaks from the five refineries
in the Bay Area total approximately 1,172 tons per year of ROG based on emission factors at
that time. As mentioned previously, uncertainties associated with these heavy liquid leak
emission estimates are being evaluated, and staff is currently coordinating with Bay Area
refineries to conduct a Heavy Liquid Leak Study to determine appropriate emission factors and
refine these estimates. Refined estimates of heavy liquid leak emissions will be quantified based
on the results of the Heavy Liquid Leak Study.

Due to the uncertainties associated with emission estimates from heavy liquid leaks, estimates
of potential emission reductions from expanded LDAR controls are uncertain at this time. Note
that potential emission reductions from expanded LDAR requirements were previously
estimated during the development of the 2015 amendments to Rule 8-18. At that time, ROG
emissions from heavy liquid leaks were estimated to be approximately 1,476 tons per year, and
the 2015 amendments were anticipated to reduce emissions by over 80 percent (1,227 tons per
year) based on conservative assumptions of leak occurrences and concentrations in the
controlled scenario. As mentioned previously, the need for maore certainty regarding heavy liquid

2 PRDs are also subject to the requirements of Air District Regulation 8, Rule 28: Episodic Releases from Pressure
Relief Devices at Petroleum Refineries and Chemical Plants.
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emission factors has delayed implementation of the 2015 amendments and has prompted
efforts to refine these estimates and the characterization of leaks. Staff anticipates re-evaluating
these estimates of potential emission reductions following the completion of the Heavy Liquid
Leak Study.

Potential capital and annualized costs for implementation of expanded LDAR requirements were
also estimated during the development of the 2015 amendments to Rule 8-18. These cost
estimates are included in Table 1 for informational purposes, and will also be re-evaluated
following the completion of the Heavy Liquid Leak Study.

Table 1. Refinery Heavy Liquid Leaks ROG BARCT Summary

Current Emissions (tpy) 1,172 tpy
Potential Emission Reductions (tpy) Uncertain
Preliminary BARCT Level TBD
Controls Required LDAR for heavy liquid equipment
Total Capital Cost $250,000
Total Annual Cost $6,800,000
Cost-Effectiveness ($/ton) Uncertain

Further Considerations

Rule 8-18 will require amendments based on results of the Heavy Liquid Leak Study. Therefore,
estimates of emission reductions and cost-effectiveness for this control and monitoring may
change as the study progresses. Results of the study are also expected to inform health risk
analyses required by Regulation 11, Rule 18: Reduction of Risk from Air Toxic Emissions at
Existing Facilities (Rule 11-18), so further controls based on implementation of Rule 11-18 may
also be taken into consideration when evaluating further rulemaking activity.

Particulate Matter

Heavy liquid leaks do not typically generate substantial PM emissions that would require
additional controls. Heavy liquids that may become aerosols (and any toxic air contaminant
components) would be controlled by a heavy liquid leak LDAR program for ROG emissions.
Therefore, further BARCT evaluation and rulemaking are not anticipated at this time.

NOX

Heavy liquid leaks do not typically generate substantial NOx emissions that would require
additional controls. Therefore, further BARCT evaluation and rulemaking are not anticipated at
this time.

SO

Heavy liquid leaks do not typically generate substantial SO, emissions that would require
additional controls. Therefore, further BARCT evaluation and rulemaking are not anticipated at
this time.
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Petroleum Coke Calcining — Rule Development Project Scope

Summary

This rule development project would address oxides of nitrogen (NOXx) emissions from
petroleum coke calcining operations. Staff estimates that preliminary BARCT levels could result
in significant emission reductions of NOx; however, NOx control options for petroleum coke
calcining appear limited in practice in the United States. The Air District has not addressed NOx
emissions concerning petroleum coke calcining in previous rule developments. Staff
recommends potentially amending Regulation 9, Rule 14: Petroleum Coke Calcining Operations
(Rule 9-14), which only address sulfur dioxide (SO.), to include NOx emissions if
socioeconomic impacts, cost effectiveness, and control technology application can be justified
as BARCT. Technologies potentially available for NOx reduction for this process may not be
commercially available nor demonstrated in practice, and therefore may be considered Lowest
Achievable Emission Rate (LAER). Rulemaking for emissions of sulfur dioxide (SO.), reactive
organic gases (ROG), and particulate matter (PM) is not anticipated at this time.

Background

Petroleum coke calcining operations in the Bay Area occur only at the Phillips 66 Carbon Plant.
It is one of two such facilities in California; the other facility is located in Southern California. The
Carbon Plant processes green coke from the Phillips 66 San Francisco Refinery to purify it and
sell it to industry that is primarily offshore. The facility commenced calcining operations with a
single kiln in 1960, and a second kiln was added to the facility in 1968. The Carbon Plant sells
the majority of its calcined coke to a single company that uses the refined coke to produce
titanium dioxide, which is a photocatalyst commonly used to manufacture white pigments that
are incorporated into a wide range of applications, including skincare products, plastics, food
coloring, paint, and coating products.

Phillips 66 Carbon Plant Operations

The Phillips 66 Carbon Plant operates two process trains that include a natural gas kiln burner
with a rating of approximately 60 million British thermal units (MMBtu/hr) each, and that have a
combined permitted maximum coke throughput of 250 tons per hour. Each train includes a
pyroscrubber and baghouse with a separate exhaust stack. Annual production is limited to
262,800 tons of coke produced per train.

Petroleum coke is received from the Phillips 66 Refinery coker and is stored on-site at the
Carbon Plant. Coke is conveyed to the coke calciner where it is calcined (heated). This process
removes impurities from the coke, including sulfur and volatiles. The hot waste gases from the
calciner are sent to the pyroscrubber that removes particulates through a combination of settling
and incineration. Sulfur compounds are oxidized to SO,. The hot waste gases are sent to a
heat recovery steam generator to produce steam for the generation of electricity. The cooled
waste gases pass through a baghouse and tall stack and are emitted into the atmosphere. The
resulting calcined coke is then sold.
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Petroleum Coke

Petroleum coke is a carbon by-product that remains from petroleum refining processes. It is a
black solid residue that results from the thermal processing of petroleum derived from
feedstocks, tar, pitch, or vacuum tower bottom blends that have been cracked or otherwise
processed in a coker to remove low boiling fractions. Coke consists mainly of carbon (90 to 95
percent) and is created by heat-treating the residual oil (more accurately described as tar) to a
temperature high enough to polymerize it to form a non-melting solid carbonaceous material.

Coke is used as a feedstock in coke ovens for the steel industry, for heating purposes, for
electrode manufacturing, and for the production of chemicals. Coke, as it is removed from the
petroleum coking process, is referred to as “green coke.” Green petroleum coke may contain
approximately 15 to 20 percent residual hydrocarbon materials. Such hydrocarbons are
compounds that do not polymerize in the coke cracking process and cannot be removed from
the coke substrate due to process limitations. Thus, green coke is calcined to remove
hydrocarbons and other impurities to make it a more marketable product.

Calcining Process

Calcined petroleum coke is manufactured by heating green coke in a rotary kiln to a
temperature that ranges between approximately 2,200 to 2,500 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). This
roasting process combusts virtually all of the residual hydrocarbons and also removes sulfur
compounds and moisture from the coke. The coke’s crystalline structure is refined and thus
enhances the coke’s physical properties such as electrical conductivity, density and oxidation
characteristics. A rotary kiln is a long, refractory lined cylindrical device that rotates on its own
axis and drives off contaminants from the green coke by bringing the contaminants into direct
contact with heated gas. As the petroleum coke slides down the rotating kiln it flows counter-
current to the rising hot combustion gas produced by burning natural gas.

NOX
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

The purpose of a new rule would be to reduce NOx emissions from petroleum coke calciners
located in the Air District. NOx emissions from gas-fired combustion kilns result primarily from
oxidation of atmospheric nitrogen during the combustion of natural gas and coke fines. NOx
formation is favored when both high combustion temperatures and high excess oxygen (O>)
levels are present. Thermal NOx formation increases exponentially as a function of temperature,
with the rate of formation rising very rapidly at temperatures above about 2,400 °F. NOx can
also be formed if nitrogen is present in the fuel. Currently, there are no federal or Air District
NOx requirements applicable to petroleum coke calcining operations.

When the Phillips 66 Carbon Plant calcines green coke under fully operational conditions, the
total NOx emissions are approximately 2,000 pounds per day; this translated to approximately
350 tons per year in 2015. In previous years, NOx emissions from the facility have exceeded
500 tons per year. Staff believes that substantial reductions of NOx emissions may be
achievable, however research of potential control options is ongoing, and a preliminary BARCT
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level is still under development. Potential control technologies are discussed in the section
below.

Further Considerations

NOx control for petroleum coke calcining operations appears to be unproven and not
necessarily commercially available. There were no best available control technology (BACT)
determinations for NOx emissions found for the process in the United State Environmental
Protection Agency RBLC! database. However, South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) published a 2000 BACT guideline for NOx at 44 ppmvd at 3 percent O». Further
research is needed to determine if possible control options have been achieved in practice in
SCAQMD or other parts of the US. Typical NOx control options include selective catalytic
reduction (SCR) and LoTOXx, which may be considered by some as a LAER control for this
process.

SCR

SCR is a post-combustion control technology that, for combustion unit applications, typically
employs ammonia (NH5;) in the presence of a catalyst to convert NOx to nitrogen and water
according to the following overall reactions:

4NH3 + 4NO + O> 2 4N> + 6H,0
4NH3 + 2NO> + O, = 3N, + 6H-0

An SCR system typically utilizes an injection grid to evenly disperse the NH; into the
combustion unit exhaust gas upstream of a catalyst. The function of the catalyst is to lower the
activation energy of the NH3-NOXx reduction reactions. Operating temperatures between 500 °F
and 800 °F are often required of the gas stream at the catalyst bed. NOx removal rates can
exceed 90 percent with a well-designed system.

SCR has been successfully installed at a petroleum coke calcining facility in Germany, however
additional firing was required to heat the gases back up to 500 °F prior to flow through the SCR
catalyst bed, increasing GHG emissions.

Additional study of this control option would be required to appropriately evaluate this control
strategy and achievable BARCT limits. Further considerations of efficacy, feasibility, and cost-
effectiveness would need to be analyzed on a site-specific basis. Draft and final proposed
BARCT limits may change throughout the rule development process as additional testing,
research, and evaluation is conducted.

LoTOx

In the LoTOx system, ozone is injected into the flue gas stream and oxidizes insoluble NOx to
soluble oxidized compounds. LoTOXx is a low temperature system; therefore, it does not require
heat input to maintain operational efficiency or to prevent the “slip” of treatment chemicals (such
as ammonia), as is common with SCR and selective non-catalytic reduction (SNCR) systems.

1 RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse
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Ozone rapidly reacts with insoluble nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) molecules to
form soluble dinitrogen dioxide (N2O>). The species N.O is highly soluble and will rapidly react
with moisture in the gas stream to form nitric acid. The conversion of NOx into the aqueous
phase in the scrubber is rapid and irreversible, allowing nearly complete removal of NOx. The
nitric acid, along with unreacted N.O> and nitrous acid formed by reaction of NO, with water,
can be easily scrubbed out of the gas stream in a wet scrubber with water or neutralized with a
caustic solution.

Additional study of this control option would be required to appropriately evaluate this control
strategy and achievable BARCT limits. Increased water use associated with the LoTOx system
would need to be evaluated, as substantial water consumption may be a concern. Additional
research is also required to determine commercial availability for this application. Further
considerations of efficacy, feasibility, and cost-effectiveness would need to be analyzed on a
site-specific basis. Draft and final proposed BARCT limits may change throughout the rule
development process as additional testing, research, and evaluation is conducted.

SO
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

In April 2016, Air District Rule 9-14 was promulgated limiting SO, emissions from petroleum
calcining operations. Staff believes that these limits reflect BARCT for SO», and further BARCT
evaluation and rulemaking is not anticipated at this time.

ROG
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

Natural gas fired pyroscubbers control ROG emissions. The main function of a pyroscrubber in
petroleum coke calcining process is to oxidize the carbonaceous contents, including
hydrocarbon volatiles, of the exhaust gas from the coke calcination kiln. Staff believes that this
level of control reflects BARCT for ROG at the source, and further BARCT evaluation and
rulemaking is not anticipated at this time.

Particulate Matter
Regulatory Context and Preliminary BARCT Level

Natural gas fired pyroscubbers and baghouses are located on each train to control PM
emissions. Current permit requirements include keeping the baghouses in good operating
condition, meeting 12-month rolling average PM limits, and incorporating monitoring and
recordkeeping as specified per the Title V operating permit conditions. Staff believes that this
level of control reflects BARCT for PM at the source, and further BARCT evaluation and
rulemaking is not anticipated at this time.
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AGENDA 12B - ATTACHMENT

Summary of Comments and Responses on Proposed AB 617
Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule and Staff Report

List of Commenters

Abbreviation Commenter / Reference

CBE Camille Stough, Communities for a Better Environment,
Email, December 7, 2018

Shell Gordon Johnson, Shell Oil Products, US — Martinez
Refinery, Email, December 7, 2018

West Marin Standing W. Ellen Sweet, West Marin Standing Together, and

Together and 350 Bay Richard Gray, 350 Bay Area, Letter, December 7, 2018

Area

Responses to Comments

Comment 1.1: CBE renews its request for prompt action on BARCT rules for FCCUs,
including a public hearing set no later than June of 2019 and completion of the
rulemaking process as soon as possible thereafter. It is critical that BARCT for FCCUs
be implemented as soon as possible.

CBE

Response 1.1: The Air District agrees that addressing emissions from FCCUs is a
priority, and has accordingly included this rule development project in the Expedited
BARCT Implementation Schedule for further evaluation and potential rulemaking. As
discussed in the Staff Report, at least 12 months are typically needed in the rulemaking
process, and additional time is often needed for projects that require more complex
technical assessment efforts. This robust rulemaking process is needed to properly
develop rules and support the findings and considerations required for the rule adoption
under the California Health and Safety Code. Furthermore, given the complex nature of
condensable PM formation and control, the Air District anticipates that rule development
for addressing these emissions will require additional research, testing, and outreach
beyond a typical rule development timeline. Air District staff believes the anticipated
timeline for FCCU rule development activity in the proposed BARCT Schedule
appropriately reflects the need to achieve BARCT level controls as soon as feasible and
the need to conduct additional testing, research, outreach, and evaluation to support the
rule development process.

Comment 1.2: Emissions from FCCUs cause severe and irreversible harm to our air
quality, climate, health, and economy.
CBE

Response 1.2: The Air District agrees that FCCUs can be substantial sources of
emissions, and have included these sources in the Expedited BARCT Implementation
Schedule for further evaluation and potential rulemaking to address these emissions.
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Comment 1.3: Proven effective technology is already available and feasible for priority
emitting FCCUSs.
CBE

Response 1.3: The Air District acknowledges that control technology exists that can
substantially reduce emissions from FCCUSs, and intends to evaluate various control
options in the determination of BARCT. These analyses are part of the normal rule
development process, which also includes conducting all analyses necessary to support
the findings and considerations required for the adoption of new rules and amendments
under the California Health and Safety Code.

Comment 1.4: The California Air Resources Board formally confirmed support of the
District taking immediate action to develop BARCT rules for FCCUs.
CBE

Response 1.4: The Air District acknowledges and appreciates the resolution adopted by
the California Air Resources Board in support of the acceleration of BARCT rule
development for refinery sources. The anticipated rule development timelines included
in the proposed Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule reflect those included in
the resolution, and staff believes that the proposed schedule is appropriate given the
need to achieve BARCT level controls as soon as feasible, and the need to conduct
additional testing, research, outreach, and evaluation to support the rule development
process.

Comment 2.1: To develop an effective rule, additional studies are needed to accurately
characterize any potential PM emission reductions.
Shell

Response 2.1: The Air District agrees and acknowledges that condensable PM requires
additional study and characterization, and discusses this in the staff report and FCCU
and CO boiler rule development project scope. The analyses conducted to inform the
development of the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule are preliminary and the
Air District intends to refine and expand upon these assessments during the
development process for the individual rulemaking efforts.

Comment 2.2: Since the area is in attainment of SO2 and non-attainment of PM
standards, the cost-effectiveness should be based on PM emission reductions (which
again cannot be accurately determined without further study).

Shell

Response 2.2: The analyses conducted to inform the development of the Expedited
BARCT Implementation Schedule are preliminary and the Air District intends to refine

AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation
Schedule Comment Summary Page 2 December 2018



and expand upon these assessments during the development process for the individual
rulemaking efforts. The Air District agrees that further study is needed to estimate the
potential condensable PM reductions that may be achieved through reduction in SO2
emissions, and discusses this in the rule development project scope. Through the rule
development process, the Air District considers and evaluates what cost-effectiveness
basis is appropriate to inform the rulemaking efforts. The Air District notes that
precursor emission reductions have been used as the basis for cost-effectiveness in
other cases, such as rulemakings that address ozone issues through the reduction of
the ozone precursors NOx and VOC.

Comment 2.3: The proposed SO: limits are based on BACT guidelines and NSPS, both
of which are for newly constructed, reconstructed, and modified units. However, BARCT
applies to the retrofit of existing units not being reconstructed or modified so the
proposed limits are not appropriate.

Shell

Response 2.3: The Air District acknowledges that BARCT levels are often different than
BACT levels, as retrofit control levels for existing sources may be more constrained by
economic and feasibility issues compared to those for new sources. BARCT is defined
as an emission limitation that is based on the maximum degree of reduction achievable,
taking into account environmental, energy, and economic impacts (H&SC Section
40406). Therefore, it is appropriate to examine more stringent levels of reduction, such
as BACT, as part of the evaluation to determine this maximum degree of reduction
achievable. The Air District acknowledges that environmental, energy, and economic
impacts that must also be considered when determining BARCT; these considerations
are discussed in the staff report and project scope, and the Air District intends to refine
and expand upon these assessments during the development process for a proposed
rule and proposed BARCT limit. The Air District also notes that the levels identified in
the project scope have been achieved at other existing FCCUs in the state and the San
Francisco Bay Area.

Comment 2.4: The actual costs for retrofitting an existing FCCU/CO Boiler with a WGS
are significantly greater than estimated by BAAQMD.
Shell

Response 2.4: The analyses conducted to inform the development of the Expedited
BARCT Implementation Schedule are preliminary and the Air District intends to refine
and expand upon these assessments during the development process for the individual
rulemaking efforts. As stated in the project scope, the preliminary cost estimates are
based on staff’s initial review and assessment of vendor cost estimates, previous
projects, and engineering evaluations, and staff intends to further evaluate costs, cost-
effectiveness, and feasibility during the rule development process. The project scope
discusses further considerations and issues that would be explored during this process,
which includes additional efforts to develop refined cost and cost-effectiveness
estimates for various control options.
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Comment 2.5: WGS would result in higher energy consumption, greater GHG
emissions, increase water usage, and greater liquid and solid waste generation.
Shell

Response 2.5: The Air District acknowledges that the installation and operation of wet
gas scrubbers may result in environmental impacts. The Air District evaluated and
described these potential impacts in the EIR for the Expedited BARCT Implementation
Schedule, and analyzes the potential environmental impacts of proposed rules and
amendments as part of its normal rulemaking process. These impacts are considered
during the development of a rule and prior to adoption of a rule. The Air District intends
to analyze environmental impacts as appropriate during the rule development process
for FCCUs and CO boilers.

Comment 2.6: Additional studies would be needed to determine the potential emission
reductions and cost effectiveness of catalyst additives.
Shell

Response 2.6: The Air District agrees and acknowledges that additional study is needed
to evaluate SO2-reducing catalyst additives, as well as other potential control options.
These additional considerations and areas of work are described in the staff report and
FCCU and CO boiler rule development project scope, and will be further assessed
during the rule development process.

Comment 3.1: Two more years of no control of FCCU PM2.5 emission is unacceptable,
in light of the ongoing critical community health impacts of refinery particulate
emissions. We request that emissions reductions from FCCUs begin immediately under
adopted Rule 6-5 and not be delayed for another two years under the AB 617 BARCT
Implementation Schedule.

West Marin Standing Together and 350 Bay Area

Response 3.1: The Air District agrees that addressing emissions from FCCUs is a
priority, and has accordingly included this rule development project in the Expedited
BARCT Implementation Schedule for further evaluation and potential rulemaking. The
Air District notes that implementation of the currently adopted Rule 6-5 is ongoing, and
those emission reduction efforts are not being delayed. As shown in the proposed
Schedule, further rule development activity for FCCUs is anticipated to start in Q1 2019.
As discussed in the Staff Report, at least 12 months are typically needed in the
rulemaking process, and additional time is often needed for projects that require more
complex technical assessment efforts. This robust rulemaking process is needed to
properly develop rules and support the findings and considerations required for the rule
adoption under the California Health and Safety Code. Furthermore, given the complex
nature of condensable PM formation and control, the Air District anticipates that rule
development for addressing these emissions will require additional research, testing,
and outreach beyond a typical rule development timeline. Air District staff believes the
anticipated timeline for FCCU rule development activity in the proposed BARCT
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Schedule appropriately reflects the need to achieve BARCT level controls as soon as
feasible and the need to conduct additional testing, research, outreach, and evaluation
to support the rule development process.
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COMMUNITIES
FOR ABETTER

ENVIRONMENT
December 7, 2018

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL

Jack Broadbent, Air Pollution Control Officer
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
375 Beale Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94105

Attention:
David Joe, Senior Air Quality Engineer
Air District Board Members, c¢/o Marcy Hiratzka, Clerk of the Boards

Comments on AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule regarding fluidized
catalytic crackers

Communities for a Better Environment (“CBE”) submits these comments regarding the
proposed expedited schedule for adoption of best available retrofit control technology
(“BARCT”) rules mandated by Assembly Bill 617. The District’s proposed schedule now starts
the rulemaking process for BARCT implementation for fluidized catalytic cracking units
(“FCCUs”) by the first quarter of 2019. Yet the proposed schedule continues to set an
unreasonable extended time of completion of BARCT rules for FCCUs over a two-year stretch,
with adoption by the end of 2020.! CBE renews its request for prompt action on BARCT rules
for FCCUs, including a public hearing set no later than June of 2019 and completion of the
rulemaking process as soon as possible thereafter.

CBE has repeatedly underscored the urgency in addressing the detrimental public health
and environmental impacts of FCCUs with proven effective control technology.? It is critical
that BARCT for FCCUs be implemented as soon as possible. This means not providing for an
unnecessary two-year rulemaking process to determine which control technology should be

! Figure 1. Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule. BAAQMD Assembly Bill 617 Expedited BARCT
Implementation Schedule, Initial Staff Report (October 2018).

2 CBE attaches hereto its latest comments, dated October 5, 2018, which includes previous comments and
attachments discussing impacts of FCCUs, proven effective control technology via wet scrubbing, and other relevant
information supporting an expedited process for BARCT implementation for FCCUSs. (Attachment.)

CBE Southern California CBE Northern California
6325 Pacific Blvd, Suite 300, Huntington Park, CA 90255 120 Broadway, Suite 2, Richmond, CA 94804
323.826.9771 510.302.0430
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implemented, especially when proven effective technology is already available and feasible for
priority emitting FCCUs.

Our communities have waited far too long for abatement of these heavily polluting units
that have been in operation as early as the 1940s. There is no reason for the delay, and proven
technology has already demonstrated an effective means to protecting public health and the
environment. CBE urges the District to adopt a real expedited schedule that actually addresses
the urgency and concerns of residents who have had to bear the brunt of toxic air quality for
decades.

Respectfully,

0

Camille Stough
Staff Attorney

Attached:
CBE Comments, dated October 5, 2018, with attachments.



ATTACHMENT TO CBE COMMENTS ON AB 617 EXPEDITED BARCT IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE - DECEMBER 7, 2018



COMMUNITIES
FOR ABETTER

October 5, 2018 ENVIRONMENT

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL

Jack Broadbent, Air Pollution Control Officer
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
375 Beale Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94105

Attention:
David Joe, Senior Air Quality Engineer
Air District Board Members, c¢/o Marcy Hiratzka, Clerk of the Boards

Comments on AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule regarding fluidized
catalytic crackers

Communities for a Better Environment (“CBE”) submits these comments regarding the
proposed schedule for adoption of rules mandated by Assembly Bill 617 (2017, C. Garcia). As
an initial matter, CBE strongly reasserts its August 16, 2018 comments calling on the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (“District”) to stop the needless and long unabated pollution
from fluidized catalytic cracking units (“FCCUs”) by prompt implementation of proven
least-emitting technology.! The District’s draft expedited implementation schedule for Best
Available Retrofit Control Technology (“BARCT”) proposes an unreasonable timeline for
developing and adopting FCCU rules, commencing the rulemaking process in the second half of
2019 with final adoption in 2021.2 Waiting until 2021 is unacceptable and contravenes AB 617’s
mandate.

For reasons described below, BARCT rule development for FCCUs must begin now.

I. Emissions from FCCUs cause severe and irreversible harm to our air quality,
climate, health, and economy.

As described in CBE’s September 20, 2018 letter, there is absolutely no dispute that
gradually reducing petroleum usage, and thus refining rates, is feasible and necessary to prevent
severe and irreversible harm to our air quality, climate, health, and economy.? Moreover, FCCUs
emit more PM; 5 than any other oil refining process, while oil refining as a whole is the biggest

! CBE-BAAQMD Comments on Proposed Amendments to Rule 6-5, dated August 16, 2018 (Attached).

2 Figure 1. Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule. BAAQMD Assembly Bill 617 Expedited BARCT
Implementation Schedule, Initial Staff Report (September 2018).

3 CBE-BAAQMD Comments on Proposed Amendments to Rules 6-5, 8-18, and 10-11, dated September 20, 2018
(Attached).

CBE Southern California CBE Northern California
6325 Pacific Blvd, Suite 300, Huntington Park, CA 90255 120 Broadway, Suite 2, Richmond, CA 94804
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source and worst polluter of PM; 5 in the District’s jurisdiction. Indeed, the District itself has
estimated that PM: s causes 90% of premature deaths associated with air pollution and kills
2,000-3,000 Bay Area residents each year.** Every day delaying a rule mandating reductions in
PM: s emissions from FCCUs results in lives lost. Time is certainly of the essence.

II. Proven effective technology is already available and feasible for priority emitting
FCCUs.

AB 617 requires that the highest priority be given to sources that have not modified
emissions-related permit conditions for the greatest period of time.® The District’s own data
support an extremely high priority for FCCUs at the Shell, Chevron, and Marathon refineries.
These refineries run unabated units that have been in operation since 1966, 1958, and 1945,
respectively. The District must prioritize adoption of BARCT rules for FCCUs as the oldest
emitting sources that have yet to be abated.

Furthermore, proven technology already exists. Wet scrubbing has been demonstrated to
effectively control PM» s and SOx emissions as confirmed from the 2011 installation of this
technology at the FCCU at the Valero Benicia Refinery. In fact, the District’s own emission
inventory data reveal that wet scrubbing cuts PM sand SO emission rates by as much as 99%.’
Given available proven and effective technology, determination of what technology to
implement is no reason to delay the adoption of BARCT rules for FCCUs.

III.  The California Air Resources Board formally confirmed support of the District
taking immediate action to develop BARCT rules for FCCUs.

Expediting adoption of BARCT for FCCUs should be of no surprise to the District
especially because both the District and the Air Resources Board recently committed to
expediting these rules beyond what is proposed in the District’s BARCT implementation
schedule. On September 27, 2018, the Air Resources Board adopted a resolution supporting the
District’s plan to “accelerate adoption of refinery BARCT rules to reduce emissions in fence-line
communities (Rule 6-5 Particulate Emissions from Refinery Fluidized Catalytic Cracking Units
[...] with rule development to start in the first quarter of 2019....”% Moreover, at the September
27, 2018 meeting, Mr. Broadbent confirmed that the District is “prepared to expedite this based
on community concerns.”

4 Understanding Particulate Matter; BAAQMD public report; 2012. See esp. page 26.

5 See Fairly and Burch, 2016. Multi-Pollutant Evaluation Method Technical Document 2016 Update;
documentation for the State Implementation Plan for the Bay Area Air District on 19 April 2017. Bay Area Air
Quality Management District: San Francisco, CA.

6 Health and Safety Code section 40920.6(c)(3).

7 See CBE Comments on Draft CARB AB 617 Blueprint, dated July 23, 2018, pp. 12-14 (Attached).

8 Assembly Bill Community Air Protection Program — Community Selection, Resolution 18-37, dated September 27,
2018 (https:/www.arb.ca.gov/board/res/2018/res18-37.pdf? ga=2.17321339.314471624.1538764019-
1715844232.1512592943).
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AB 617 requires that BARCT be implemented by the “earliest feasible date.” The
earliest feasible date for implementation relies on when the District begins the rule development
process. The District has provided no explanation in its proposed BARCT implementation
schedule as to why it would delay the process to later in 2019, or why it would take over two
years to adopt the rules. CBE expects that the discussions at the September 27, 2018 CARB
meeting and the resolution that resulted from those discussions reflect a true commitment from
the District in beginning the process as soon as possible, or at the latest, in the first quarter of
2019.

To frontline communities, delaying implementation of FCCU rules for another three
years is the same as failing to act at all to protect the public’s health. We cannot hold our breath
for that long. There is no reason for the delay, and proven technology has already demonstrated
an effective means to protecting our health.

We urge you to adopt an expedited schedule as supported by the Air Resources Board
and incorporate the expedited timeline into the District’s AB 617 BARCT implementation
schedule.

Respectfully,

(i

Camille Stough
Staff Attorney

® Health and Safety Code section 40920.6(c)(1).



ATTACHMENTS TO CBE COMMENTS ON AB 617 EXPEDITED BARCT IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE - OCTOBER §, 2018

1) CBE-BAAQMD Comments on Proposed Amendments to Rule 6-5 (August 16, 2018), referenced in footnote 1

2) CBE-BAAQMD Comments on Proposed Amendments to Rules 6-5, 8-18, and 10-22 (September 20, 2018),
referenced in footnote 3

3) CBE Comments on Draft CARB AB 617 Blueprint (July 23, 2018) with Attachment, referenced in footnote 7
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BY ELECTRONIC MAIL Asian Pacific Environmental Network
Benicians for a Safe and Healthy Community
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Citizen Air Monitoring Network

16 August 2018 Communities for a Better Environment
Community Science Institute
Ja'c k Broafibent Crockett-Rodeo United to Defend the Environment
Air Pollution Control Officer Fresh Air Vallejo
Bay Area Air Quality Management District Friends of the Earth
375 Beale Street, Suite 600 Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice
San Francisco, CA 94105 Idle No More SF Bay
Interfaith Climate Action Network of Contra Costa
Attention: Oakland Climate Action Coalition
Air District Board members Richmond Progressive Alliance
Victor Douglas Sierra Club — San Francisco Bay Chapter
Guy Gimlen Stand.Earth

Sunflower Alliance

System Change not Climate Change — Bay Area
The Climate Mobilization

West Berkeley Alliance for Clean Air and Safe Jobs
West Marin Standing Together

Air District-Oil Refiners Agreement Threatening Maximum Feasible cPM (PM, )
and Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) Emission Cuts from Fluid Catalytic Cracking (FCC);
Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study (IS) on Rule 6-5 Amendments

Air Pollution Control Officer Broadbent,

By this letter our 25 organizations call on you to stop the deadly, unjust and needless
pollution from fluid catalytic cracking (FCC) that remains unabated by proven least-
emitting technology at the Chevron, Marathon (formerly Tesoro), and Shell refineries.
We demand that the District:

Propose an amendment to Rule 6-5 that requires FCC emissions of condensable
particulate matter (cPM; a type of PM, ) and sulfur dioxide (SO,; a PM, , precursor) to
be limited consistent with emission reductions that can be achieved by wet scrubbing.

Schedule a public hearing of the Board on Rule 6-5 to commence as soon as possible.

The NOP and IS reveal an agreement with three refiners you signed on 28 March 2017, but
fail to mention that it commits you to propose and advocate changes to Rule 6-5 that could
exempt refiners from using proven, least-emitting FCC wet scrubbing technology.

Fluid catalytic cracking (FCC) emits more PM, . than any other process in oil refining, which
emits more PM, ; than any other industry in your jurisdiction. Among other serious health
impacts, PM, ; causes 90% of premature deaths associated with air pollution and kills 2,000
3,000 Bay Area residents each year. This is based on the District’s own data and estimates.
Peer reviewed research and independent expert opinion confirm that impacts of refinery
PM, . emissions are disparately severe in low-income communities of color near refineries.

continued
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Proven technology can cut FCC emissions dramatically. FCC emission wet scrubbing is
demonstrated in practice, notably at the Benicia refinery, where a wet scrubbing retrofit has
operated for years. Publicly available District data on Benicia, Martinez, and Richmond
FCC emissions suggest this proven technology can cut PM, ; and SO, emissions from the
Chevron, Marathon and Shell FCCs by as much as 99%. And by replacing higher-emitting
electrostatic precipitators (ESPs), wet scrubbing can eliminate the explosion hazard of ESP
sparking, preventing the recurrence of disasters like the 2015 Torrance FCC explosion. This
proven, least-emitting, solution is inherently safer for refinery workers and communities.

The agreement you signed with oil refiners in March 2017 threatens to gut a requirement
that could achieve this solution. It commits you to propose and advocate an approach

to amending Rule 6-5 that considers removing any obligation to establish, enforce, or
comply with cPM and SO, emission limits achievable by the least-emitting proven control
technology. Without those limits, FCC wet scrubbing would not be required.

District staff has concealed this threat from the public, and apparently, from the State Air
Resources Board. Instead of revealing the substantive amendments to Rule 6-5 your 2017
agreement contemplates, your NOP and IS characterize them as only clarifications of the
rule’s original intent. Meanwhile, environmental justice groups are informed that the Air
District has assured the Air Resources Board it need not include FCC wet scrubbing in its
AB 617 Blueprint because District implementation of this measure (supposedly) is on track.

Finally —because your agreement with refiners commits you to advocate a particular set

of Rule 6-5 amendments regardless of evidence yet to emerge in any public hearing, and
because this is the law —our representatives on the District Board must exercise independent
judgement in their decision on this rule. Our requests of you, stated above, seek your
cooperation in support of the Board’s independent judgment. We believe the agreement
does not preclude the actions we request, that its November 1* deadline now allows barely
enough time for a Board hearing process, and that further delay would be unacceptable.
Lives are at stake.

Laura Neish
350 Bay Area

Richard Gray
350 Marin

John Anderson
350 San Francisco

Katherine Black
Benicians for a Safe and Healthy Community

Hollin Kretzmann
Center for Biological Diversity

Ken Szutu

Citizen Air Monitoring Network .
continued
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Camille Stough
Communities for a Better Environment

Denny Larson
Community Science Institute

Nancy Reiser
Crockett-Rodeo United to Defend the Environment

Peter Brooks
Fresh Air Vallejo

Marcie Keever
Friends of the Earth

Bradley Angel
Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice

Pennie Opal Plant
Idle No More SF Bay

Rev. Will McGarvey
Interfaith Climate Action Network of Contra Costa

Colin Miller
Qakland Climate Action Coalition

Jeff Kilbreth
Richmond Progressive Alliance

David McCoard
Sierra Club — San Francisco Bay Chapter

Matt Krogh
Stand.Earth

Steve Nadel
Sunflower Alliance

David F. Gassman
System Change not Climate Change — Bay Area

Armando Davila
The Climate Mobilization

Janice Schroeder
West Berkeley Alliance for Clean Air and Safe Jobs

W. Ellen Sweet
West Marin Standing Together

Miya Yoshitani
Asian Pacific Environmental Network

LaDonna Williams
All Positives Possible
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Jack Broadbent, Air Pollution Control Officer BETTER
Bay Area Air Quality Management District E
375 Beale Street, Suite 600 NVIRONMENT

San Francisco, CA 94105
Attention: Guy Gimlen

Proposed Amendments to Oil Refinery Emission Control Rules 6-5, 8-18, and 10-11:
Initial Staff Report and Proposed Rule Markups Received 20 August 2018.

Air Pollution Control Officer Broadbent,

CBE reasserts our 16 August 2018 comments in this matter of Environmental Justice. Note
that we still await the Environmental Impact Report mentioned in your Initial Staff Report.

It is beyond reasonable dispute that gradually reducing petroleum usage and thus refining
rates is feasible and necessary to prevent severe and irreversible harm to our air quality,
climate, health, and economy —and that doing so will cut harmful emissions targeted by rules
6-5, 8-18, and 11-10. A second measure, wet scrubbing of catalytic cracking emissions, is
demonstrated in practice. Gradually cutting refinery oil feed rates will cut pollution created
by coke combustion in catalytic cracking, reducing wet scrubbing rates over time to mitigate
side-effects of wet scrubbing. And because it involves re-sizing equipment to run efficiently
at lower rates, gradually cutting oil feed rate creates just transition jobs for refinery workers.
Amending rules 6-5, 8-18, and 11-10 to require emission cuts achievable by these two
measures is therefore necessary, feasible, and cost effective.

Any valid reconsideration of the rules must disclose these facts, assess them, and consider
amendments that ensure these necessary, feasible, cost-effective protections. Unfortunately,
further demonstrating the bias created by your March 2017 agreement with refiners that
commits you to advocate weakening these rules, your Initial Staff Report, rule proposals,
and CEQA documentation propose to weaken these rules while failing to disclose, describe,
analyze or address these facts.

We believe your current proposal threatens to violate the Air District’s mission and the law.
We ask you instead to propose amendments to rules 6-5, 8-18 and 10-11 based on all
necessary, feasible and cost-effective criteria air pollutant emission control measures.
Respectfu/]ly,

//

fGre gLKarras :
Senior Scientist

Copy: Interested organizations and individuals

120 Broadway, Suite 2 ¢ Richmond, CA 94804 ¢ T (510) 302-0430 « www.CBECAL .org
In Southern California: 6325 Pacific Blvd., Suite 300 * Huntington Park, CA 90255 < (323) 826-9771
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7/23/2018

California Air Resources Board (CARB) BETTER
Submitted online at: E
https://www.arb.ca.gov/lispub/comm/bclist.php NVIRONMENT

Re: CBE Comments on Draft Community Air Protection Blueprint pursuant to AB 617; Need
Strong State Mandated Refinery, Transportation, and Small Cumulative Source Cuts

Honorable Air Resources Board Boardmembers and Staff,

CBE is a statewide Environmental Justice (EJ) organization based in Southern and Northern California
urban communities heavily impacted by fossil fuel air pollution sources, including Wilmington (Oil
Refineries, drilling, Ports/trucking), Richmond/Rodeo (oil refineries, superfund sites), Southeast Los
Angeles (Huntington Park and surrounding areas, with heavy transportation and stationary sources),
and East Oakland (Port/trucking, and stationary sources). All these communities have high
CalEnviroScreen scores for disproportionate impacts, and were previously nominated for high priority
by CBE and many others. CBE is also a member of CEJA (the California Environmental Justice
Alliance), with impacted communities throughout both urban and rural California deserving strong
pollution prevention measures.

We opposed AB617 adoption, as it was used to justify extending pollution trading, which harms our
communities. Because of this, many EJ communities are frankly disengaged from AB617, and without
confidence in the ongoing process. Nevertheless, CBE is working through implementation to secure
improvements, which are achievable. We need strong state-mandated emissions cuts in the Blueprint
that are additional to existing Air District measures; otherwise AB617 would be without purpose.
Currently the Draft Blueprint is over-generalized and leaves out major sources (including oil refineries).

We understand AB617 added tough deadlines to staff responsibilities. But CARB must correct the
perverse outcome that AB617 has been used to delay emission cuts previously poised for adoption
regionally (such as the Bay Area regional Refinery PM Cap). Adding administrative burdens
without mandating emission cuts leaves communities worse off, but CARB can correct this by
adding state-mandated emissions cuts in the Final Blueprint. Monitoring is also important, but not
as a barrier or replacement for cutting emissions. Our comments on Refineries, Transportation, and
Cumulative Smaller Sources are summarized immediately below; also see our full letter below for
additional comments and recommendations:

OIL REFINERIES:

-- The 617 Blueprint has no emission cuts for refineries — the largest, and expanding industrial
sources. (This is despite AB 617 being adopted to address co-pollutants of Cap & Trade sources).

-- Refineries receive sweetheart deals from Air Districts; communities need recourse.

-- Communities need state mandates for measures to cut pollution which are additional to
regional regulations, including state mandated refinery Boiler and Heater replacements, Best
Catalytic Cracking Unit PM2.5 and SOx controls, and ensuring no emission increases (see below).

-- The state must recognize it needs a long-term Just Transition Plan to phase down Oil
Refineries and Oil extraction in favor of clean renewable transportation, instead of
continuing expansion. Without a plan, state clean air and greenhouse goals will never be met.



TRANSPORTATION: In addition to large industrial sources, pollution from transportation of people
and goods are a major source of pollution in most low-income communities of color.

— ARB must use the mandate of AB 617 for setting aggressive targets in transportation
electrification and enhancing clean mobility. We applaud ARB’s work in proposing
Innovative Clean Transit.

— ARB needs to replicate similar and technology forcing programs in other transportation
categories related to movement of goods.

— Additionally ARB needs to issue clear guidance documents for agencies such as Caltrans
that undertake expansion of freeways such as I-710. For years community leaders, public
health experts and environmental advocates have asked Caltrans to create a zero emission lane as
part of I-710 expansion project, and ARB has the obligation to show how this massive
infrastructure project could advance the zero emission programs in California and help California
and the South Coast region achieve some of its climate and air quality targets.

— Furthermore ARB needs to provide similar guidance documents for the Ports of LA, Long Beach
and Oakland and Districts fail to create emission reduction regulation, ARB needs to fulfill its
responsibilities in compliance with the intent of AB 617.

— On access to clean mobility, EJ organizations have worked extensively with ARB under the SB
350 study to identify the obstacles that DAC communities facing. Many of these programs
require a more robust commitment on the part of ARB and more dedicated funding.
Creating meaningful incentives, programs and projects that are centered around the needs of
DAC communities and responsive to those needs are key in reducing pollution and enhancing
access from mobile sources in low income communities of color.

— Also note need for the fossil fuel Phasedown Plan described above, for transportation, Oil
Refining, and Oil Extraction.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS INCLUDING SMALL, AND ALL SOURCES:

— Any serious attempt at reducing emissions in EJ communities must look at the cumulative
impacts of a communities under consideration for priority action.

— It is clear that multiple sources of pollution impacting a community cannot be regulated in the
same manner as one source impacting the community if each facility creates similar exposure.

— The obvious but unaddressed question EJ advocated have asked for years is why each of multiple
sources of pollution in DACs are treated without regard for other sources?

— ARB and Air Districts have so for refused to created regulation from the point of view of
impacted and vulnerable community members and they have designed their program from the
perspective of industry. The intent of 617 has been to address this great flaw in the regulatory
system. We need ARB and Air Districts to stop pointing fingers at each other, and get to work
creating a serious cumulative impacts regulatory regime in permitting, rule-making and
enforcement.

ADD RIGHT TO PETITION CARB TO CORRECT AQMD ERRORS -- a mechanism for public
petition for a second-opinion review of emission inventories and permitting errors.

Communities for a Better Environment (CBE) 7/23/2018 2



L. Refinery neighborhoods are disproportionately impacted by the largest stationary
sources of emissions under Cap & Trade, and available refinery emission cut
requirements are missing from the draft Blueprint

Oil Refineries (with their associated hydrogen
production and use) are the largest industrial sources
under Cap and Trade. Industrial and refinery
emissions, which disproportionately impact
communities of color, have stagnated or gone up
under Cap and Trade since 2009. ' (See charts at
right.) Greenhouse gases are not emitted by
themselves, but along with co-pollutant smog-
forming and toxic chemicals that severely harm these
communities.

We were dismayed the Draft Blueprint included
no emission reduction measures for Oil
Refineries. AB 617 was purportedly designed to
address Cap & Trade gaps, by cutting co-pollutant
smog precursors and toxics emitted at the same time
as Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) for sources covered by
Cap & Trade (of which refineries and their
associated hydrogen production and use are the
largest stationary sources).

At the Wilmington workshop in June, CARB staff
responded to such community comments, and
committed to add specific refinery measures to
the Blueprint. We look forward to strong state-
mandated requirements (not relying on the Air
Districts, which have failed our communities).
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CARB / Figure 2. Trends in California GHG
Emissions. Emissions are organized by the
categories in the AB 32 Scoping Plan.

! California Greenhouse Gas Emissions for 2000 to 2016 Trends of Emissions and Other Indicators, p. 10,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/pubs/reports/2000 2016/ghg inventory trends 00-16.pdf

2 Cushing L, Blaustein-Rejto D, Wander M, Pastor M, Sadd J, Zhu A, et al. (2018) Carbon trading, co-pollutants, and
environmental equity: Evidence from California’s cap-and-trade program (2011-2015). PLoS Med 15(7): e1002604.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1002604 [Facilities regulated under California’s cap-and-trade program are
disproportionately located in disadvantaged neighborhoods. Statistical analysis found that co-pollutant emissions from
regulated facilities were temporally correlated with GHG emissions, and most regulated facilities (52%) reported higher
annual average local (in-state) GHG emissions after the initiation of trading, even though total emissions remained well

under the cap established by the program.]

California’s cap-and-trade air quality benefits go mostly out of state -- July 10, 2018, Berkeley News, UC Berkeley, During

the first three years of California’s 5-year-old cap-and-trade program, the bulk of the greenhouse gas reductions occurred
out of state, which means that state residents did not see the benefits of improved air quality from presumed reductions

in harmful co-pollutants.

Communities for a Better Environment (CBE) 7/23/2018



In summary, we urge CARB to add to the Blueprint, State Refinery Regulations:

e Mandate replacement of Refinery Boilers & Heaters, in addition to retrofitting and
maintenance measures (cutting smog precursors, toxics, and greenhouse gases).

e Mandate that air districts require wet scrubbing or equivalent PM2.5 and SOx emission
cuts from Refinery Catalytic Cracking units, which will result in large reductions in deadly
particulate matter disproportionately threatening EJ communities

e Set requirements prohibiting refinery-level emission increases

e Prohibit air districts from granting (in-basin) particulate matter (PM) pollution trading
credits instead of limiting and reducing PM emissions

e Start a plan for at least 80% phasedown of Oil Refineries by 2050, consistent with AB 32
requirements for 80% GHG cuts by 2050, and consistent with Clean Air Act health standards.
California will not be able to meet overall GHG reductions without a plan to phase down fossil
fuel production and use — pollution trading will not achieve the 80% cuts, and it leaves heavy
polluting sources in our communities. California will not be able to meet Clean Air Act health
standards without a phasedown of fossil fueled transportation.

A. Oil refinery neighborhoods throughout the state face severe pollution and health risks, and
should be high-priority in AB617 implementation for emission cuts

California Oil Refineries are not only major smog, toxic, and greenhouse gas sources, they also regularly
explode, catch fire, flare, and smoke. These episodic emissions are very poorly quantified, but heavily
impact refinery neighbors throughout the state regularly. Below are a small fraction of the examples.
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August 2016, Tesoro LA sulfur tank explosion. 2009 Tesoro LA Coker Fire 2012 Chevron Richmond Explosion

Various California refinery smoking flaring events below, and accidents above are small fraction of numbers of hazardous events

Ongoing emissions from California refinery have also been shown to be grossly underestimated. For
example, a recent study of Swedish Scientists with the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) on refineries in greater Los Angeles found they are emitting on average 34

Communities for a Better Environment (CBE) 7/23/2018 4



times higher benzene compared to the SCAQMD inventory.>

Wilmington Impacts:

CBE members living here face some of
the worst fossil fuel-impacts in the state.
This community is over 90% people of
color, with many children attending
school within a mile of a refinery, and
five oil refineries within, or on, the
city’s borders. Major diesel trucking
and the Ports of LA and Long Beach
increase cumulative impacts.

The massive refinery complex bordered
by neighbors in Wilmington, Carson, and
W. Long Beach includes Tesoro
Wilmington and Carson (recently bought
by Marathon, formerly two refineries
owned by Tesoro and BP), plus the
Phillips 66 Wilmington and Carson
refineries, and Valero Wilmington.

Wilmington also contains the largest
urban oil field with wells literally next
door to houses. Although separate from
the Oil Refineries, these are part of the
broader Oil Industry impacting
Wilmington air quality and adding to
methane climate impacts.

Use of dozens of toxic and hazardous
chemicals in the hundreds of oil wells
in the area went undisclosed for years
until the SCAQMD adopted its Rule
1148.2, an important step forward.

See Attachment B, CBE, listing these
chemicals and many drilling sites,
including the following and dozens of

Chevron El Segundo
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Wilmington/Carson/W. Long Beach is Ground-Zero to five California
refinery air plumes (map from SCAQMD Refinery Pilot Study, 2007)
See more in More in CalEnviroScreen.
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After 10 years, neighbors of a Wilmington oil drilling operation still
complain of health, environmental issues , Bettina Boxall and Joe
Mozingo, photo, Rick Loomis / Los Angeles Times, Feb. 20, 2016
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others: Ethylbenezene, Hydrogen Chloride, Hydrogen Fluoride, Methanol, Naphtha, Heavy Aromatics,
Toluene, Xylene, Aromatic Amines, Halides, Naphthalene Sulfonate, Formaldehyde Condensate, PAHs,
Wood Chemicals, and many more, some listed specifically, others only provided as “Trade Secret”

general categories of chemicals.

3 Emission Measurements of VOCs, NO2 and SO2 from the Refineries in the South Coast Air Basin Using Solar Occultation
Flux and Other Optical Remote Sensing Methods, Final Report, FluxSense Inc, 11 April 2017, Authors: Johan Mellqvist, Jerker
Samuelsson, Oscar Isoz, Samuel Brohede, Pontus Andersson, Marianne Ericsson, John Johansson, available at:
https://www.courthousenews.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/FluxSense-Study.pdf

Communities for a Better Environment (CBE) 7/23/2018 5



Richmond and nearby Rodeo impacts:

Richmond is home to the 2,900-acre
Chevron Richmond Refinery, one of the
largest stationary sources of greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions in California, the most
egregious polluter in Richmond, and
previously the largest refinery in California.

The city of Rodeo nearby is home of the
Phillips 66 Refinery which has proposed a
marine terminal expansion at its Crockett-
Rodeo facility. Phillips 66 seeks to more than
double its annual tankers traffic from 59 to
129, threatening air and water quality and
increasing oil spill risk, significantly
affecting low-income people of color.

In addition to the major ongoing emissions
and repeated explosions and fires at the
refineries, CalEnviroScreen shows Richmond
and Rodeo both at risk from very high
asthma, diesel impacts, hazardous waste, and
toxic chemical cleanup sites (Richmond is
top 97%, Rodeo top 87™ worst, mapped
below).*

-

http://oehha.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer
/index.html?id=9d54eecc28264c2da6495d64ce053
913

— ' P
Above: Commuters step out of their cars to take pictures of
the fire raging within the Chevron oil refinery on Aug. 6,
2012, found by the US Chemical Safety Board to be the
result of repeated failures of Chevron to fix known metal
thinning, and due to increases in corrosive sulfur in crude
oil (which Chevron had tried to discount during
environmental review of an expansion). This explosion
narrowly missed killing 19 workers, and sent thousands of
residents fleeing the black clouds.

opca. l‘-l |
ik Bay

abb Bay
ife Area

LT
Richmond and Rodeo refinery neighbors in Cal
Enviroscreen red & orange impact zones, neighboring
communities get green zone benefits not enjoyed in
Richmond / Rodeo

4 https://oehha.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.htmI?id=4560cfbce7c745c299b2d0cbb07044f5
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B. Refinery Boiler and Heater co-pollutant emissions are large, and replacement and retrofit
regulations can yield concentrated emission cuts — CARB should begin a state regulation

In 2008, the California Air Resources Board staff> supported our advocacy for direct refinery emission
controls. CARB proposed a statewide regulation of Refinery Boiler and Heater control measures in
discussion with CBE and other community advocates, to cut both greenhouse gas and co-pollutant
emissions in the first state Scoping Plan under AB32. Unfortunately, a decision was made to sweep
all CARB refinery controls into Cap and Trade (except for a very weak and ineffective version of our
proposed industrial energy efficiency measure). Thus a well-founded state regulation to cut Boiler
and Heater emissions disappeared. CARB can now rectify this problem by requiring such a
statewide measure under AB617 for these large, polluting, and old refinery units.

In (2010) CARB published data within the Cap and Trade arena, showing available methods to cut
emissions by replacing and retrofitting Oil Refinery Boilers and Heaters (although these methods were
never required, but only listed as potential compliance pathways).® CARB analyzed Department of
Energy data to identify how much energy would be saved, and quantifying CO2 reductions (due to
combustion avoided) for the measures listed below, in million British Thermal Units (MMBTU). CARB
provided two spreadsheets calculating emissions reductions, applying the following listed controls.
(Note that additional sectors’ boilers and heaters were included, such as industrial food, wood product,
and chemical industries in CARB’s analysis, but by far the larger emissions reductions came from Oil
Refineries, which we excerpted below. Oil and gas facilities (presumably referring to extraction) also
showed substantial emission reduction opportunities for boilers, and we included those as well.)

Emission reduction measures included (for 282 Refinery Boilers, 293 Oil and Gas Boilers, and 524
Refinery Process Heaters):

1. Replacing low and medium efficiency Boilers (Categories 1 and 2)
Optimizing boilers by reducing excess air

Retrofitting feedwater economizers

Retrofitting with air preheaters

Blowdown Reduction with controls and with feedwater cleanup
Blowdown heat recovery

Optimizing steam quality

Optimizing condensate recovery

9. Minimizing vented steam

10. Boiler insulation maintenance

11. Steam trap maintenance

12. Steam leak maintenance

13. Replacing low and medium efficiency heaters

S A o

5 Dean Simeroth, Criteria Pollutant Branch Chief at that time

6 CARB, Cap and Trade 2010 webpage, at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/capandtradel0.htm ,
including CARB’s methodologies and assumptions in APPENDIX F COMPLIANCE PATHWAYS:
https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/capv3appf.pdf,

and two CARB spreadsheets -- Compliance Pathways Analysis — Boilers:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtrade/compathboiler.xls

Compliance Pathways Analysis - Process Heaters:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtrade/compathprocessheat.xls
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14. Optimizing heaters

15. Recovering flue gas heat

16. Replacing refractory brick

17. Heater insulation maintenance

CBE also submitted comments about this in 2010, advocating that CARB take advantage of these
options through a direct emission reduction regulation for Oil Refineries, in order to address the co-
pollutants smog precursors and toxics in refinery communities, as well as cutting greenhouse gases.
CARB however decided to continue pollution trading in lieu of direct emission reductions. Since then
CARB has acknowledged in many proceedings the need to directly cut co-pollutants in EJ communities,
and AB617 proceedings acknowledge and state they will address this need. Consequently, we are
resubmitting data which are still relevant, and since no statewide regulation was ever enacted. Hundreds
of oil refinery boilers and heaters are in operation statewide, and continue as major polluters, many
operating for decades. And in the SCAQMD, the RECLAIM program (now sunsetting), has long
replaced direct regulation of NOx and SOx with pollution trading. Now is the time to return to direct
regulation in EJ communities.

Below we show the reductions in combustion of fuels in the heaters and boilers which CARB calculated
for each of the measures identified. CARB used this information not only to identify the fuel use
reduction, but also the reductions in Greenhouse Gases (GHGs). CBE submitted calculations in 2010 to
show avoided NOx and CO emissions associated with this fuel reduction, using AP 42 emissions
factors. Since ten years have passed, it is unknown exactly what controls are in place or not in place for
each boiler and heater, and since EPA emission factors vary in accuracy, we are presenting the data in
the original CARB form, as fuel use avoided.

We now urge CARB to carry out an updated statewide assessment of Refinery and Oil and Gas Boilers
and Heaters to characterize each one in a public database, and begin the process for a statewide
regulation requiring replacing antiquated heaters and boilers and other emission reductions. These
should not wait until the CARB BACT/BARCT Clearinghouse is developed. These Measures to
avoid burning fuels, result in reductions in GHGs, smog-forming chemicals, and toxics.

TABLE 1: BOILERS-Refinery and Oil & Gas facilities—Fuel Reduction Measures, MMBTUs/year

1. REPLACE BOILERS | 2. OPTIMIZE BOILERS | 3. FEEDWATER ECONOMIZ.
Cat. 1 Cat. 2 Cat. 1 Cat. 2 Cat. 1 Cat. 2
Refineries | 3,339,654 | 3,258,199 | 1,500,618 900,371 667,931 400,758
Oil and Gas | 3,035,370 | 2,072,935 954,725 572,835 743,666 446,199
Total 7,334,421 | 6,293,435 | 2,921,920 | 1,753,152 1,701,004 1,020,602

4. AIR PREHEATER | 5. BLOWDOWN PRCTC | 6. BLOWDWN HEAT RECOV
Refineries 166,983 100,190 189,247 567,741 333,965 200,379
Oil and Gas | 127,486 76,491 174,230 522,691 212,476 127,486
Total 358,416 215,049 436,122 1,308,367 650,279 390,167
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7. OPT STEAM QUAL | 8.OPT CONDENS. REC | 9. MINIM. VENTD STEAM
Refineries | 129,133 | 77,480 178,115 106,869 228,210 136,926
Oil and Gas | 160,065 | 96,039 113,320 67,992 216,017 129,610
Total 289,198 | 173,519 291,435 174,861 444,227 266,536
10. INSUL. MAINT. | 11. STEAM TRAP MAINT. | 12. STEAM LEAK MAINT.
Refineries | 3,117,011 | 834,914 | 3,339,654 | 3,339,654 | 1,113,218 667,931
Oil and Gas | 1,983,108 | 531,190 | 2,124,759 | 2,124,759 708,253 424,952
Total | 5,100,119 | 1,366,103 | 5,464,413 | 5464,413 | 1,821,471 1,092,883

TABLE 2: HEATERS - Refineries -- Fuel Reduction (MMBTUs/year)

1. REPLACE HEATERS | 2. OPTIMIZE HEATERS | 3. RECOV. FLUE GAS HEAT
Cat. 1 Cat. 2 Cat. 1 Cat. 2 Cat. 1 Cat. 2
Refineries | 8,052,390 5,040,927 | 2,786,020 1,671,612 1,240,068 744,041
4. REPL. BRICK 5. INSUL. MAINT.
Refineries 165,342 99,205 189,247 567,741

Many of these emission reduction measures are additive, others may not be, but an updated inventory
and regulatory process can identify the highest priority and most effective pollution reduction measures.

— CARB’s data above estimated that replacing both low and medium efficiency Boilers and
Heaters alone accounted for more than 26,000,000 MMBTU/year in avoided fuel
combustion (26x10!'2 BTUs), which would be concentrated in heavily impacted communities.

CARB-calculated GHG reductions associated with these two measures alone was 1.3 million
metric tons per year.” CBE calculated associated NOx, CO, and other co-pollutant reductions in
2010 using AP42 emission factors associated with this reduction in fuel combustion, which
resulted in many tons per day in emissions reductions.® We are not reproducing our original
submittal for these pollutants, since almost a decade has passed.

Instead, we are urging CARB to produce an updated public statewide inventory of Refinery and
Oil and Gas Boilers and Heaters as soon as possible, since these are known major polluters. (We
ask for fuel type, volumes used, controls, permit, monitoring conditions, age, etc.).

Although valuable, our communities do not want to wait years for the BARCT/BACT
Clearinghouse to be completed, while AQMDs continue to permit refinery and pollution
expansions, with hidden emissions.

Additional reductions from ongoing requirements for insulation and leak maintenance, as well as
optimizing combustion requirements could be achieved, and additional pollutants including
particulate matter, sulfur oxides, and more, would also be eliminated through these energy-
saving measures, but were not calculated.

7 Id. Compliance Pathways Analysis — Boilers, and Compliance Pathways Analysis — Process Heaters -- CARB spreadsheets
8 CBE Comments on Draft Cap and Trade Regulation: Draft Cap & Trade Regulation Misses California GHG and Pollution
Reduction Opportunities, Job Opportunities, and Contains Egregious Errors, submitted to CARB, Dec. 14, 2010
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While we expect that some refinery boiler and heater emissions may have improved, we know for a fact
that some have been allowed to increase. (See the case of the Tesoro Los Angeles Refinery below.)

Finally beginning the regulatory process originally proposed a decade ago by CARB’s own
Criteria Pollutant Branch Chief (before the Cap and Trade program undermined such direct
refinery emissions cuts) can achieve the following -- updated data, identifying the worst polluting
boilers and heaters in the state, requiring replacement, maintenance, and combustion optimizing, setting
BACT emission standards and CEMS requirements (Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems) for
properly calculating both baselines and emissions, and setting other requirements should be put in place.

Note that we are not proposing that this should be subsumed only into the state’s BACT/BARCT
clearinghouse for new and modified sources, but instead should be a high priority stand-alone regulation
on existing refinery Boilers and Heaters, which are already known major pollution sources with known
fixes (especially replacement).

One example AQMD sweetheart deal for a Refinery Coker Heater permitting change (at the
Tesoro Los Angeles Refinery), indicates emissions may be grossly underestimated for other
Heaters and Boilers:

While grandfathered oil refinery Boilers and Heaters throughout the state need replacement, we have
found that Air Districts regularly let them off the hook. An example is the H-100 Coker heater at
Wilmington Tesoro (now Marathon). This heater was constructed in 1968° (50 years old). It was
allowed an increased firing rate from 252 to 302 million British Thermal Units per hour (MMBTU), a
20% increase in combustion of fuels, without SCAQMD counting any emission increase. Incredibly, the
SCAQMD allowed Tesoro to count this increased burning of fuel as an emission decrease, despite this
being physically impossible. This supposed decrease was based on comparison to a chosen baseline
period of extremely high emissions, over a short timeframe, under unusual conditions. No physical
improvements were made to this heater.

This supposed emission decrease was justified by a statement that Tesoro believed they could reduce
emissions, and by a flimsy permit condition allowing Tesoro to calculate emissions, choosing averaging
periods as it wishes.!® Stated pre-project emissions were 352.47 lbs/day of NOx,'! which if accurate,

 Heater H-100, Tesoro Los Angeles Refinery Title V permit 272t page of pdf,

10 H-100 daily permit limit. 293™ page of PDF, Title V. [The operator shall calculate the daily emissions for NOx and SOx
using the SCAQMD certified CEMS.] Tesoro was previously allowed by the SCAQMD to set the very high baseline for this
heater during environmental review, based on unusual conditions during the 15 highest emitting days out of a 2-year
period (also from CEMS data), making it appear that emissions were not increasing despite being allowed a 20% increase in
fuel combustion (from 252 to 302MMBTU/hr). This was contrary to a California Supreme Court decision stating this method
is not legal for setting baselines, when the SCAQMD used the same method at the Phillips 66 refinery. SCAQMD ignored
this decision and allowed the same method to be used for Tesoro’s LARIC project including the H-100 heat rate increase.
Then SCAQMD’s permit allowed Tesoro to calculate compliance with a supposed daily permit limit of 181 Ibs/day, again
based on Tesoro’s choice of averaging period. This allows Tesoro to choose the most favorable conditions (in this case, the
lowest emissions period of its choice). On the other hand, the hourly limit for this heater of 18.4 Ibs/hour, which allows
emissions up to 442 lbs/day, is consistent with the 20% increase in fuel use allowed, and a 20% increase in emissions above
the pre-project 352.47 lbs/day. This indicates the real daily emissions limit is 442 lbs/day.

11 Tesoro LARIC (Los Angeles Refinery Integration and Compliance project) FEIR (Table A-3),
http://www.agmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-permit-projects
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would increase to 422 lbs/day of NOx (20% higher due to burning 20% more fuel) from this single
heater. Instead it was shockingly allowed to show an emission decrease down to 181 Ibs/day.

If this heater had been required to meet BACT (Best Available Control Technology), it would have to
reduce down to at least 72 Ibs/day'? and perhaps lower, instead of allowing hidden emissions of 422
Ibs/day for this single heater.

Because there are so many refinery Boilers and Heaters throughout the state, examples like the Tesoro
coker heater deal in addition to CARB’s data, show that emissions reduction potentials are large. While
the Bay Area and South Coast have regulated refinery boilers and heaters in the past, and the South
Coast is planning new regulations to replace its RECLAIM pollution trading program for NOx and SOx,
our experience is that these are underregulated major sources of pollution concentrated in communities
of color receiving permitting and regulatory decisions highly favorable to the polluters.

ACTIONS:

-- CARB should immediately require reporting to a new public statewide database all Oil
Refinery Boilers and Heaters in the state, including vintage, emissions controls, fuel type, fuel
combustion, location, monitoring, permit conditions, etc.

-- CARB should begin a regulatory process to replace old refinery boilers and heaters,
require meeting BACT standards, increase maintenance, and require other measures listed in the
tables above.

Because these are very large combustion sources located in communities of color, because these sources
emit NOx, CO, other criteria pollutants and toxics, because these also emit greenhouse gases while Air
District have allowed these to go without replacement for decades, these sources are excellent
candidates for statewide mandated regulation.

C. Mandate that air districts require wet scrubbing or equivalent PM2.5 and SOx emission
cuts from oil refining catalytic cracking units (CCUs)

Nine oil refineries operate catalytic cracking units (CCUs) with a collective capacity of 642,000
barrels/day in Avon, Benicia, Carson, El Segundo, Martinez, Richmond, Torrance and Wilmington,
CA."3 CCUs are exceptionally high-emitting sources of air pollution that causes environmental injustice
and premature deaths unnecessarily because air districts have failed to require proven control technology

12 For example, a cursory review of coker heater BACT determinations found the State of WA Refinery Coker Heater BACT
Determination at Cherry Point: Ultra Low NOx Burners with Good Combustion Practice and Selective Catalytic Reduction
(ULNBs w/GCPs and SCR) meets 0.01 Ib/MMBtu, p. 40, May 23, 2017,

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/ezshare/AQ/PSD/PSD PDFS/BP Blaine TSD.pdf

This would result in Tesoro’s H-100 Heater at a limit of 72 Ibs/day (302 MMBtu/hr x 0.01 Ib/MMBTU = 3.02 Ib/hr x 24 hrs)
13.0GJ surveys downloads; PennWell: Tulsa, OK. 2018. 2018 Worldwide Refining Survey, Oil & Gas Journal. Web site:
http://www.ogj.com/index/ogj-survey-downloads.html (accessed February 15, 2018.)
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that can cut CCU emissions. We ask CARB to stop this injustice and protect our health by mandating
CCU PM2;5s and SOx cuts consistent with this proven wet scrubbing technology now.

Catalytic cracking is an exceptionally polluting refining process.

Catalytic cracking units (CCUs) are exceptionally—and inherently—polluting because burning a form
of petroleum coke, the dirtiest-burning fuel used in refineries, is intrinsic to their process design. See
Diagram.

CCU process flow diagram

coked

lighter cracked
products for
engine fuels

Emissions from
burning coke
off the catalyst

cracking
reactor

catalyst
regenerator

‘ ‘ denser oil feeds

The CCU process continuously reactivates its process catalyst by burning off coke that forms on the
catalyst during the process reaction (diagram right) in a catalyst regenerator vessel (diagram left).
Burning the coke supplies most of the heat for the process reaction (diagram bottom). One CCU alone
thus burns 650-900 tons of coke daily.'* Despite the partial capture of the pollution dumped from the
regenerator (diagram top left), burning all that coke emits huge amounts of air pollutants.

Without wet scrubbing CCUs can dominate refinery-wide PM» s emissions. For example, CCUs are the
largest source of PM> s at the Shell Martinez and Chevron Richmond refineries, emitting 127 tons/year
(21% of refinery-wide PM3 5) at Shell in 2014 and 274 t/y (58 % of refinery-wide PM> 5) at Chevron
from 2010-2014. These examples are from air district inventory data for years when CCU estimates
were based on source tests measuring condensable as well as filterable PM.!> Wet scrubbing has proven
able to cut CCU emissions dramatically. It can capture substantial portions of filterable PM2 s and sulfur
compounds before they emit. That sulfur can otherwise react with ammonia to form condensable
ammonium sulfate PM2 s in the CCU emission stack and plume.

CCU PM and SOx emissions are deadly and cause environmental injustice.

A massive collection of scientific evidence indicates that PM> s is the deadliest criteria air pollutant in
California, as ARB well knows. In the Bay Area, PM2 s exposures account for more than 90% of

14 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, various dates. Emissions Inventory abated and unabated emissions, Chevron
Richmond refinery; District data reported by the City of Richmond, CA in EIR SCH #2011062042, Appendix 4.3—El.

15 Source-specific BAAQMD Emission Inventory data reviewed by CBE pursuant to the Public Records Act and vetted with
District staff during development of proposed “caps” Rule 12-16.
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premature deaths associated with air pollution'® and kill an estimated 2,000—2,500 people each year.'”
Statewide, and especially in the Los Angeles and San Joaquin basins, the impacts are even worse—and
the impacts are worse still in low income communities of color near the refineries.

Disparately severe health risk from ‘hot spot” exposures near this exceptionally high-emitting source is
obvious—and has long been documented by clear scientific evidence. Peer reviewed research, in which
CBE members participated, documented disparately severe outdoor and indoor PM; 5 exposures linked
to refinery emissions in 2009.'® In 2010, ARB’s former environmental justice advisors showed that
“refineries account for the largest portion (93%) of the state-wide PM o pollution disparity score, or
difference between the emissions burdens of people of color and non-Hispanic whites”” among all major
GHG emitting facilities under ARB’s cap-and-trade scheme.!® More recently, a prestigious group of
independent health experts estimated in 2017 that communities within 2.5 miles of refineries face a
disparately severe PM» s mortality risk from refinery emissions as much as 8—12 times that of the Bay
Area population as a whole.?° (See Attachment C)

Wet scrubbing is proven technology that should have been required long ago.

A more effective CCU emission capture technology, wet scrubbing, has been demonstrated in practice.
Wet scrubbing has been installed to control PM» s and SOx emissions from the CCU at the Valero
Benicia refinery and has operated there since 2011.2! The scrubber controls its CCU, fluid coker, and
crude unit furnace emissions.

Air District Emission Inventory data show that wet scrubbing brought combined CCU, fluid coking and
crude furnace PM> s emissions it controls at Benicia down to an average of 0.72 tons/year during 2011—
2014.%2 That emission rate (0.72 t/y) is 99% less PM. s than either the Shell Martinez CCU (at 127 t/y)
or the Chevron Richmond CCU (at 274 t/y) emit now.?> CCU SOx emissions at the Benicia refinery
itself were cut by roughly 99%, from 1,158 t/y in 2010, before the scrubber began operating, to an

16 Understanding Particulate Matter; BAAQMD public report; 2012. See esp. page 26.

17 See Fairly and Burch, 2016. Multi-Pollutant Evaluation Method Technical Document 2016 Update; documentation for the
State Implementation Plan for the Bay Area Air District on 19 April 2017. San Francisco Bay Area Air Quality Management
District: San Francisco, CA.

18 Brody, J. G., Morello-Frosch, R., Zota, A., Brown, P., Pérez, C., and Rudel, R. A. Linking Exposure Assessment Science with
Policy Objectives for Environmental Justice and Breast Cancer Advocacy: The Northern California Household Exposure
Study. American Journal of Public Health 2009;99:5600-5609. DOI: 10.2105/AJPH.2008.149088.

19 pastor, M., Morello-Frosch, R., Sadd, J. and Scoggins, M. S. Minding the Climate Gap: What’s at Stake if California’s
Climate Law isn’t Done Right and Right Away; 2010. College of Natural Resources, U.C. Berkeley, Department of
Environmental Science, Policy and Management, U.C. Berkeley, and Program for Environmental and Regional Equity,
University of Southern California.

20 Kuiper, H., Broome, C. V., Brunner, W., Gould, R. M., Heller, J., Jackson, R, J., Kirsch. J. L., Neutra, R., Newman, T. B., Ostro,
B., Rudolph, L., Shonkoff, S. BC., and Sutton, P. Health impacts and implications should be included in the No Project and
alternative scenarios and the environmental and regulatory settings section of the EIR for BAAQMD Rule 12-16; 8 May 2017
health experts report to BAAQMD including discussion, appendices and references.

21 The scrubbing was implemented as proposed to offset impacts of a proposed refinery expansion; see Valero’s November
2007 Application for Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate Valero Improvement Project Amendments (BAAQMD
Application 016937) at page 2-1.

22 Source-specific BAAQMD Emission Inventory data reviewed by CBE pursuant to the Public Records Act and vetted with
District staff during development of proposed “caps” Rule 12-16.

23 d.
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average of 4.6 t/y from 2011-2014.%* Pre-scrubber PM2 s was measured less well than SOx at the CCU,

but the scrubber cut Benicia CCU PM, s emissions more than 90% based on available data.?> This huge
reduction in deadly pollution should have been required at all refiners’ CCUs as soon as it was proven at
the Benicia refinery CCU.

Instead, failures to require wet scrubbing make things worse. Refiners dump ammonia into less efficient
and undersized electrostatic precipitators (ESPs) on their CCUs to meet PM o limits. That increases
CCU PM: s emissions by boosting formation of condensable ammonium sulfate PM»s. Condensable
PM; 5 is up to 94-95% of the total PM o mass emitted from CCUs with ESPs using ammonia injection,
such as the Chevron Richmond CCU.?® And ESPs create a hazard wet scrubbing does not: sparking in
startup conditions that ignites explosive gases in pollution incidents like the 2015 Torrance ESP
explosion. Allowing refiners to avoid replacing ESPs with wet scrubbers risks another explosion.

ARB action is needed. In the years since it was proven at Benicia, no California air district has
required wet scrubbing at all the other refinery CCUs in its jurisdiction. One district has stalled a
CCU wet scrubbing measure planned in 2014 despite its own board’s direction in 2014%’ for maximum
feasible refinery emission cuts to be made before 2020. A district’s senior staff has testified against a
local government measure to require PM> s emission reduction at a refinery CCU.?® Now some district
staff say AB 617 is another reason why they plan to further delay this proven emission-cutting measure
at the biggest source of the worst air pollutant in low-income communities of color like Richmond.

AB617’s Draft Blueprint Appendix C (p. C-5) affirms the priority of reducing PM emissions as one of
its top objectives:

To address disproportionate localized air quality impacts, community emissions reduction
programs will focus on two objectives:

e Reducing exposure caused by local sources to achieve healthful levels of PM2.5 within
the community.

For all of these reasons CBE asks that CARB include a requirement under AB 617 for air districts to
implement wet scrubbing or equivalent reductions in PM2 5 and SOx emissions from oil refinery catalytic
cracking units forthwith.

ACTION

— Mandate that air districts require wet scrubbing or equivalent PM> s and SOx emission cuts from
catalytic cracking units (CCUs) at oil refineries forthwith.

% \d.

5 \d.

26 BAAQMD Chevron Richmond refinery Source Test Reports 10021 and 11076.

27 BAAQMD Resolution 2014-07, adopted unanimously on 15 October 2014.

28 See Hearing Transcript, Richmond City Council hearing in the matter of Chevron’s Appeal of the Conditions of Approval of
the Chevron Richmond Refinery Modernization Project, PLN11-089, EIR SCH #2011062042; July 2014.
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D. Begin a plan for Oil Refinery phasedown by 2050:
— California cannot meet urgent GHG, Smog, and Toxics goals without a phasedown Plan
— Start with a moratorium on refinery expansions,

— Also ban harmful pollution trading (such as PM2.5) within air basins that replaces emissions
cuts and expansion limits

California has set goals which by their nature require replacement of fossil fuels with clean renewable
energy, including goals for 80% GHG cuts by 2050, and 40% by 2030. California has made progress on
the electricity sector due to substantial changes toward clean renewable electricity (about 30% now, and
50% renewables required on the grid by 2030), but not so in other big sectors. California is also
required by the Clean Air Act to meet health-based standards for criteria pollutants as expeditiously as
practicable, yet decade after decade, fails to do so. Furthermore, AB617 requirements will not be met
for addressing disproportionate pollution impacts in communities of color, unless California begins to
replace fossil fueled transportation sources, including vehicles, Oil Refinery production, and oil
extraction. None of these local or global air pollution reduction goals will be met without clean energy.

While California has publicized reductions in GHG emissions in its most recent inventory, most of these
emissions cuts come from renewable electricity gains, while transportation and refining emissions either
made no progress or emissions went up, since 2009.%° While little progress has been made replacing
fossil-fueled transportation and associated oil refining, and oil extraction, they make up more than half
of greenhouse gases and an even larger percentage of smog-precursors. The State has instead deferred
to local permitting that allows Business-As-Usual expansions of these fossil fuel sources. While
important state programs such as Charge Ahead for vehicle electrification exist, only a bit more than 1%
is now electric.

California must make much deeper cuts California greenhouse gas emissions by sector and GHG goals
in emissions from 2020 to 2030 and (MMTCO2e)
beyond to 2050, compared to cuts needed 600

to meet much milder 2020 requirements.

(CARB’s chart at right) g 500
g g T . 1990 levels by 2020
Note that even if the entire electricity 2 O 200 - t
generation sector emissions were g s Electricity
eliminated, this would still not be enough é £ 300 SR :
to meet 2030 goals. Goals cannot be 03 ».. 40% below 1990 by 2030
reached without substantial cuts in © 520 D
transportation and transportation fuel [ o
production, especially to reach 80% 2050 § 100 - e 80%
goals. (Chart from ARB and originally e, & o,
fr()m E3) 0 .&Foreslry ' ' . B
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050

2 California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2016 — by Category as Defined in the 2008 Scoping Plan,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghg_inventory_scopingplan_sum_2000-16.pdf
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Rather than simply starting to plan a long-term phasedown of transportation fossil fuel production
at Oil Refineries, regulators rely on mitigation, pollution trading, and allow new fossil fuel
infrastructure that will be in place for decades. Regulators seem not to be able to imagine requiring
phasing down of Oil Refineries. But California will not be able to meet its long-term goals without
doing so.

With communities of color overflowing with asthma and other health harms and most at-risk from
impending climate disasters, and with the entire planet at risk, we must at least begin a serious plan for
oil production and oil refining phase down. AB 617 planning is an appropriate place to include this
planning.

We can start by allowing no increase in emissions, and no expansions of fossil fuel production and
infrastructure. As highlighted in CEJA’s comments>® on the Draft Blueprint, CBE supports the call for:

— Substantial, quantifiable annual reductions and no net increase in emissions, and that these
must be additional to existing requirements

For starters, CBE urges requirements setting prohibitions on new fossil fuel infrastructure. Other
jurisdictions have begun setting such bans on fossil fuel infrastructure. For example, the City of Portland
Oregon’s ban on expansion of certain fossil fuel terminals was upheld in court earlier this year:!

The Oregon Court of Appeals set the stage Thursday for the City of Portland to reinstate its
ban on the expansion of bulk fossil fuel terminals. The Court reversed a decision by the state
Land Use Board of Appeals, concluding that the city could ban major expansions of bulk fuel
terminals without violating the "dormant" commerce clause of the U.S. Constitution.

We also urgently need prohibitions on trading harmful pollutants such as PM2.5 in air basins (as the Bay
Area Air District allows), which allows further concentration of such deadly pollutants in communities
of color.

Other Oil Infrastructure Needs Regarding Oil Extraction — 2500 ft Buffer Zone: Also please note
that our AB617 comments do not include our regional oil extraction goals and concerns, because we are
addressing these within the City and County of Los Angeles process at this time. CBE is working to win
a 2500 foot buffer zone in the City and County of LA for all existing and new extraction sites, in concert
with our STAND LA (Stand Together Against Neighborhood Drilling) coalition. CBE also supports a
statewide requirement at least as stringent as this, and supports CEJA, CRPE, and others who are
working toward a statewide buffer requirement.

Please also see CBE’s 2017 Scoping Plan comments.>?

307/23/2018, CEJA Comments on Draft Community Air Protection Blueprint, p. 5-6 and elsewhere
31 For example, this report Jan. 4, 2018,
https://www.oregonlive.com/portland/index.ssf/2018/01/appeals _court_upholds portland.html
32.4/10/2017, CBE Scoping Comments-Just Transition to Zero Carbon and Equity: Ramp up EVs,
Stop expanding Power plants, Refineries & Dirty Crudes, Replace Trading with Direct Cuts
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IL. Many Areas of the State without Oil Refineries such as Southeast LA and East Oakland
are severely cumulatively impacted by heavy transportation and smaller stationary
sources

CBE also represents heavily impacted community members in Southeast Los Angeles and East Oakland,
outside the refinery zones (of Wilmington and Richmond/Rodeo). These areas require customized
approaches to clean up transportation and cumulative impacts of local stationary sources, and should be
treated as high priority disadvantaged communities pursuant to AB617. Impacts may be somewhat less
visible than in refinery towns, but are nevertheless harsh, as shown in Calenviroscreen scores and other
demographic data and evidence.

A. Characterizing South East Los Angeles (SELA) impacts

This area is the heart of LA’s “Red Zone” Q/A :
in CalEnviroScreen (most disadvantaged M e o -
due to pollution, low income, & other el !
indicators, with heavy impacts unfairly 7;;77 |
burdening communities of color,). it -

Huntington Park is 97% latino, with a s
median age of 29, and median income for %1 g r
workers of $19,00033. /////// e i

4
|
|

Cumulative Impacts include PM2.5, toxic
releases, traffic, diesel, ground-level ozone
(smog), cleanup sites, hazardous waste, plus
educational, and economic disadvantages,
and asthma, cardiovascular, and other health
disadvantages. Most census tracts (48 out
of 66) for CBE SELA members and
partners, including Huntington Park, Maywood, Bell, & Southgate, are in the 91-100% overall most
disadvantaged. Total population is 269,281.3* We added markers below relating to four sources of
major concern to community members (Exide lead emissions cleanup, which still does not have
sufficient funding to clean up all known contaminated residences, Central Metal (closed, but proposing
re-opening), Farmer John rendering plant, and the expanding 710 freeway). Also note Alameda
Corridor - (transportation impacts).

%
Redondo Edaeh

A

33 CalEnviroscreen:
https://oehha.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.htm|?id=4560cfbce7c745¢299b2d0cbb07044f5 and Census:
Social Characteristics 2010 Census and Economic Characteristics 2010 Census

34 CES3results.xlsx
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Cleanup sites: Most tracts over 80% top worst

{ Huntington Park examples:
i Toxic Releases: 86-95% worst
£ Cleanup sites: 9 tracts top 80% &, %
{ Hazardous Waste T
i B tracts 80 to 99% worst

/ 7 Maywood examples:
/ &% Toxic Releases: all tracts top 96%-100% worst,
7
i

Bell examples:

95% worst,

. Southgate examples:
te : l0xic Releases: all tracts top 85%-90% worst,
~ & Cleanup sites: 9 tracts top 90-99% worst

Additional indicators of health & environmental impacts from various sources:

— The SCAQMD MATES study (Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study)* found: “ .. emissions from
railroads and goods movement are likely to contribute to the elevated study average UFP [Ultra-
Fine Particulate] concentration observed at the Huntington Park site”. The MATES IV Air Toxics
Risk chart showed Huntington Park had the highest risk per million exposed to mobil source air

toxics including diesel PM, benzene, butadiene, and carbonyls.

Risk per Million

B Othor
ECarbonyls
1.3 Butadiene
BBenzena
mDiosal PM

— The TRI (US Toxic Release Inventory) 2015 included Huntington Park 90255 (362,476 Ibs.

Toxic Releases: all fracts top 90-

Traffic impacts: 50%-98% worst,
= : Cleanup sites' 9 tracts >90% top

including chromium, nickel, nitric acid, zinc, and copper from Los Angeles Galvanizing, Airctraft X-Ray

Laboratories, Los Angeles Pump & Valves, and West Coast Foundry); South Gate 90280 (932,653 lbs
including PAHs, Chromium, Nickel, Benzene, Cobalt, from Technic-Cast, Tesoro Vinvale Terminal,
Brenntag N.A. Inc., Parker Hannifin Corp., and World Oil.); Bell 90201 (22,811 1bs released, including

zine, nickel, glycol ethers, lithium carbonate, and cyanide compounds, from RPM International, Custom

Building Products, and Metal Surfaces.), and Maywood 90270 (none listed despite having the Exide

facility nearby).

35 MATES IV Final Report Figure 5-2, p. 5-3
36 2015 TRI data for: Huntington Park 90255, South Gate 90280, Bell 90201, and Maywood 90270
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B. Characterizing East Oakland impacts

East Oakland’s Hegenberger Corridor
(roughly 1.5 miles by 0.8 miles) is a
largely black and latino community in
the heart of the Elmhurst neighborhood,
with a history of industrial pollution,
with heavy diesel, asthma, hazardous
waste, and housing impacts.3’

It is home to the Oakland Coliseum, the
100-year-old American Brass & Iron
Foundry, and major transportation and
freeways serving the Port of Oakland, the
Oakland International Airport, and the Bay
Area in general.

After World War 11, the flight of the white
middle-class and discriminatory practices
by financial institutions contributed to
disinvestment in East Oakland. The
community is burdened by poor schools,
inadequate health care and social services,
and employment opportunities largely
limited to low-paying stressful jobs.

CBE’s East Oakland Particulate Matter 2.5,
Community-based Air Monitoring
Research Report found:*

East Oakland has a childhood asthma
hospitalization rate 150 to 200% higher
than Alameda County as a whole, and
life expectancy in East Oakland for the
years 2000 to 2003 was 72.0 years,
which was 6.9 years lower than
Alameda County. Air pollution from
busy roadways, which is made up of
many compounds and chemicals,
including particulate matter, are linked
both to increased childhood asthma,
impaired lung function, allergies,

ST BAY M.UD™

Diesel and Race
in Oakland
BAY AR’E:"E"’I";::I ;;’N.I‘QENTAL
HEALTH COLLAEORATIVE

2w
VE:

OAKLAND -
DIESEL POLLUTION'  RACIAL DENOGRA‘@{;
Jese Parbollate, pet. of People of Caar
324res pe’ dav

5.0-27.0%
Q=19 271 - 18.2%
n-32 46 % - R3.0%
3&-88 B 591-99.0%
£a-172
o7s 472

.....

East Oakland Diesel Truck Survey Report, CBE, 2010,
http://www.cbecal.org/resources/our-research/#cumulative

Ezn World Geocoder

94503, Oakland, Calfonia

CalEnviroScreen 2018 East Oakland shows 95-100t"
percentile worst scores for disproportionate impacts,
including the 92th highest percentile for Diesel impacts

37 0akland, CA, 94621 CalEnviroScreen: https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/maps-data
38 Cumulative Impacts in East Oakland, CBE, 2008, http://www.cbecal.org/resources/our-research/#cumulative

39 CBE, Sept. 2010, http://www.cbecal.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/East-Oakland-PM-Monitoring-Report-FINAL-

2010.pdf
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heart disease and mortality. East Oakland residents have been shown to be heavily impacted by
industrial stationary and mobile sources of air pollution located near homes, schools, recreation centers,
and churches.*’

And in the recent years an industrial-sized crematorium was permitted in already heavily-
impacted East Oakland, without sufficient public review and protections. Human cremation is linked
to mercury, dioxin, and other harmful emissions. Last year, Air District officials were reported in an
East Bay Express article, as pointing to AB617 to solve cumulative impacts from this and other East
Oakland sources.*!

C. What does Southeast LA and East Oakland need, to reduce all these impacts?

Like other communities, South East LA, and East Oakland need:

-- Clean and equitable Energy (access and development of Zero Emission transportation and
infrastructure (such as charging), public transit, a solar grid, etc.);

-- Accountability and Funding for toxic site cleanup (e.g. Exide in SELA)

-- Better permitting, enforcement, no rubber-stamping expansions, and real evaluation of
alternatives by regulators (e.g. Industrial Crematorium in East Oakland, 710 Freeway
expansion in SELA)

-- Stop permitting that continues to increase Cumulative Impacts of toxic sources in these
communiites

-- Just Transition to a green, equitable economy

III.  Clean Transportation needs are a statewide need in all EJ communities

In addition to large industrial sources, pollution from transportation of people and goods are a major
source of pollution in most low-income communities of color. Much more can be said on developing
and mandating Zero Emission Transportation measures, which are key to meeting state goals, as
described earlier. In summary:

— ARB must use the mandate of AB 617 for setting aggressive targets in transportation
electrification and enhancing clean mobility. We applaud ARB’s work in proposing
Innovative Clean Transit.

40 Addition details on East Oakland asthma, 94621: Asthma Emergency Department (ED) visits is > twice Alameda County’s,
& 2nd highest in county. Asthma ED visits is 1,257 per 100,000 residents compared to Alameda County rate of
553/100,000. Asthma ED visit rate for children is 2,350/100,000 (0-4 year-olds) compared to county 1,301/100,000. Asthma
inpatient hospitalization rate is 364/100,000 residents (2.5 times the county rate of 147/100,000. The childhood asthma
hospitalization rate is 1048 / 100,000 (over twice the county rate of 477 / 100,000).  (Source: ACPHD CAPE Unit with
2008-2010 data from California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD).)

41 As described in East Bay Express Article, November 15, 2017, https://www.eastbayexpress.com/oakland/the-return-of-
the-crematorium/Content?0id=10841726
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— ARB needs to replicate similar and technology forcing programs in other transportation
categories related to movement of goods.

— Additionally ARB needs to issue clear guidance documents for agencies such as Caltrans
that undertake expansion of freeways such as I-710. For years community leaders, public
health experts and environmental advocates have asked Caltrans to create a zero emission lane as
part of I-710 expansion project, and ARB has the obligation to show how this massive
infrastructure project could advance the zero emission programs in California and help California
and the South Coast region achieve some of its climate and air quality targets.

— Furthermore ARB needs to provide similar guidance documents for the port of LA, Long Beach
and Oakland and Districts fail to create emission reduction regulation, ARB needs to fulfill its
responsibilities in compliance with the intent of AB 617.

— On access to clean mobility, EJ organizations including CBE have worked extensively with ARB
under the SB 350 study to identify the obstacles that DAC communities facing. Many of these
programs require a more robust commitment on the part of ARB and more dedicated
funding. Creating meaningful incentives, programs and projects that are centered around the
needs of DAC communities and responsive to those needs are key in reducing pollution and
enhancing access from mobile sources in low income communities of color.

IV.  Addressing Cumulatively large impacts from Smaller Stationary Sources in EJ
communities

Any serious attempt at reducing emissions in EJ communities must look at the cumulative impacts of a
communities under consideration for priority action. It is clear that multiple sources of pollution
impacting a community cannot be regulated in the same manner as one source impacting the community
if each facility creates similar exposure. The obvious but unaddressed question EJ advocated have asked
for years is why each of multiple sources of pollution in DACs are treated without regard for other
sources?

ARB and Air Districts have so for refused to create regulation from the point of view of impacted and
vulnerable community members, and have designed programs from the perspective of industry. The
intent of 617 has been to address this great flaw in the regulatory system. We need ARB and Air
Districts to stop pointing fingers at each other, and get to work in creating a serious cumulative impacts
regulatory regime in permitting, rule-making and enforcement.

V. Communities need options for recourse through the State, to correct regional agency
errors and bias

ABG617 requires addressing cumulative impacts, and AB32 requires ARB to design its programs to
prevent any increase in emissions of toxic air contaminants or criteria pollutants.*? It also requires it to
consider the overall societal benefits of reducing other air pollutants and benefits to the environment and
public health.** California has not fulfilled these requirements, but does have options to do so.

%2 H&S Code § 38570(b)(2).
3 H&S Code § 38562(b)(6).
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Meantime, communities throughout the state have had to fight their local Air Districts (in the South
Coast District, in the Bay Area, in the Central Valley, and more), to receive a fair shake about obvious
errors in emissions inventories, permitting, etc. An important part of fairness in addressing
cumulative impacts, is recourse through the state to address bias inside regional agencies such as
the Air Districts.

This problem has been recognized widely. For example, the SCAQMD was found a captive agency of
the Oil Industry, as described in the LA Times report below describes the 2016 furor over this agency’s
favor of oil refiners, recognized by CARB, Senator De Leon, and others:**

How the refineries came to own our air pollution regulators

Refineries account for 60% of nitrogen oxide emissions in the Southland. Above, the Phillips 66 refinery
looms over a Wilmington neighborhood. . . . "Regulatory capture" is the term for what happens when an
agency overseeing an industry begins to see things the industry's way. Consider the most recent illustration:
the South Coast Air Quality Management District board and the refinery industry.

The refineries are among the worst-polluting facilities in the Southland, which has the dirtiest air in the
United States. But that didn't stop the board from rejecting on Dec. 4 a clean-air plan worked out by its staff
over 37 months and substituting a plan made public that very morning, developed by the Western States
Petroleum Assn., a refinery lobbying group.

Given a chance to reconsider its action at a meeting earlier this month, the board voted to stand pat. At the
same meeting it fired its executive officer, Barry Wallerstein, who had supported the staff proposal.

These actions have landed the AQMD board in a world of hurt. The board, which is composed of 13 local
politicians and business leaders representing Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino and Riverside counties,
has been upbraided by the California Air Resources Board's executive officer, Richard Corey. He says the
clean-air program would be so lax it might well violate state and federal regulations.

State Senate President Pro Tem Kevin de Ledn (D-Los Angeles) has launched an effort to remake the board
so its pollution-tolerant majority can be outvoted. On Wednesday, the Sierra Club and three other
environmental organizations sued in state court to force the board to reverse its vote. ... (Full article is
attached)

ACTION: We urge CARB to set up a process whereby communities can petition CARB to weigh
in and correct errors and bias in permitting, regulation, etc. (For example, see earlier, with the
Tesoro H-100 coker heater example.)

443/11/16, full article attached as Attachment A
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Much more could be said about the breadth and depth of toxic sources impacting our communities, but
we urge CARB to begin with the recommendations herein. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely;

Julia May, Senior Scientist, CBE, Southern California
(Communities for a Better Environment)

Greg Karras, Senior Scientist, CBE, Northern California

Bahram Fazeli, Research and Policy Director, CBE

-- Attachments A, B included below, Attachment C as separate attachment
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ATTACHMENT A

How the refineries came to own our air pollution requlators, by Michael Hiltzik, 3/11/16

Refineries account for 60% of nitrogen oxide emissions in the
Southland. Above, the Phillips 66 refinery looms over a Wilmington
neighborhood. (Rick Loomis / Los Angeles Times)

"Regulatory capture" is the term for what happens when an agency
overseeing an industry begins to see things the industry's way.
Consider the most recent illustration: the South Coast Air Quality
Management District board and the refinery industry.

The refineries are among the worst-polluting facilities in the
Southland, which has the dirtiest air in the United States. But that
didn't stop the board from rejecting on Dec. 4 a clean-air plan
worked out by its staff over 37 months and substituting a plan
made public that very morning, developed by the Western States Petroleum Assn., a refinery lobbying group.

Given a chance to reconsider its action at a meeting earlier this month, the board voted to stand pat. At the same meeting
it fired its executive officer, Barry Wallerstein, who had supported the staff proposal.

These actions have landed the AQMD board in a world of hurt. The board, which is composed of 13 local politicians and
business leaders representing Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino and Riverside counties, has been upbraided by the
California Air Resources Board's executive officer, Richard Corey. He says the clean-air program would be so lax it might
well violate state and federal regulations.

State Senate President Pro Tem Kevin de Ledn (D-Los Angeles) has launched an effort to remake the board so its pollution-
tolerant majority can be outvoted. On Wednesday, the Sierra Club and three other environmental organizations sued in
state court to force the board to reverse its vote.

In response, the board majority and its industry overlords have offered some of the most fatuous defenses heard from a
public body in years.

Board member Mike Antonovich, a Los Angeles County supervisor, informed me in an emailed statement that the AQMD
board "is not simply a rubber stamp for District staff." That's true, but it doesn't explain why it should be a rubber stamp for
the refinery industry.

Orange County Supervisor Shawn Nelson, who sponsored the initial Dec. 4 motion to accept the industry proposal, argued
that the plan does reduce emissions, just not as much as the staff proposal. He observed that the AQMD has no control
over cars and trucks, the major source of air pollution. "If we put every company we regulate out of business tomorrow, we
still wouldn't meet the clean air mandate," he said. That's hardly an excuse for falling short on the sources it does regulate,
which are stationary facilities.

As for the refinery group, its president, Catherine Reheis-Boyd, claimed in an email that the plan adopted by the board
amounted to "90% of what was proposed by staff" and that the rejected proposal would have cost the industry more than
S$1 billion. Both figures are exaggerations, and even on the surface not especially relevant to the task of reducing emissions
to levels that save lives and reduce the cost of dirty air to society.

Nor are those costs evenly distributed. Wilmington and West Long Beach, which are bordered by refineries and the ports of
Los Angeles and Long Beach, have some of the highest rates of childhood asthma in the region or state. Some 15% of Long
Beach children suffer from the condition, compared with 8% in the county overall. Nitrogen oxides, an asthma trigger, is
among the pollutants at issue in the clean air plan.

Refineries, which account for 60% of nitrogen oxide emissions in the Southland, have managed to game air-quality
standards.

The debate at the AQMD concerns the RECLAIM program (for "Regional Clean Air Incentive Market,"), a cap-and-trade
system the AQMD created in 1993. Instead of directly ordering every pollution-emitter to install clean-air equipment,
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RECLAIM established a market in pollution credits; a power plant, cement plant or refinery that met or exceeded its clean-
air goals could defray its costs by selling its excess pollution allowances to facilities that hadn't met their goal, and could use
the purchased credits to buy time. RECLAIM wasn't supposed to give polluters a break on meeting clean-air standards, just
more flexibility in how they did so.

Things haven't worked out that way. "What we've seen over time is that RECLAIM has deep, deep flaws," says Evan
Gillespie of the Sierra Club. The biggest flaw is that the market is flooded with excess credits. They're so cheap that it's
much more economical for a polluter to buy credits than to install clean-air equipment. That has slowed the pace of
environmental improvement.

The refineries are the principal offenders. Electrical generating plants, which also were big players in RECLAIM, have largely
been forced by their own regulators to install the necessary equipment. California Portland Cement's Colton plant, which
had been the largest single source of nitrogen oxides, shut down in 2013. That could have had a big impact on the air, but
its pollution credits remained in the market, allowing other polluters to use them to avoid cutting their own emissions.

The AQMD staff calculated in 2005 that refineries would have to install 51 catalytic reduction units by 2011 to meet clean-
air standards. Thanks to RECLAIM, however, only four were installed — and those as a result of orders from the federal
Environmental Protection Agency. Avoiding the other 47 installations saved the refinery industry $205 million, the AQMD
staff estimated.

Under RECLAIM, industries were expected to reduce their nitrogen oxide emissions by 7.7 tons per day in 2007-11. By 2012,
the reduction had come to only 4 tons — mostly because of industry shutdowns, "not measures taken to reduce actual
emissions," the staff reported.

To bring the available credits more in line with emissions, the AQMD staff proposed at the December meeting to "shave"
the total credits by 14 tons per day through 2022. The hope is that the price of credits would rise, making them more
expensive than installing clean-air equipment.

The staff also recommended front-loading the shave, starting with 4 tons per day this year, followed by 2 tons more each
year from 2018 through 2022. The staff chose this schedule because the 2016 reduction could be achieved simply by cutting
excess credits out of the market. No installation of equipment would be needed — another pro-industry step. Most
important, the staff proposed that credits attached to shutdown facilities be extinguished.

But the refinery group wouldn't have it. The Western States Petroleum Assn. proposed instead a shave of only 12 tons per
day, back-loaded so that the most substantial reductions wouldn't kick in until after 2020. The industry also persuaded the
AQMD board to refer the elimination of credits from closed facilities to a "working group," which as everyone knows is
where such proposals go to die.

Let's be clear: Only one plan is based on analysis of the past and the potential to meet future clean-air mandates. The other
plan achieves nothing but relief for the industry, at the expense of everyone in the Los Angeles Basin.

Supervisor Nelson says the board's decision has been misrepresented as a sop to the refineries. "This narrative that we're
giving 'olly-olly-oxen-free' to polluters is just fiction," he told me.

But the proofis in the results. RECLAIM has failed, and the AQMD should be replaced with a body that serves the public
interest, not just one industry's interest.
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ATTACHMENT B

Wilmington neighborhoods
are at risk from toxic Oil
Drilling in residential
neighborhoods!

o CBE is part of the STAND LA
coalition (Stand Together Against
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which may send an inspector if there are multiple complaints. Some facilities operate better than others, but we believe no site should be near to houses.
P You can sign up for nofices of “events” at these sites such as dnlling, rework, maintenance, well acidizing, etc., or search for information about a site near
you, through the SCAQMD, at http://www.agmd.gov/home/requlations/compliance/1148-2 » Contact CBE for more info: Julia May, Senior Scientist

, or Alicia Rivera, Wimington Community Organizer ( alicia@cbecal org ). o
€
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Wilmington Office: « (310) 952 9097 July 2016 g
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Drilling uses many hazardous chemicals including those below: We only found out these were used in Wilmington

because of new requlations requiring public reporting. Previously, companies did not even have to report. We still don’t know how much is emitted to the air, but many chemicals
are volatile. This toxic chemical use should be eliminated. We also oppose contaminating underground areas with toxics, and transporting toxics through neighborhoods.

Warren E&P: 24 Events, 6/8/13-4/22/16, (Most pre 9/15), Well Drilling, Completion, & Rework; Maintenance Acidizing for some events, Gravel Packing some
events. Chemicals Reported: 2-Hydroxy-1,2,3-Propanetricarboxylic Acid, 2-Propyn-1-OL, Ethylbenezene, Ethyl Octynol, Glycolic Acid, Hydrogen Chloride,
Hydroxyacetic Acid, Isoquinoline, Methanol, Phosphoric Acid, Quinaldine, Solvent Naphtha (Petroleum) — Heavy Aromatic, Terpene Hydrocarbon, Toluene, Xylene.
“Trade Secrets” Chemicals Family Name: Aldehyde, Aliphatic Alcohol, Aliphatic Alcohol, (1), (2), (3), Alkyl Benzenesulfonic Acid, Alkylaryl Sulfonates, Alkyne Alcohol,
Aromatic Amine - TOFA Salt, Aromatic Amines, Aromatic Compound, Aromatic Compound (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), and (6), Non-hazardous ingredients, Ester, Fatty Acid,
Fatty Acid Esters, Halides, Inorganic Compound, Inorganic Potassium Compound / Alkali Hydroxide, Inorganic Salt of an Acid, lonic Compound, lonic Surfactants,
Lubricant, Mixture, Modified Sulfonate, Modified Thiourea Polymer, Naphthalene Sulfonate-Formaldehyde Condensate, Nonylphenol Ethoxylate, Olefin, Organosulfur
Compound (1), (2), Oxyalkylated Alkylphenol, Oxyalkylated Polyamine, Phosphonate Salt, Polyacrylate, Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon, Polycyclic Compound,
Polyester, Polyoxyalkylenes, Polysaccharide, Powervis, Proprietary Blend, Quaternary Ammonium Compound (1), (2), (3), Salt Compound, Salt of Organic Acid, Sulfur
Compound, Thrutrol, Vegetable and Polymer Fibers, Viscosifier, Wood Chemicals

Tidelands: 34 Events, 9/9/13-5/26/16, (Most pre 9/15), Well Drilling, Completion, Maintenance, & Rework; Acidizing & Maintenance Acidizing for some events,
Gravel Packing some events Chemicals Reported: 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene, Acetic Acid Ethyl Ester-Polymer with Ethenol, Acetone, Acrylic Polymer, Alkylbenzene
Mixture, Aluminum, Aluminum Oxide, Ammonium Chloride, Amorophous Silica, Amorophous Silica Fume, Anionic Acylamide Copolymer, Aromatic Barite, Barium
Sulfate, Bentonite, Calcium Bromide, Calcium Carbonate, Calcium Chloride, Calcium Oxide, Carbon, Carboxy methylcellulose Sodium Salt, Cellophane, Cellulose, Citric
Acid, Citrus Terpenes, Crystalline Silica, Cumene, Cylohexanamine-Sulfate (1:1), Diisoproylnaphthalene, Disodium Metasilicate, Erythorbic Acid, Ethylbenzene,
Ethylene Glycol Monobutyl Ether, Ethyl Octynol, Ferrous Sulfate, Formaldehyde, Glutaral, Glyoxal, Gypsum, Heavy Aromatic Naphtha, Hydrochloric Acid, Hydrogen
Fluoride, Isoquinoline, Light Aromatic Naphtha, Magnesium, Magnesium Oxide, Methanol, Methyl Amyl Alcohol, Methyl Ester of Sulfonated Tannin, Mica, Mineral
Fiber, Naphthalene, Nitrilotriacetic Acid, Oxyalkylated Amine Quat, Oxyalkylated Alkylphenol, Oxyalkylated Alkylphenol Resin, Petroleum Naphtha, Petroleum Resins,
Polymer, Portland Cement, Potassium Chloride, Propargyl Alcohol, Proprietary, Quinoline, Quinaldine, Saponite, Silica, Silica Crystalline Quartz, Sodium Bicarbonate,
Sodium Carbonate, Sodium Chloride, Sodium Gluconate, Sodium Lignosulfate, Stearic Acid, Sulfonate, Synthetic Red Iron Oxide, Terpene Hydrocarbon, Thiourea
Polymer, Toluene, Welan Gum, Wood Dust-Soft Wood, Xanthan Gum, Xylene. “Trade Secrets” Chemicals Family Name: Acetic Acid, Aliphatic Alcohol, Alkylaryl Amine
Sulfonate, Alkylaryl Sulfonates, Amide Surfactant Phosphate Acid Salt, Amide Surfactant Phosphate Ester Salt, Amide Surfactant, Aromatic Amine TOFA Salt, Aromatic
Amines, Aromatic Compound, Aromatic Hydrocarbons, Aromatic Petroleum Distillates, Cinnamic Inhibitor, Copolymer, Crosslinked Polyol Ester, Detergent, D-
Limonene, Diol Compound, Ester, Fatty Acids, Fatty Acids Ester, Halides-Inorganic Salt, Inorganic Compound, Inorganic Potassium Compound/Alkali Hydroxide,
Inorganic Solvent, lonic Surfactants, Ketone, Linear Alkylbenzene, Lubricant, Mixture, Modified Starch, Modified Sulfonate, Modified Thiourea Polymer,
Naphthalenesulfonate-Formaldehyde Condensate — Sodium Salt, Non-hazardous ingredients, Nonylphenol Ethoxylate, Olefin, Organophosphonic Acid Salt,
Oxyalkylated Alkylphenol, Oxyalkylated Alkylphenol Resin, Oxyalkylated Amin Quat, Petroleum Resins, Polycyclic Compound, Polyglycol Ester, Polyoxylalkylenes,
Polysaccharide, Salt Compound, Salt of Inorganic Acid, Salt of Organic Acid, Sulfur Compound, Unsaturated Alcohol, Viscosifier, Wood Chemicals

E&B Natural Resources, 4 Events, 5/21/14 — 7/28/15, Well Rework; Maintenance Acidizing for some events, Gravel Packing some events
Chemicals Reported: 2-Butoxy Ethanol, 2-Hydroxy-1,2,3-Propanetricarboxylic Acid, 2-Propyn-1-ol, Alumina, Ammonium Chloride ((NH4)CL), Calcium Oxide, (CAO),
Citric Acid, Ethylbenzene, Ethyl Octynol, Hydochloric Acid, Hydrogen Fluoride (Hydrofluoric Acid), Iron Oxide (FE203), Isoquinoline, Methanol, Pine Oil, Potassium
Chloride, Potassium Oxide, Propyn-1-ol, Quartz (5102), Quinaldine, Sodium Chloride, Solvent Naphtha (Petroleum)- Heavy Arom., Terpene Hydrocarbon, Toluene,
Xylene “Trade Secrets” Chemicals Family Name: Amide Surfactant Phosphate Acid Salt, Amide Surfactant Phosphate Ester Salt, Amide Surfactant,
Aromatic Amine TOFA Salt, Aromatic Amines, lonic Surfactants, Nonylphenol Ethoxylate.
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District
375 Beale Street, Suite 600
San Francisco CA 94105

VIA EMAIL
vdouglas@baagmd.gov
Victor Douglas

May 8, 2017

Re: Health impacts and implications should be included in the No Project and alternative
scenarios and the environmental and regulatory settings sections of the EIR for BAAQMD
Rule 12-16

We are writing to encourage the Air District to include a comprehensive health and safety
assessment in the final EIR of Rule 12-16, as detailed in the following submission. In particular,
by providing a preliminary assessment of potential mortality impacts in the absence of Rule 12-
16’s preventive measures, this submission demonstrates the feasibility and importance of
including a health assessment in the EIR. It is important that such an assessment account for:

* the preventive nature of Rule 12-16
* the influx of heavier crude oil feedstock that is projected in the absence of emissions
caps

* resulting exposures and impacts on vulnerable populations, including people who live in
proximity to the refineries, have low socio economic standing and / or disadvantaged
racial identity, are infants, young children or the elderly, live in already polluted settings,
and/or have underlying health conditions

Respectfully
Signatures, listed alphabetically on the following page,
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Claire V Broome MD

Adjunct Professor, Rollins School of Public Health Emory University
Assistant Surgeon General, US Public Health Service (retired)

Wendel Brunner MD, PhD, MPH Former Director of Public Health, Contra Costa Health Services

Robert M. Gould, MD

Jonathan Heller PhD

Richard J Jackson MD MPH

Janice L Kirsch MD MPH

Raymond Neutra MD DrPH

Thomas B Newman MD MPH

Bart Ostro PHD

Linda Rudolph MD MPH

Seth BC Shonkoff PhD, MPH

Patrice Sutton, MPH

Coordinated by

Heather Kuiper DrPH MPH

President, Physicians for Social Responsibility, San Francisco Bay Area
Chapter

Associate Adjunct Professor, Program on Reproductive Health and the
Environment, Dept. of Obstetrics, Gynecology & Reproductive Sciences
UCSF School of Medicine (for identification purposes only)

Co-Director and Co-Founder, Human Impact Partners Oakland CA
Former California State Public Health Officer

Director, CDC National Center for Environmental Health (retired)
Medical oncologist and hematologist

Chief Division of Environmental and Occupational Disease Control,
California Department of Public Health (retired)

Professor Emeritus of Epidemiology & Biostatistics and Pediatrics,
University of California, San Francisco (for identification purposes only)

Former Chief of Air Pollution Epidemiology Section, California EPA,
currently Research Faculty, Air Quality Research Center, UC Davis

Director, Center for Climate Change and Health, Public Health Institute
Oakland, CA

Executive Director | PSE Healthy Energy
Visiting Scholar | Dept. Environmental Science, Policy, & Management, UCB
Affiliate | Energy Technologies Area, Lawrence Berkeley National Lab

Research Scientist, Program on Reproductive Health and the
Environment, University of California, San Francisco (for identification
purposes only)

Public Health Consultant, Oakland CA
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May 8, 2012
To the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Board:

This submission alerts the Air District that the Rule 12-16 draft EIR does not adequately analyze or
discuss the health impacts that were identified in a letter submitted December 2, 2016 during the Notice
of Preparation and Initial Study for the Rule 12-16 DEIR. In particular, the draft EIR does not adequately
recognize the preventive nature of Rule 12-16, thus omitting health implications from the “No Project”
alternative.

Preventing increases in harmful exposures is a well-established health protection measure. (Curie 2011,
Pope 2009, Goodman 2002, Hedley 2002, Dominici 2006). A preventive approach to air quality is
important, due to an otherwise anticipated increase in Bay Area refineries’ use of heavier, dirtier oil
feedstock, ' (BAAQMD 2012a) which will lead to higher exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5).
PM2.5 is definitively established as a cause of adverse health impacts, including mortality. Given the
dense population of the Bay Area, increased PM2.5 will have large population impacts, presenting a
major public health threat. Rule 12-16 is an important public health tool as it caps refinery emissions at
current levels, thereby preventing increases in exposure to PM2.5.

Omission of the No Project Alternative (not implementing Rule 12-16) and its health impact
Because Rule 12-16 is a preventive measure, the Air District can anticipate that the “No Project”
scenario will increase mortality in the Bay Area population, especially among the disadvantaged. The
assessment,” detailed in Appendix A, measures the impact of long-term exposure to increased PM2.5
resulting from transitions to heavier oil feedstock. Adjusting for other exposures, it finds that:

* Rule 12-16 could cumulatively prevent 800 to 3000 deaths of Bay Area residents given a
refinery facility lifetime of 40 years following conversion to heavier crude

* The additional mortality burden for the Bay Area’s disadvantaged residents could be 8 — 12
times that of the Bay Area’s general population

* Annual monetary valuation of these deaths alone could reach up to $123.2 million, or
cumulatively, up to $4.84 billion dollars. (CAP, 2017 p C/7)

This assessment is conservative in its parameters and many of the model parameters are drawn from
BAAQMD’s own work. For example, it does not consider indoor air exposures, which may be higher,
(Brody, 2009), impacts of ultrafine particulates (Ostro, 2015), or increased combustion, production, and
handling of pet coke (US EPA). The submitted analysis is also conservative in scope: It does not include
PM2.5-related morbidity, neurological, cognitive, and developmental impairment, (especially of
children), hospitalizations, lost productivity, reduced activity, and health-related socio-economic
impacts. Significantly, the analysis does not include health impacts associated with flares and other
acute PM2.5 exposures, including mortality, cardiac events, hospitalizations, and increased susceptibility
to adverse health conditions from the underlying stressors of living in proximity to pollution sources
(DeFur 2007, Cutchin 2008, Luginaah 202). It also does not include the significant local climate-related

! This assessment is predicated on a finding that, without 12-16, Bay Area refineries will likely undergo large-scale capital
conversions for refining heavier crude oils and natural bitumen (including and especially tar sands crude), resulting in increased
PM2.5 emissions and toxicity, and increased greenhouse gas emissions. (BAAQMD 2012a, Karras, 2016)

% This assessment draws from calculations of emissions increases attributable to heavier crude oil feedstock produced by Greg
Karras of Communities for a Better Environment (Karras, 2016) It was conducted in collaboration with CBE.
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health hazards and impacts that will be attributable to the Bay Area’s increased refining of heavier crude
feedstock.

Even so, this analysis demonstrates that is reasonable and feasible for the District to develop and
consider health impact projections in its final EIR. The signatories request that the Air District include the
attached assessment (Appendix A) in its final EIR and also supplement it with estimates of additional
health impacts attributable to increased PM2.5 and greenhouse gas emissions, especially for vulnerable
populations. See also Appendices B, and C for information that can support such additional analysis.

Modify the draft EIR’s assessment of alternatives

Emission intensity caps (Rule 13-1) and mass emission caps (Rule 12-16) are complementary measures
and their combination could protect health better than Rule 12-16 alone. This alternative is not
considered in the draft EIR although Rule 13-1 is discussed in combination with Rule 11-18. CEQA
requires an alternative to accomplish the main objectives of the project at hand, yet Rules 13-1 and 11-
18 do not provide health protection equivalent to 12-16. Rule 11-18 targets various toxic air
contaminants but not greenhouse gases and particulate matter and is fundamentally different in terms
of health protection strategy and outcome. Rule 13-1, as currently drafted, omits direct control of PM2.5
and could allow facility-wide refinery emissions to increase; it is does not provide protections
comparable to Rule 12-16. Regardless, it is premature to consider Rule 13-1 in the Rule 12-16 EIR.

Expand the existing environmental and regulatory settings assessments
The following considerations should be included in the environmental settings assessment:

¢ (ities in the San Francisco Bay Area are among the most polluted in the U.S. (ALA, 2017) High
baseline air pollution augments susceptibility to adverse health threats. Due to this baseline
condition, Bay Area residents will likely experience augmented health risk and burden from
increased emissions. Further, the Air District, Cal EPA, the US EPA and the World Health
Organization, all find that, “people exposed to PM at levels below the current EPA standards
may still experience negative health effects.” (BAAQMD, 2012 p 17). There are no safe levels of
particulate matter, and given high baseline pollution, every PM2.5 exposure increment will
contribute to increased risk of mortality, morbidity, and lost productivity for Bay Area residents.

* This high baseline pollution is not uniformly or fairly distributed, “PM concentrations — and
population exposure to PM — can vary significantly at the local scale... People who live or work
near major roadways, ports, distribution centers, or other major emission sources... may be
disproportionately exposed to certain types of PM (e.g. ultrafine particles)...” (BAAQMD, 2012, p
14) There is growing evidence that proximity to oil refineries places residents at
disproportionate risk for adverse health outcomes. Appendix C provides a partial list of this
evidence base. There is also documentation that residents in proximity to refineries are
disproportionately vulnerable by virtue of race, economic standing, and higher prevalence of
underlying health conditions (Cushing 2016, Pastor 2010). The final EIR should recognize as part
of the current landscape that failure to prevent increased refinery emissions will have
environmental justice repercussions since they will predominantly occur in communities where
residents are low income and/or are people of color and already disproportionately burdened
by poor underlying health and multiple-source pollution exposures.

* The draft EIR should recognize that state and local policy specifically precludes placing
disproportionate burden on impacted, disadvantaged populations. Senate Bill 32 and Assembly
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Bill 197 recognize and protect these populations by requiring consideration of equity and social
costs in reducing greenhouse gases and equitable resolution of them, prioritizing direct
emissions reductions at large stationary sources. CEQA and the District’s own mission also
affirm a health mandate. Protecting public health and eliminating health disparities are stated
goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Rule 12-16 should be understood in light of this state-level
policy framework for environmental health protection and the District’s own mission.

* Current conditions with regards to Bay Area emissions are not static. Instead, the setting for
Rule 12-16 is trending toward increases in the processing of heavier, higher-emitting, lower
quality crude oils, expansion of projects to do so, and expanding fossil fuel export. (BAAQMD,
2013) Switching to heavier crudes will inherently increase emissions of PM2.5 and greenhouse
gases, making it imperative that measures be put in place to prevent these future increases in
emissions, in addition to measures decreasing current emissions. Without the preventive caps
offered by Rule 12-16, other District measures will be limited by a context of rising emissions.

* The corresponding increase in fossil fuel exports will lead to an increase in exogenous air
pollution in the Bay Area since a portion of the byproducts of combustion of fossil fuels
exported from the Bay Area will return to us from Asia through transpacific atmospheric
transport. This exogenous air pollution will directly threaten health and also impede progress
toward the targets and goals of the Clean Air Plan, 2017. Exogenous / overseas sources of
pollution are of increasing concern as they have been directly implicated in deaths in local
populations and documented as a greater proportion of exposure than locally-sourced pollution
in some settings. (Annenberg 2014, Christensen 2015, Zhang 2007, 2008, 2009).

Lastly, the health comments submitted to the District in December 2016 were omitted from Appendix A
of the draft EIR and we ask that they be included.

The signatories believe these adjustments are necessary for the EIR to be complete and accurate and
respectfully request they be made in time for Rule 12-16’s potential adoption in September.
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APPENDIX A:

Impact of Rule 12-16 on mortality associated with exposure to
PM2.5 from processing heavier oil in Bay Area refineries
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Table 1 Potential health impact of 12-16: Averted all-cause deaths attributable to chronic exposures
to oil refinery PM2.5 (see Appendix for calculations)

Regional Population Impacted Population*
(9 Bay Area Counties) (<=2.5 miles from refinery)
Low Med  High Low Med High
PARAMETERS
Risk
a. Risk of all-cause death for adults (>30 yrs) per
1.008 1.01 1.012 | 1.008 1.01 1.012

1ug/m3 PM2.5 increase in long-term exposure

b. Incremental Risk: risk of all-cause death for adults
attributable to increment in long-term PM2.5 0.008 0.01 0.012 | 0.008 0.01 0.012
exposure (risk/ per 1ug/m’> PM2.5 increase)

Exposure
c. Baseline anthropogenic** exposure (p.g/m3 PM, ) 5.7 51

d. Proportion of baseline anthropogenic exposure
attributable to baseline refinery activity .05 0.5

e. Percent change from baseline anthropogenic
emissions due to higher emitting oil emissions 40% 70% 100% 40% 70% 100%

f. Conversion factor (change in PM2.5 exposure per

change in PM2.5 emissions) 0.5 04 0.5 0.6

g. Averted exposure: the annual increased PM2.5
concentration attributed to heavier oil that is averted | 0.057 0.10 0.143 | 0.408 0.893 1.53
by Rule 12-16 (ug/m’ PM,.s)

Population and Mortality

h. Adult Population (>25) 5,144,345 81,666

i. Base all-cause adult death rate / person / year 0.0083403 0.0091899
IMPACT

j- Prevented adult all-cause deaths due to 12-16 20 43 73 ) 7 14

averting increases in heavier oil PM2.5 emissions***

k. Rate of prevented adult all-cause death due to 12-
16 averting increases in heavier oil PM2.5 emissions 0.38 0.83 1.43 3.00 8.21 16.88
/100,000 population /yr

|. Cumulative prevented deaths due to 12-16 (40 yrs) 800 1700 2900 98 270 550

* The distance of 2.5 miles was selected to correspond with findings from Brody (2009) and Pastor (2010). Those
living < 2.5 miles of refineries (Table 5) can roughly be interpreted as a proxy for impacted, vulnerable, and/or
Environmental Justice populations. The Air District’s CARE program prioritizes communities and populations most
impacted by air pollution, i.e., those with higher air pollution levels and worse health outcomes for diseases
affected by air pollutions. Vulnerable populations also include those with heightened vulnerability to PM due to
age (<5, elderly), low SES, minority race/ethnic status, and underlying health conditions. This proxy is conservative
because disparate impacts on vulnerable populations may occur beyond 2.5 miles.

** Anthropogenic exposure is the ambient PM2.5 concentration above background levels (e.g., from sea salt).

*** Annual and cumulative deaths are presented as whole numbers. The resulting rounding error explains any
discrepancy between presented deaths and rate.
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Notes for Table 1

a. For every 1ug/m3 PM2.5 increase in exposure there is x% increased risk of all-cause mortality, e.g., a
1% increased risk of all-cause death per 1ug/m3 PM2.5 exposure increase. Risk estimates are from
BAAQMD's literature review, of for example Pope et. al (2002), Krewsk et. al, (2000), and others. Risk
may be underestimated as it does not account for 1) greater energy intensity and toxicity of PM2.5
associated with heavy oil and natural refining, 2) ultrafine PM, and 3) greater vulnerability of impacted
populations.

b. Calculated as (all cause death risk in exposed) — (all cause death risk in unexposed), i.e, (risk per
increase of 1pg/m?® PM2.5) — (no increase in exposure) = 1.01 — 1 = .01. For every exposure change of
1pg/m® PM2.5 there is a corresponding 1% change in all-cause mortality attributable to PM2.5

c. Regional: CAP 2017 p C/7

Impacted Population (<2/5 miles from refinery): From Brody et. al.(2009) baseline PM2.5 exposure
was directly measured in Richmond at distances approximately 2.5 miles from the dominant PM, 5
source in the refinery. To isolate exposure above background, control site measures in Bolinas were
subtracted from Richmond measures, yielding pg/m3 PM2.5. The PM2.5 was chemically fingerprinted
to the refinery, finding, for example, high levels, of vanadium and nickel, which in this setting are
isolated to refinery emissions (versus traffic). Validating this measure, CARB "ADAM" data for 2013
subtracts annual mean PM2.5 measures at Pt. Reyes from measures at the monitoring station nearest
to the refinery, yielding 5.04 ug/m3 PM2.5. A baseline exposure of 4.5 ug/m3 PM2.5 likely
underestimates annual exposure because 1) the Brody study was conducted during the summer when
PM2.5 concentrations are lowest and 2) Due to wind patterns, and refinery distribution, populations
near the other refineries may experience a concentrating of PM2.5. For these reasons, a conservative
adjustment was made to factor in higher wintertime concentrations. The annual median concentration
was divided by the median concentration Apr—Sep for three years of monitoring at the three closes sites
(San Pablo, Vallejo, Concord). The mean of the resulting ratios was multiplied by the Brody measure
(2009) such that 4.5 x 1.13 = 5.1 ug/m3 PM2.5 anthropogenic [ ].

d. Portion of the baseline anthropogenic exposure that is attributable to baseline refinery activity
Regional: CAP, 2017 p 2/20

Impacted Population: We set the portion at .5 since Brody et. al. (2009) used chemical fingerprinting to
find that heavy oil combustion (refineries being the predominant source in the study area) is the most
important contributor, more important than traffic, to elevated anthropogenic PM2.5 concentrations in
the study area (<2.5 miles from refinery). We consider this measure reasonable in light of 1) BAAQMD
grid modeling that ranged from .2 - .6, 2) an independent assessment of the Districts aerial emissions
intensity data (2015) found that, on a mass/mile” basis, within 2.5 miles of the refineries, the areal
source strength is more than twice (0.7) the regional average for all sources (CBE, 2015), and 3)
accommodation of some lofting of emissions from hot stacks (2017 Staff Report). These parameters
nevertheless likely underestimate, since downwind refinery communities could experience
consolidation of PM2.5 from multiple refineries. Further, statewide analyses link high exposure to
refinery proximity (<2.5 miles) (Pastor et. al. 2010).

e. Karras (2016) estimated a range of annual tons of PM2.5 emissions that Rule 12-16 would avert, such
that, meaning that annually, Rule 12-16 would prevent increases of 364, 728, or 1090 short tons PM2.5
/ yr of heavier oil-associated emission, or 40%, 70%, and 100% from current refinery emission rates
could be averted through Rule 12-16. Medium Case (0.7) is the midpoint of the 0.4 - 1.0 range
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f. The conversion factor translates emissions into exposure. It is derived from the regional weighted
average change in PM, 5 exposure for a given change in direct emissions of PM, 5. Verified by
measurements and assuming a 24 hour “backyard exposure,” BAAQMD modeled PM2.5 exposure
change on a region-wide 4x4km grid relative to a 20% reduction in all-source PM2.5 emissions finding a
range from .2 - .6. (CAP, 2017 D/13),

Regional: We applied .5 as the central measure to recognize that the location of population, emission
sources, and meteorological conditions coincide. BAAQMD also applied approximately .5 for their
regional average conversion. The conversion factor may underestimate impacted population exposures
since refineries are strong PM2.5 emission sources near densely populated communities.

Impacted Population: For the <2.5 miles group, given population density and proximity to refineries,
which are strong emitters, we used .4 for the lower bound. The upper bound, .6, may underestimate
exposure for this group, given monitoring station locations.

g. The increased concentration of PM2.5 (exposure) attributed to heavier oil refining that is averted by
Rule 12-16 (ng/m* PM, ). Calculated as (baseline total anthropogenic exposure) x (portion of baseline
anthropogenic exposure attributable to baseline refinery emissions) x (Portion change from baseline
anthropogenic emissions due to higher emitting oil emissions that is averted by 12-16) x (conversion
factor). For the Medium regional case: 5.7 pug/m3 PM2.5 x .05 x.7 x .5 = 0.10 ug/m3 PM2.5. The
attributable exposure may be underestimated because it does not account for: 1). NOx and SO2 PM-
precursor emissions, and 2) the greater concentration of toxics associated with refining of heavy crude
feedstock.

h. See Tables 2 and 3

i. Calculated as (annual deaths / total population) / yr. May overestimate or underestimate death rate
over time should risk factors systematically improve or worsen.

j. Prevented deaths calculated as Attributable Risk x Attributable Exposure x all-cause per cap death rate
x population. For middle regional scenario: .01 x .1 x .00589 x 7,447,686 = 44 deaths prevented by Rule
12-16.

k. Calculated as (deaths prevented / population) x 100,000 population / year.

|. Cumulative Impact calculated as deaths prevented x 40 years, since capital projects to accommodate
heavier crude feedstock generally operate for 30 - 50 years. This number underestimates cumulative
impact if population increases, as is anticipated.
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Table 2. Bay Area communities < 2.5 miles from refineries; local-scale population data *

Census

Tract

3650.02
3660.02
3680.01
3680.02
3720
3740
3750
3760
3770
3780
3790
2506.04
3560.01
3570
3580
3591.04
3591.05
3592.03
3923
3150
3160
3170
3180
3190
3200.01
3200.03
3200.04
3211.01
3270
3290
2520
2521.02
2521.04
2521.05
2521.06
2521.07
2521.08

a) 2010 Census: https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtm|?fpt=table

Reﬁneryb

< 2.5 miles

Chevron

Chevron

Chevron

Chevron

Chevron

Chevron

Chevron

Chevron

Chevron

Chevron

Chevron

Phillips 66
Phillips 66
Phillips 66
Phillips 66
Phillips 66
Phillips 66
Phillips 66
Phillips 66

Shell &/or Tesoro
Shell &/or Tesoro
Shell &/or Tesoro
Shell &/or Tesoro
Shell &/or Tesoro
Shell &/or Tesoro
Shell &/or Tesoro
Shell &/or Tesoro
Shell &/or Tesoro
Shell &/or Tesoro
Shell &/or Tesoro
Valero

Valero

Valero

Valero

Valero

Valero

Valero

Tract distance to fence line

closest

0.5
2.3
1.5
2.0
1.8
2.0
1.3
0.4
0.4
0.0
1.1
2.1
0.0
1.0
0.0
2.0
2.0
1.0
1.0
0.0
0.5
0.1
0.7
0.2
0.0
0.7
0.2
14
2.0
2.0
1.8
0.0
0.0
1.7
0.5
0.0
1.0

Sum of these tract data:

furthest

2.5
3.3
2.5
2.7
3.1
2.8
1.8
1.5
2.4
3.1
3.1
3.7
3.5
5.5
2.0
3.0
3.0
3.3
2.0
7.0
2.0
1.0
4.7
2.0
2.0
1.6
2.0
2.5
6.0
3.6
3.5
6.0
4.0
3.0
2.0
1.5
2.0

Fraction ©

< 2.5 miles

1.00
0.20
1.00
0.71
0.54
0.63
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.81
0.70
0.25
0.71
0.33
1.00
0.50
0.50
0.65
1.00
0.36
1.00
1.00
0.45
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.13
0.31
0.41
0.42
0.63
0.62
1.00
1.00
1.00

Population
Total <25
miles
5,462 5,462
6,093 1,219
5,327 5,327
3,404 2,431
7,353 3,959
4,506 2,816
4,389 4,389
5,962 5,962
6,962 6,962
3,435 2,770
6,117 4,282
3,842 961
3,759 2,685
3,018 1,006
5,298 5,298
1,932 966
4,542 2,271
6,726 4,387
3,102 3,102
3,281 1,172
1,483 1,483
2,144 2,144
3,267 1,470
7,412 7,412
3,615 3,615
2,805 2,805
6,216 6,216
6,549 6,549
6,695 837
6,309 1,972
4,157 1,712
3,874 1,614
5,536 3,460
3,256 2,004
4,132 4,132
3,592 3,592
3,165 3,165
168,717 121,608

b) Plant or plants within 2.5 miles of part or all of the census tract, identified by current owner/operator.

c) ) Estimation of population for tracts partly within a 2.5-mile radius: Tract fraction < 2.5 miles = (2.5 -
distance of bisection with radius in miles) + (furthest distance — bisection distance in miles). Results are

used to estimate the fraction of the total tract population < 2.5 miles from a refinery. This method’s
simplifying assumption that population is distributed evenly within each tract despite geography and

distance from refineries may result in overestimates or underestimates of local-scale population for those

tracts that are partly within 2.5 miles of a refinery.
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Table 3. Demographic and Vital Statistics for Bay Area Counties, 2013

Age Group (years)
Counties <1 1-4 5-14 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75-84 85+ TOTAL
Alameda
Deaths 88 10 21 117 160 260 647 1,270 1,604 2,041 3,376 9,597
Population 19,493 76,842 190,900 203,954 232,027 231,327 222,525 191,268 111,600 55,333 28,101 1,563,370
Death Rate* 4514 13.0 11.0 574 69.0 1124 290.8 664.0 1437.3 3688.6  12013.8 613.9
Contra Costa
Deaths 50 8 9 77 110 162 439 835 1,235 1,647 2,576 7,148
Population 12,240 49,755 146,153 145,402 129,256 143,616 163,677 140,700 86,747 42,739 21,577 1,081,862
Death Rate 408.5 16.1 6.2 53.0 85.1 112.8 268.2 593.5 1423.7 3853.6  11938.6 660.7
Marin
Deaths 13 3 3 15 16 32 96 169 269 422 849 1,887
Population 2,334 9,858 30,334 26,078 23,766 32,876 41,089 40,325 28,899 13,245 7,460 256,264
Death Rate 557.0 304 9.9 575 67.3 97.3 233.6 419.1 930.8 3186.1  11380.7 736.4
Napa
Deaths 6 1 1 9 10 23 51 125 188 269 511 1,194
Population 1,412 6,196 17,164 19,139 17,225 17,305 19,546 18,767 12,674 6,715 3,688 139,831
Death Rate 424.9 16.1 5.8 47.0 58.1 132.9 260.9 666.1 1483.4 4006.0 13855.7 853.9
San Francisco
Deaths 30 4 6 40 91 172 351 749 809 1,268 2,134 5,655
Population 9,034 32,463 58,301 78,811 172,506 144,989 112,817 102,892 63,511 38,509 19,994 833,827
Death Rate 3321 12.3 10.3 50.8 52.8 118.6 3111 727.9 1273.8 3292.7  10673.2 678.2
San Mateo
Deaths 19 2 5 35 52 94 257 477 673 1,102 1,920 4,636
Population 9,031 36,415 90,434 83,106 96,589 107,539 110,625 97,585 60,491 32,391 17,651 741,857
Death Rate 210.4 55 55 421 53.8 87.4 232.3 488.8 1112.6 3402.2 10877.6 624.9
Santa Clara
Deaths 83 12 16 99 117 232 571 1,041 1,388 2,314 3,584 9,457
Population 24,112 95,493 245789 228,340 264,949 282,446 270,707 211,136 126,347 68,609 32,667 1,850,595
Death Rate 344.2 12.6 6.5 434 442 82.1 210.9 493.0 1098.6 33727 109713 511.0
Solano
Deaths 29 5 7 48 68 93 187 442 520 722 851 2,972
Population 5127 20,641 55,419 59,872 56,830 53,419 61,449 56,360 32,286 15,914 6,731 424,048
Death Rate 565.6 24.2 12.6 80.2 119.7 174.1 304.3 784.2 1610.6 4536.9  12643.0 700.9
Sonoma
Deaths 17 5 7 30 47 67 215 519 626 893 1,606 4,032
Population 5,070 21,413 58,627 65,627 64,121 59,350 69,251 71,808 45,050 20,879 11,874 493,070
Death Rate 335.3 23.4 11.9 45.7 73.3 112.9 310.5 722.8 1389.6 4277.0 135253 817.7
Bay Area
Deaths 335 50 75 470 671 1135 2814 5627 7312 10678 17407 46578
Population 87853 349076 893121 910329 1057269 1072867 1071686 930841 567605 294334 149743 7384724
Death Rate 381.3 14.3 8.4 516 63.5 105.8 262.6 604.5 1288.2 3627.9 11624.6 630.7
<2.5 miles from refinery**
Deaths 6 1 1 10 14 21 51 103 142 191 277 817
Population 1,402 5,685 16,278 16,577 15,027 15,911 18,180 15,913 9,612 4,736 2,286 121,608
Death Rate 454.9 18.5 7.9 60.9 95.7 129.4 278.1 648.0 1474.4 4039.0  12106.1 672.0
Regional <2.5miles
Death Pop Death Pop Rt.
Adults >25 yr*** 42905 5,144,345 834.03 751 81,666 918.992

*Death rates are age-specific expressed per 100,000 population. Age-adjusted rates are calculated using the 2000 U.S. Standard Population.

** Deaths in the Impacted Population (<2.5 miles from refinery) were derived using a death rate that divided Contra Costa and Solano Counties’ combined deaths by their
combined populations and applying this rate to the population living within 2.5 miles of a refinery for one year (from Table 2) (9,521 + 1,518,002) x 121,608 = 763. This
estimate may underestimate refinery effects on impacted populations because baseline death rates in communities near refineries may be greater than county-wide average
rates. The age specific populations and deaths for the <2.5 miles group were arrived at by multiplying the total population by the age-specific death and population distribution
of the combined Contra Costa and Solano Counties .
***The total adult deaths were adjusted to remove suicides and accidents by multiplying the unadjusted total by 6%, which represented the average and most frequent
percent of deaths by suicide/accident for each county.

Population < 2.5 miles from refinery fence lines estimated from census tract data. See Table 2
Source: State of California, Department of Public Health, Death Records. State of California, Department of Finance, Race/Ethnic Population with Age and Sex Detail, 2010-
2060. Sacramento, CA, December 2014

State of California, Department of Finance, Race/Ethnic Population with Age and Sex Detail, 2010-2060. Sacramento, CA, December 2014.
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Summary of pollutant — health outcome pairs to inform
fuller health assessment of the No-Project Alternative
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Table 1 Pollutant-health outcome pairs for which HRAPIE project recommends concentration—response functions (modified from WHO

2013b)
Pollutant metric Health outcome Group RR (95 % CI) per 10 pg/m®
PM, 5, annual mean Mortality, all-cause (natural), age 30+ years A* 1.062 (1.040-1.083)
PM, 5, annual mean Mortality, cerebrovascular disease (includes stroke), A GBD 2010 study (IHME 2013)*
ischaemic heart disease, COPD and trachea,
bronchus and lung cancer, age 30+ years
PM,(, annual mean Postneonatal (age 1-12 months) infant mortality, B* 1.04 (1.02, 1.07)
all-cause
PM,, annual mean Prevalence of bronchitis in children, age 6-12 B* 1.08 (0.98-1.19)
(or 6-18) years
PM,, annual mean Incidence of chronic bronchitis in adults B* 1.117 (1.040-1.189)
(age 18+ years)
PM, s, daily mean Mortality, all-cause, all ages A 1.0123 (1.0045-1.0201)
PM, 5, daily mean Hospital admissions, CVDs (including stroke), all A* 1.0091 (1.0017-1.0166)
ages
PM, 5, daily mean Hospital admissions, respiratory diseases, all ages A* 1.0190 (0.9982-1.0402)
PM, 5, 2-week average, RAD:s, all ages B** 1.047 (1.042-1.053)
converted to PM, 5, annual
average
PM, 5, 2-week average, Work days lost, working-age population B* 1.046 (1.039-1.053)
converted to PM, 5, annual (age 20-65 years)
average
PM,, daily mean Incidence of asthma symptoms in asthmatic B* 1.028 (1.006-1.051)
children aged 5-19 years
O3, summer months Mortality, respiratory diseases, age 30+ years B 1.014 (1.005-1.024)
(April-September), average
of daily maximum 8-h
mean over 35 ppb
O3, daily maximum 8-h mean Mortality, all (natural) causes, all ages A* 1.0029 (1.0014-1.0043)
over 35 ppb
O3, daily maximum 8-h mean Mortality, all (natural) causes, all ages A 1.0029 (1.0014-1.0043)
over 10 ppb
03, daily maximum 8-h mean Mortality, CVDs and respiratory diseases, all ages A CVD: 1.0049 (1.0013-1.0085);
over 35 ppb respiratory: 1.0029 (0.9989-1.0070)
O3, daily maximum 8-h mean Mortality, CVDs and respiratory diseases, all ages A CVD: 1.0049 (1.0013-1.0085);
over 10 ppb respiratory: 1.0029 (0.9989-1.0070)
O3, daily maximum 8-h mean Hospital admissions, CVDs (excluding stroke) and A* CVD: 1.0089 (1.0050-1.0127);
over 35 ppb respiratory diseases, age 65+ years respiratory: 1.0044 (1.0007-1.0083)
O3, daily maximum 8-h mean Hospital admissions, CVDs (excluding stroke) and A CVD: 1.0089 (1.0050-1.0127);
over 10 ppb respiratory diseases, age 65+ years respiratory: 1.0044 (1.0007-1.0083)
O3, daily maximum 8-h mean MRAD:s, all ages B* 1.0154 (1.0060-1.0249)
over 35 ppb
O3, daily maximum 8-h mean MRADs, all ages B 1.0154 (1.0060-1.0249)
over 10 ppb
NO,, annual mean Mortality, all (natural) causes, age 30+ years B* 1.055 (1.031-1.080)
over 20 pg/m?
NO,, annual mean Prevalence of bronchitic symptoms in asthmatic B* 1.021 (0.990-1.060) per
children aged 5-14 years 1 pg/m3 change in
annual mean NO,
NO,, daily maximum 1-h mean Mortality, all (natural) causes, all ages A* 1.0027 (1.0016-1.0038)
NO,, daily maximum 1-h mean Hospital admissions, respiratory diseases, all ages A 1.0015 (0.9992-1.0038)
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Environmental Research 109:985-990 Accessed on the internet November 21, 2016 at:
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0013935109001698

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19781695
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Cutchin M, Remmes Martin K, Owen SV, Goodwin JS. 2008. Concern About Petrochemical Health Risk Before and After a
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internet at: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4018192/
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British Petroleum Refinery in Texas City. Clin Pediatr (Phila). Mar;55(3):219-27. doi: 10.1177/0009922815594358. Epub
2015 Aug 11.
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Lin MC1, Chiu HF, Yu HS, Tsai SS, Cheng BH, Wu TN, Sung FC, Yang CY. 2001. Increased risk of preterm delivery in areas
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10.1080/152873901753246232. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11766170
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@ Shell Oil Products US

Martinez Refinery
PO Box 711
Martinez, CA 94553-0071

BY CERTIFIED MAIL AND EMAIL

December 07, 2018

Mr. David Joe

Office of Rules and Strategic Policy

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
375 Beale Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94105

Subject: Shell Comments on Staff Report and DEIR for AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation
Schedule

Dear Mr. Joe;

The Shell Martinez Refinery (Shell) is writing this letter to provide comments on the revised Staff Report
on the Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617) Expedited Best Available Retrofit Contrel Technology (BARCT)
Implementation Schedule and Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR), dated Qctober of 2018.

Staff Report
In a letter dated October 5, 2018, Shell provided BAAQMD comments on the prior Initial Staff Report

issued in September of 2018. The comments in the October 5, 2018 letter are still applicable and are
attached to this letter.

DEIR

Chapter 3.4 of the DEIR, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” concludes that the installation and operation of a
wet gas scrubber (WGS) to control sulfur oxide emissions would result in significant impacts on water
demand. More specifically, the DEIR estimates the expected water demand may be up to 300 gallons
per minute or 432,000 galions per day for each WGS. The DEIR states that up to three WGS may be
installed in the San Francisco Bay Area fo comply with the proposed Expedited BARCT Implementation
Schedule, which would result in total water demand of up o 1,296,000 gallons per day. Shell appreciates
BAAQMD acknowledging the significant impact on water demand that would result from the installation
and operation of a WGS,

However, the DEIR states, it is not expected that wastewater would exceed a facility's current
wastewater discharge limits, require changes to existing wastewater permit conditions, of require new
wastewater permits” and that “water quality impacts during operation are concluded to be less than

" significant.” These conclusions cannot be made without further analysis. For example, assuming that a
new WGS system at Shell would generate up to 300 gallons per minute of new wastewater, Shell would
need to upgrade the existing wastewater infrastructure to address potential sewer bottlenecks and
overall capacity. |n addition, Shell would need to update the National Poliutant Discharge Elimination




System (NPDES) permit to address the changes in the wastewater treatment system and potential
increase in contaminants. BAAQMD should either perform a more complete analysis of water quality
impacts to correctly characterize the impacts or, if information is not currently available to show otherwise,
conclude that impacts on water quality may be potential significant.

Shell is looking forward to continuing to work with BAAQMD staff to further discuss these concerns and
determine a path forward.

Please contact Rick Shih at 925-313-0586 if you would like to discuss these issues in more detail.

Very truly yours,

oy "
Gordon~Johnson
Manager, Environmental

Shell Oil Products, US — Martinez Refinery
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Shell Comment Letter Dated October 5, 2018



Shell Qil Products US

Martinez Refinery
PO Box 711
Merlinaz, CA 94553-0071

CERTIFIED MAIL AND EMAIL

October 05, 2018

Mr, David Joe

Office of Rules and Strategic Policy '
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD}
375 Beale Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94105

Subject: Shell Comments on Initial Staff Report for AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation
Schedule

Dear Mr. Joe,

The Shell Martinez Refinery (Shell) is writing this letter to provide comments on the Initial Staff Report on
the Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617) Expedited Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT)
implementation Schedule (dated September of 2018). The focus of Shell's comments is on the Rule
Development Project Scope for fluidized catalytic cracking units (FCCU) and carbon monoxide (CO)
Boilers attached to the Initial Staff Repoit (referred to as Project Scope [n this letter). Shell previously
provided BAAQMD Sheil's initial comments to the draft Project Scope issued in May of 2018. Those
initial comments that are still applicable are also reiterated below.

Additional Studies Required Prior fo Rule Implementation

The Staff Report states that additional testing and time to gather more information may be needed for the
BARCT Refinery FCCU and CO Boiler rule. In fact, BAAQMD has adjusted the proposed implementation
schedule to better account for the additional time needed. Shell appreciates BAAQMD recoghnition of the
importance of thorough information gathering necessary to obtain accurate data on potential emission
reductions and data on cost of controls to calculate the cost effectiveness of a proposed BARCT rule.

More specifically, the Project Scope for FCCU and CO Boilers notes the need for additional testing and
study to properly characterize condensable PM emissions from the CO Boilers. Due to the flow patterns in
Shell’'s CO Boiler stacks, BAAQMD staff agree that current EPA test methodologies are not able to
accurately measure condensable particulate in these stacks. Shell agrees further testing and study is
needed to properly characterize condensable particulate emissions.

Attainment for SO, and Non-attainment for Pl ;

AB617 requires BARCT implementation in non-attainment areas. Although the Bay Area is in aftainment
for sulfur dioxide (SOz), BAAQMD staff focuses on SO2 emission reductions in the Project Scope for
FCCU and CO Baoilers because SOz emissions can lead o the formation of condensable PM. Shell
belisves instead that the cost effectiveness for this BARCT rule should be based on the emission
reductions of the non-attainment pollutant (PM) rather than on the attainment pollutant (SO2). However,

1




until the condensable PM emissions can be accurately measured from the CO Boiler stacks, the
condensable PM reductions as a result of SOz reductions cannot be accurately determined for use in the
cost effectiveness calculations. Therefore, until additional information on condensable PM from SOz can
be obtained, it will be difficult to develop a BARCT rule.

New/Reconstructed/Modified versus Existing {BACT versus BARCT)

The Project Scope sets a preliminary SO2 BARCT level of 50 parts per million by volume {ppmv) on a
seven-day rolling average and 25 ppmy on a 365-day rolling average based on Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) guidelines and New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) Subpart Ja for nawly
constructed, reconstructed and modified units. BAAQMD staff believes this will require the use of wet gas
scrubbers (WGS).

By definition, BARCT Is retrofit technology for an existing unit, which is not the same as new units or
those being reconstructed or modified. Therefore, the BACT and NSPS Subpart Ja standards should not

be used as a basis for BARCT.

WGS Gost Effectiveness
The current cost effectiveness estimates presented in the Project Scope severely underestimate the

actual costs.

Capital Cost: BAAQMD estimates the costs for refrofitting an existing FCCU/CO Boiler with a WGS to be
$135 milion. The basis far this estimate is nof detailed in the report. Shell befieves the actual capital
costs would be significantly greater. As explained below, Shell believes the cost will be over $700 million.

BAAQMD's own engineering evaluation in 2008 identified capital costs of up to $200 million for a WGS to
be installed in Delaware {2008 Application#17798 for Tesoro, Plant No. 14628). Using this $200 million
cost and adjusting to account for inflation, the 2018 capital costs would be $234 million. Even the $234
million value is a significant underestimate of actual costs to install a WGS at Shell. Examples of why the
costs are understated are described below:

o The $234 million value is based on costs in Delaware but the cost to install a WGS in the Bay
Area would be significantly higher due to the high construction cost in the Bay Area.

» As the engineering evaluation referenced above states, the capital cost estimates did not include
costs associated with upgrades that would be needed for existing equipment. For example, Shell
would need to replace the existing CO Boilers with new CO boilers that work at the higher
pressures of the WGS system. New boilers could also trigger the instaliation of selective catalytic
reduction (SCR) units for NOx conirol. The permitting, design and construction of new boilers
would add significant costs. A

¢ Due to the existing lack of free space at the Catalytic Cracking Unit and CO Boilers, the likelihood
of identifying an area to accommodate the WGS and new CO Boilers footprint is highly unlikely.
Given the limited space near the existing CO Boilers and if a feasible location can be found for
the WGS, a significant amount of piping and infrastructure would be required fo route the exhaust
from the CCU to the new CO Bollers to the proposed WGS. Again, Shell strongly believes it is
unlikely an area would be identified to accommodate the footprint of new CO Boilers and a WG,

« Itis Shell's understanding that a recently built WGS project at Valero cost over $700 million, if not

higher over 10 years ago.
‘ |




Table 1 summaries the costs presented above. Considering the above factors, Shell believes the actual
capital cost to install a WGS at the refinery would be at least $700 million.

Table 1. Summary of Capital Costs

Basis BAAQMD Sept 2018 BAAQMD 2008 Tesoro | Shell Estimate?
Project Scope Permit Evaluation
Adjusted for Inflation

Capital Cost $135 Milion $234 Million >700 Million

With Site Specific Considerations and Valero Actual Costs

Operating Cost: In addition, the operating costs are significantly greater than what is used in the Project
Scope. Based on factors presented in the Initial Staff report, the annual maintenance and operating cost
used in the Project Scope appears to be about $9 million per year. This is in contrast to the $26 million
per year operating cost hased on the Tesoro engineering evaluation (after adjusting the fisted $22 million
per year for inflation). Operating and maintenance costs for WGS need to account for the additional
energy and water usage; the mare frequent maintenance required to address corrosion in the WGS; and
additional cost of disposing liquid and solid waste, which may be hazardous {e.g., cost of laboratory
analysis, handling and transportation, treatment, and final disposal),

Cost Effectiveness: Using the conservatively low 2018 capital costs of $234 million and the same
annualized factors used in the 2008 engineering evaluation, the annualized capital cost would be $47
milfion per year. Adding this 2018 annualized capital cost and the 2018 operating cost of $26 million per
year, the total annualized cost would be $73 million per year. Based on a potential reduction of 567 tans
per year estimated by BAAQMD, the resulting cost effectiveness would then be $130,000 per ton.

Using the Shell Martinez estimate of at [east $700 million, the annualized factors used in the 2008
engineering evaluation, and the same $26 million per year operating cost, the cost effectiveness would be
at least $300,000 per ton. The Project Scope’s estimate of $47,000 per ton significantly underestimates
the cost-effectiveness of the WGS. Table 2 summaries the cost effectiveness results presented above.

Considering BAAQMD’s low capital and operating cost estimates, Shell requests BAAQMD provide more
details on the basis for BAAQMD's cost estimates. For example, what was BAAQMD's basis for the $135
miltion capital cost estimate? Also, the Initial Staff Report lists the factors to estimate annual cost from
the capital cost. However, the General and Administrative cost factor (identified as typically being 2
percent of the capital cost in BAAGMD’s BACT Policy and implementation Procedure) was not listed and

does not appear fo be have been considered.

Table 2. Summary of Cost Effectiveness

Basis BAAQMD Project Scope | BAAQMD 2008 Tesoro | Shell Estimate!

September 2018 Permit Evaluation
Adjusted for Inflation ‘

Cost Effectiveness | $47,000 per ton $130,000 per ton '} >$300,000 per fon

With Site Specific Considerations and Valero Actual Gosts

WGS — GHG, Enerqy, Water and other Environmental impact Considerations

By requiring the installation of WGS on a FCGU, GHG emissions will increase as a result of the higher .
energy demand to operate a WGS. Thus, while the use of a WGS may result in a decrease in CCU
criteria pollutants, facility wide GHG emissions and energy use will increase. In addition, there will be
other environmental impacts from the construction and operation of a WGS.




In particular, the increased water use for 8 WGS must be carefully evaluated and considered. Also, the
liquid purged from the WGS will need to be appropriately treated before discharging or reusing the liquid.
This will result in the generation of additional waste water and solid waste (potentially hazardous waste)
as well as potentially new wastewater freatment equipment. Also, the use of a WGS would likely result in
a colder, saturated plume that would not disperse as effectively as exhaust going through the current CO
Roiler stacks, thereby countering some of the benefits of reduced emissions fo local receptors. These
impacts must be considered when determining the overall benefit of the rule.

Catalyst Additives
In addition, the Project Scope notes that further study Is needed to assess the use of a catalyst additive fo

reduce SO emissions. Shell is not aware of any data the demonstrates Data is not currently proposed
BARCT levels can be achieved through the use of catalyst additives. Shell agrees further study and
testing is needed to properly assess the cost and benefits of using catalyst additive to reduce SOz

emissions.

Summary
In summary, Shell has the following comments:

¢ Additional PM Studies: To develop an effective rule, additional studies are needed to accurately
characterize any potential PM emission reductions.

« Attainment: Since the area is in attainment of SOz and non-attainment of PM standards, the
cost-effectivenass should be based on Pii emission reductions {which again cannot be
accurately determined without further study).

¢ Retrofit vs NewfModified: The proposed SOz limits are based on BACT guidelines and NSPS,
both of which are for newly constructed, reconstructed, and maodified units, However, BARCT
applies to the retrofit of existing units not being reconstructed or modified and so the proposed

limits are not appropriate.

« WGS Cost Effectiveness: The actual costs for retrofitting an existing FCCU/CO Baller with a
WGS are significantly greater than estimated by BAAQMD.

+ Other Environmental lmpacts: WGS would result in higher energy consumption, greater GHG
emissions, increase water usage, and greater liquid and solid waste generation.

« Catalyst Additives: Additional studies would be needed fo determine the potential emission
reductions and cost effectiveness of catalyst additives.

Shell is looking forward to continuing to work with BAAQMD staif to further discuss these concerns and
determine a path forward.

Please contact Rick Shih at 925-313-0586 if you would like to discuss these Issues in more detail,

Very truly{?

) S SIS
- ;
Gordon-Jatinson
Manager, Environmental
Shell Oil Products, US — Martinez Refinery




11800 Shoreline Highway
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

December 7, 2018 RECEIVED

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL

DEC 07 2018
Board of Directors -
Bay Area Air Quality Management District ERK OF
; Quality Manag THE BOARDS

c/o Marcy Hiratzka, Clerk of the Boards
375 Beale Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: December 19'" Public Hearings on Proposed Rule Amendment 6-5 and BARCT Implementation

As concerned members of the communities you serve, we would like to call your attention to an ongoing
situation that requires action on your part as members of the BAAQMD Board of Directors. This is an
urgent matter of public health and welfare - the stated mission of the BAAQMD. On December 19%,
2018 the Board has scheduled Public Hearings on (I} Proposed Amendments to District Rules 6-5; and (l1)
on AB 617 Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) Implementation Schedule.

(1) Proposed Amendments to Rule 6-5

For several years, leading California health professionals, scores of community and environmental
protection advocates have been regularly attending meetings and providing comments and letters to
the Air District Board, Technical Advisory Council, Stationary Source and Refinery Oversight Committee
urging the District to do their job by requiring standard Best Available Control Technology (BACT) on
refinery Fluidized Catalytic Cracking Units (FCCUs). Uncontrolled fine particulates from Bay area
refineries have long impacted the air quality and health of surrounding communities, and indeed the
Bay area at large. By requiring the use of wet scrubbing equipment under adopted Rule 6-5 — a proven
technology already in use at the Valero Benecia refinery and at refineries around the country —
emissions of PM2.5 (respirable) particulate could be reduced by greater than 95 percent. However, the
current proposed revision of Rule 6-5 [Control Of Particulate Emissions from Refinery FCCUs] REMOVES
condensable particulate matter (PM 2.5 and smaller) and sulfur dioxide (a precursor to particulate
formation) from the list of pollutants intended for future FCCU control under this rule (Table 1). This
retraction is what the District agreed to do in the "Enforcement Agreement/Agreement to Stay
Litigation" signed with Bay area refineries in March 2017, without public scrutiny or accountability (see
Article 3 on pages 4 and 5 of the Enforcement Agreement). We request that the Board reject the
portion of this settlement concerning the above described changes to adopted Rule 6-5 and prepare to
defend it in court for the protection of public health in the Bay Area and in furtherance of your mission.

(1) Proposed AB 617 BARCT Implementation Schedule

In the proposed BARCT Implementation Schedule refinery FCCUs are in one of the six categories to be
evaluated for rule development, with a 2-year timeline (2019 to 2020). We believe that two more years
of no control of FCCU PM2.5 emission is unacceptable, in light of the ongoing critical community health
impacts of refinery particulate emissions. We request that emissions reductions from FCCUs begin
immediately under adopted Rule 6-5 and not be delayed for another two years under the AB 617 BARCT
Implementation Schedule.



It is our hope that, as BAAQMD Board members, you will firmly stand on the side of protecting public
health and welfare from uncontrolled fine particulate pollution impacts.

Thank you for your consideration of these critical issues, now more urgent than ever as California (and
countries around the world) struggles to meet air pollution reduction targets that are drastically
affecting the earth’s climate.

Sincerely,

W. Ellen Sweet

350Marin

West Marin Standing Together

Richard Gray
360 Bay Area



AGENDA 12C - ATTACHMENT

Response to Comments for the Final Environmental Impact Report for
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District

AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule Project

State Clearing House Number: 2018082003

Prepared for:

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
375 Beale St., Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94105
Contact: David Joe
(415) 749-8623

Prepared By:

Environmental Audit, Inc.
1000-A Ortega Way
Placentia, CA 92870

Contact: Debra Bright Stevens
(714) 632-8521

December 2018



This page intentionally left blank.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Response to Comments
Table of Contents

Page No

1.0 INEFOTUCTION ...t et ns 1-1

1.1 Format Of thisS DOCUMENT ......cc.oiiiiiiiieieiee s 1-1

1.2 CEQA Requirements Regarding Comments and ReSPONSES.........ccccevveervvenennns 1-2

2.0  Comments Received on the Draft EIR...........ccocoviiiiiiinieieeee e 1-3

3.0 RESPONSES t0 COMMENTS ..ottt 1-4

4.0 Changestothe Draft EIR .........ccccoiieiiiiie i 1-14

TABLES:

Table 2-1 ~ Comment Letters with Responses Prepared..........cccocevveeieeneniieseeniens 1-3



AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule

This page intentionally left blank.



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and
the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). According to CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of:

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of the Draft;

Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary;

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR,;

The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process; and,

e Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

This Response to Comments, together with other portions of the DEIR as revised, constitutes the
FEIR for the proposed AB 617 Expedited Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT)
Implementation Schedule.

The DEIR contains a detailed project description, the environmental setting for each of the
environmental resources topic areas where the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study (NOP/IS)
determined there was a potential significant adverse impact, an analysis of the potentially
significant environmental impacts including cumulative impacts, project alternatives, mitigation
measures, and other areas of discussion as required by CEQA. The discussion of the project-
related and cumulative environmental impacts included a detailed analysis of air quality, hazards
and hazardous materials, and hydrology and water quality.

The DEIR was released on October 23, 2018 and circulated for a 45-day public review and
comment period that ended on December 7, 2018. The DEIR is available at the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 375 Beale Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, California
94105. Copies can also be obtained by accessing the BAAQMD's website at
http://www.baagmd.gov/ab617barct. The BAAQMD received one comment letter on the Draft
EIR during the public comment period. The comment letters and responses to the comments raised
in those letters are provided in this document. The comments are bracketed and numbered. The
related responses are identified with the corresponding number and are included following each
comment letter.

1.1 FORMAT OF THIS DOCUMENT

The Final EIR for the Expedited BARCT Implementation Schedule consists of the Draft EIR
and its technical appendices; the Responses to Comments included herein; and other written
documentation prepared during the EIR process. The District would also consider adoption of a
Statement of Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations as part of the
approval process for the Project.


http://www.baaqmd.gov/ab617barct
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This Response to Comments document is organized as follows:
e Section 1 provides a brief introduction to this document.
e Section 2 identifies the Draft EIR commenters.

e Section 3 provides responses to substantive comments received on the Draft EIR.
Responses are provided in the form of individual responses to comment letters received.
Comment letters are followed immediately by the responses to each letter.

e Section 4 presents clarifications to the Draft EIR, identifying revisions to the text of the
document.

1.2 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND
RESPONSES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds
persons and public agencies that the focus of review and comment of DEIRs should be “on the
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and
ways in which significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are
most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would
provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time,
reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably
feasible. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study,
and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments,
lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good-faith effort at full disclosure is made in the
EIR.”

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on
facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064,
an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Section 15204
(d) also states, “Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on
environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” Section 15204 (e)
states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general
adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by
this section.”
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2.0

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the following is a list of public
agencies, organizations, individuals, and businesses that submitted comments on the Draft EIR
received as of close of the public review period on December 7, 2018. Comments have been

numbered and responses have been developed with corresponding numbers.

TABLE 2-1
Comment Letters with Responses Prepared
Comment Commenter Date
Letter Received
1 Gordon Johnson, Shell Qil Products, U.S. Martinez Refinery 12/7/18
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3.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This section includes responses to all substantive environmental issues raised in comments
received on the Expedited Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) Implementation
Schedule. Responses are provided for each of the comments received. This section is formatted
so that the respective comment letters are followed immediately by the corresponding responses.
Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers, respectively, for reference
purposes.
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Comment Letter No. 1

@ Shell Oil Products US

Martinez Refinery
PO Box 711
Martinez, CA 94553-0071

BY CERTIFIED MAIL AND EMAIL

December 07, 2018

Mr. David Joe

Office of Rules and Strategic Policy

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
375 Beale Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94105

Subject: Shell Comments on Staff Report and DEIR for AB 617 Expedited BARCT Implementation
Schedule

Dear Mr. Joe:

The Shell Martinez Refinery (Shell) is writing this letter to provide comments on the revised Staff Report
on the Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617) Expedited Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT)
Implementation Schedule and Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), dated October of 2018.

Staff Report
In a letter dated October 5, 2018, Shell provided BAAQMD comments on the prior Initial Staff Report

issued in September of 2018. The comments in the October 5, 2018 letter are still applicable and are

attached to this letter. |

DEIR

Chapter 3.4 of the DEIR, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” concludes that the installation and operation of a
wet gas scrubber (WGS) to control sulfur oxide emissions would result in significant impacts on water
demand. More specifically, the DEIR estimates the expected water demand may be up to 300 gallons
per minute or 432,000 gallons per day for each WGS. The DEIR states that up to three WGS may be
installed in the San Francisco Bay Area to comply with the proposed Expedited BARCT Implementation
Schedule, which would result in total water demand of up to 1,296,000 gallons per day. Shell appreciates
BAAQMD acknowledging the significant impact on water demand that would result from the installation
and operation of a WGS,

However, the DEIR states, "it is not expected that wastewater would exceed a facility’s current
wastewater discharge limits, require changes to existing wastewater permit conditions, or require new
wastewater permits” and that “water quality impacts during operation are concluded to be less than
significant.” These conclusions cannot be made without further analysis. For example, assuming that a
new WGS system at Shell would generate up to 300 gallons per minute of new wastewater, Shell would
need to upgrade the existing wastewater infrastructure to address potential sewer bottlenecks and
overall capacity. In addition, Shell would need to update the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination

1-1
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System (NPDES) permit to address the changes in the wastewater treatment system and potential
increase in contaminants. BAAQMD should either perform a more complete analysis of water quality
impacts to correctly characterize the impacts or, if information is not currently available to show otherwise,

conclude that impacts on water quality may be potential significant. 1-2

Shell is looking forward to continuing to work with BAAQMD staff to further discuss these concerns and cont..

determine a path forward.

Please contact Rick Shih at 925-313-0586 if you would like to discuss these issues in more detail.

Very truly yours,

‘GordorJohnson
Manager, Environmental
Shell Oil Products, US — Martinez Refinery
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@ Shell Oil Products US

Martinez Refinery
PO Box 711
Martlinez, CA 94553-0071

CERTIFIED MAIL AND EMAIL

Qctober 05, 2018

Mr. David Joe

Office of Rules and Strategic Policy

Bay Area Air Quality Management District ( BAAQMD}
375 Beale Street, Suite 600

‘San Francisco, CA 94105

Subject: Shell Comments on Initial Staff Report for AB 617 Expedited BARGCT Implementation
Schedule

Dear Mr. Joe,

The Shell Martinez Refinery (Shell) is writing this letter to provide comments on the Initial Staff Report on
the Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617) Expedited Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT)
implementation Schedule (dated September of 2018), The focus of Shell's comments is on the Rule
Development Project Scope for fluidized catalytic cracking units (FCCU) and carbon monoxide (CO)
Boilers attached to the Initial Staff Report (referred to as Project Scope in this [etter). Shell previously
provided BAAQMD Shell's initial comments to the draft Project Scope issued in May of 2018. Those
initial comments that are still applicable are also reiterated below. —

Additional Studies Required Prior to Rule Implementation
The Staff Report states that additional testing and time to gather more information may be needed for the

BARCT Refinery FCCU and CO Boiler rule. In fact, BAAQMD has adjusted the proposed implementation
schedule to better account for the additional time needed. Shell appreciates BAAQMD reoognltlon of the
importance of thorough information gathering necessary to obtain accurate data on potential emission
reductions and data on cost of controls to calculate the cost effectiveness of a proposed BARCT rule.

More specifically, the Project Scope for FCCU and CO Boilers notes the need for additional testing and
study to praperly characterize condensable PM emissions from the CO Boilers. Due to the flow patterns in
Shell's CO Boiler stacks, BAAQMD staff agree that current EPA test methodologies are not able to
aceurately measure condensable particulate in these stacks. Shall agrees further testing and study is
needed to properly characterize condensable particulate emissions, ]

Attainment for SO and Non-g_ttalnmant for PM

AB617 requires BARCT implementation in non-attalnment areas. Although the Bay Area is in attainment
for sulfur dioxide (SOz), BAAQMD staff focuses on SOz emission reductions in the Project Scope for
FCCU and CO Boilers because SOz emissions can lead to the formation of condensable PM. Shell
believes instead that the cost effectiveness for this BARCT rule should be based on the emission
reductions of the non-attainment poliutant {PM) rather than on the attainment pollutant (SOz). However,
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until the condensable PM emissions can be accurately measured from the CO Boiler stacks, the
condensable PM reductions as a result of SO» reductions cannot be accurately determined for use in the 1-5
cost effectiveness calculations. Therefore, until additional information on condensable PM from SOz can cont.

be obtained, it will be difficult to develop a BARCT rule., ]

New/Reconstructed/Modified versus Existing (BACT versus BARCT)

The Project Scope sets a preliminary SO2 BARCT level of 50 parts per million by volume {ppmv) on a

soven-day rolling average and 25 ppmy on a 365-day rolling average based on Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) guidelines and New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) Subpart Ja for newly
constructed, reconstructed and modified units. BAAQMD staff believes this will require the use of wet gas 1-6
scrubbers (WGS).

By definition, BARCT is retrofit technology for an existing unit, which is not the same as new units or
those heing reconstructed or modified. Therefore, the BACT and NSPS Subpart Ja standards should not

be used as a basis for BARCT.

WGS Cost Effectiveness
The current cost effectiveness estimates presented in the Project Scope severely underestimate the

actual costs.

Capital Cost: BAAQMD estimates the costs for refrofitting an existing FCCU/GQ Boller with a WGS to be
$135 million. The basis for this estimate is not detailed in the report. Shell befieves the actual capital
costs would be significantly greater. As explained below, Shell believes the cost will be over $700 million.

BAAQMD's own engineering evaluation In 2008 identified capital costs of up to $200 million for a WGS to
be installed in Delaware (2008 Application#17798 for Tesoro, Plant No. 14628). Using this $200 million
cost and adjusting fo account for inflation, the 2018 capital costs would he $234 million. Ever the $234
million value is a significant underestimate of actual costs to install a WGS at Shell. Examples of why the

costs are understated are described below:

« The $234 million value is based on costs in Delaware but the cost to install a WGS in the Bay
Area would be significantly higher due to the high construction cost in the Bay Area. 1-7

+  As the engineering evaluation referenced abave states, the capital cost estimates did not include
costs associated with upgrades that would be needed for existing equipment. For example, Shell
would need 1o replace the existing CO Boilers with new CO boilers that work at the higher
pressuras of the WGS system. New boilers could also trigger the installation of selective catalytic
reduction (SCR) units for NOx control. The permitting, design and construction of new boilers
would add significant costs.

¢ Due ta the existing lack of free space at the Catalytic Cracking Unit and CO Boilers, the likelihood
of identifying an area to accommodate the WGS and new CO Boilers footprint is highly unlikely.
Given the limited space near the existing GO Bollers and if a feasible location can be found for
the WGS, a significant amount of piping and infrastructure would be required to route the exhaust
from the CCU to the new CO Boilers to the proposed WGS. Again, Shell strongly believes itis
unlikely an area would be identified to accommodate the footprint of new CO Boilers and a WG.

« Itis Shell's understanding that a recently bullt WGS project at Valero cost over $700 million, if not

higher over 10 years ago.
] |
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Table 1 summaries the costs presented above, Considering the above factors, Shell believes the actual
capital cost to install a WGS at the refinery would be at ieast $700 million.

Table 1. Summary of Capital Costs
Basis BAAQMD Sept 2018 BAAQMD 2008 Tesoro | Shell Estimate!

; A 3 cont.
Project Scope Permit Evaluation
Adjusted for inflation

Capital Cost $135 Million $234 Million >700 Million

With Site Specific Considerations and Valero Actual Costs ]

Operating Cost: In addition, the operating costs are significantly greater than what is used in the Project
Scope. Based on factors presented in the Initial Staff report, the annual maintenance and operating cost
used in the Project Scope appears to be about $9 million per year. This is in contrast to the $26 million
per year operating cost based on the Tesoro engineering evaluation (after adjusting the fisted $22 million 1-8
per year for inflation). Operating and maintenance costs for WGS need to account for the additional
energy and water usage; the more frequent maintenance required to address corrosion in the WGS; and
additional cost of disposing liquid and solid waste, which may be hazardous (e.g., cost of laboratory
analysis, handling and transportation, freatment, and final disposal). |

Cost Effectiveness: Using the conservatively low 2018 capital costs of $234 million and the same
annualized factors used in the 2008 engineering evaluation, the annualized capital cost would be $47
million per year. Adding this 2018 annualized capital cost and the 2018 operating cost of $26 million per
year, the total annualized cost waould be $73 million per year. Based on a potential reduction of 567 tons
per year estimated by BAAQMD, the resulting cost effectiveness would then be $130,000 per ton.

Using the Shell Martinez estimate of at least $700 million, the annualized factors used in the 2008
engineeting evaluation, and the same $26 million per year operating cost, the cost effectiveness would be
at least $300,000 per ton. The Project Scope’s estimate of $47,000 per ton significantly underestimates
the cost-effectiveness of the WGS: Table 2 summaries the cost effectiveness results presented above.

Conhsidering BAAQMD’s low capital and operating cost estimates, Shell requests BAAQMD provide more

details on the basis for BAAQMD's cost estimates. For example, what was BAAQMD's basis for the $135 1-9
million capital cost estimate? Also, the Initial Staff Report lists the factors to estimate annual cost from
the capital cost. However, the General and Administrative cost factor (identified as typically being 2
percent of the capital cost ih BAAQMD's BACT Policy and implementation Procedure) was not listed and

does not appear to be have been considered.

Table 2. Summary of Cost Effectiveness )
Basis BAAQMD Project Scope | BAAQMD 2008 Tesoro | Shell Estimate!
September 2018 Permit Evaluation
Adjusted for Inflation |

Cost Effectiveness | $47,000 per ton $130,000 per ton ‘1 >$300,000 per ton

"With Site Specific Gonsiderations and Valero Actual Costs ]

WGS — GHG, Energy, Water and other Environmental Impact Considerations
By requiring the installation of WGS on a FCCU, GHG emissions will increase as a result of the higher

energy demand to operate a WGS. Thus, while the use of a WGS may result in a decrease in CCU 1-10
criteria pollutants, facility wide GHG emissions and ehergy use will increase. In addition, there will be
other environmental impacts from the construction and operation of a WGS.

1V
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In particular, the increased water use for a WGS must be carefully evaluated and considered. Also, the

liquid purged from the WGS will need to be appropriately treated before discharging or reusing the liquid.
This will result in the generation of additional waste water and solid waste (potentially hazardous waste) 1-10
as well as potentially new wastewater treatment equipment. Also, the use of a WGS would likely result in cont.

a colder, saturated plume that would not disperse as effectively as exhaust going through the current CO
Boller stacks, thereby countering some of the benefits of reduced emissions to local receptors. These
impacts must be consldered when determining the overall benefit of the rule, _

Catalyst Additives
In addition, the Project Scope notes that further study is needed to assess the use of a catalyst additive to

reduce SOz emissions. Shell is not aware of any data the demonstrates Data fs not currently preposed 1-11
BARCT levels can be achieved through the use of catalyst additives. Shell agrees further study and
testing is needed fo properly assess the cost and benefits of using catalyst additive to reduce SOz

emissions.

Summary
In summary, Shell has the following comments:

« Additional PM Studies: To develop an effective rule, additional studies are needed to accurately
characterize any potential PM emission reductions.

o Attainment: Since the area Is In attainment of SOz and nan-attainment of PM standards, the
cost-effectiveness should be based on PM emission reductions (which again cannot be
accurately determined without further study).

+ Retrofit vs New/Nodified: The proposed SOz limits are based on BACT guidelines and NSPS,
both of which are for newly constructed, reconstructed, and madified units. However, BARCT
applies to the retrofit of existing units not being reconstructed or madified and so the proposed 1-12

limits are not appropriate.

« WGS Cost Effectiveness: The actual costs for retrofitting an existing FCCU/CO Boiler with a
WGS are significantly greater than estimated by BAAQMD.

« Other Environmental Impacts: WGS would result in higher energy consumption, greater GHG
emissions, increase water usage, and greater liquid and solid waste generation.

+ Catalyst Additives: Additicnal studies would be needed to determine the potential emission
reductions and cost effectiveness of catalyst additives.

Shell is looking forward to continuing to work with BAAQMD staff to further discuss these concerns and
determine a path forward.

Please contact Rick Shih at 925-313-0586 if you would like to discuss these issues in more detalil.

Manager, Environmental
Shell Qil Products, US - Martinez Refinery
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Comment Letter No. 1

Gordon Johnson
Shell Oil Products, U.S. — Martinez Refinery

Response No. 1-1

Comment 1-1 is an introductory comment indicating that the letter provides comments on the
Expedited Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) and Staff Report.

The comment indicates that the comments provided by Shell on October 5, 2018 for the Initial
Staff Report are still applicable to the Staff Report. The comment does not address any issue
related to the DEIR and no response is required.

Response No. 1-2

Response 1-2 summarizes the conclusions in the DEIR with respect to water demand impacts,
which reported that water demand impacts were potentially significant.

The comment further indicates that generating up to 300 gallons per minute of new wastewater
would require upgrades to Shell’s existing wastewater infrastructure and revisions to Shell’s
NPDES permit, and suggests that the EIR include a more complete analysis of water quality
impacts or conclude that water quality impacts are potentially significant. Shell’s comment
incorrectly implies that the volume of the wastewater stream from a wet gas scrubber (WGS)
would equal the volume of the water feed to the scrubber. To the contrary, by the nature of the
process, only a fraction of the water used by a WSG is discharged as wastewater. This is because
a large portion of the water demand is lost in the abatement process and through steam. Water
used in the WGS is emitted in the form of steam from a stack that is saturated with water, forming
a steam plume. The steam plume is the result of using water to reduce the particulate emissions in
the WGS. Therefore, the wastewater generation would not equal the entire 300 gpm of water
demand. For example, one wet ESP and WGS were installed on the FCCU at the Phillips 66 Los
Angeles Refinery, and the environmental analysis for the project indicated that the expected
wastewater discharge from the combined operation would be about 70 gallons per minute (100,800
gallons per day) as opposed to the system water demand of 300 gpm.* The current permitted
wastewater discharge flow from the Martinez Refinery is about 10 million gallons per day with an
average flow of 5.9 million gallons per day.? Therefore, the installation of a WGS would result in
an increase in wastewater of about one percent of the maximum wastewater treatment capacity at
the Shell Refinery (1.7 percent of the average flow), thus representing a relatively small increase
in wastewater discharge from the Refinery.

1 SCAQMD, 2007. Final EIR for the ConocoPhillips Los Angeles Refinery PM10 and NOx Reduction Projects, SCH No. 2006111138.
Available at: http://www.agmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-permit-projects/permit-project-documents---year-2007/feir-
for-conocophillips-pm10-and-nox-reduction

2 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Tentative Order No. R2-2017-00XX, NPDES No. CA0005789. Available at:
https://pubapps.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_info/agendas/2017/October/shelloil/Tentative_Order.pdf
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The potential increase in wastewater generation may require that facilities modify their National
Pollution Prevention Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, which varies from facility
to facility. However, all facilities that would be affected by the expedited BARCT requirements
operate under the requirements of an NDPES permit. As discussed in the DEIR (see Page 3.4-9),
the NPDES permit establishes discharge pollutant thresholds and operational conditions for
industrial facilities (including refineries) and wastewater treatment plants. For point sources
(including refineries), the Regional Water Quality Control Boards prepare specific effluent
limitations for constituents of concern and require monitoring of those constituents. Constituents
of concern for the Shell Refinery include biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), total suspended
solids, chemical oxygen demand (COD), oil and grease, total sulfides, phenolic compounds,
chromium and hexavalent chromium, ammonia nitrogen, copper, cyanide, nickel, selenium,
dioxin