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Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site name], [Site address]

Title V Statement of Basis

A. Background

This facility is subject to the Operatingfnit requirements of Title V of the federal Clean Air

Act, Part 70 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), and BAAQMD Regulation 2,

Rule 6, Major Facility Review because it is a major facility as defined by BAAQMD Regulation

2-6-212. ltisa maj or facility because it has the Apotenti al to e
Regulation 26-218) more than 100 tons per year of a regulated air pollutant.

Major Facility Operating permits (Title V permits) must meet specifications contained in 40 CFR

Part 70 as contained in BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 6. The permits must contain all

Afapplicable requirementso (6262, chantoinged i n BAAQMD Regul ati o
requirements, recordkeeping requirements, and reporting requirements. The permit holders must

submit reports of all monitoring at least every six months and compliance certifications at least

every year.

In the Bay Area, state and District requirements are also applicable requirements and are included
in the permit. These requirements can beifadly enforceable or nefederally enforceable. All
applicable requirements are contained in Sections | through VI of the permit.

Each facility in the Bay Area is assigned a facility identifier that consists of a letter adigia 4
number. This idetifier is also considered to be the identifier for the permit. The identifier for
this facility is A0O011.

This facility received its initial Title V permit under Application 16467 on December 1, 2003.
The initial permit wasidministratively amended onay 27, 2004 and July 28, 2004. The permit
was reopened under Appl i cassuedonBesembeRl®,200dand 12430 and was r
May 17, 2007, respectivelyhe version of the permit reopened under Application 12430

included Authorities to Constructsised under applications 3930, 4106, 4192, 4688, 4695, 6745,
9504, 10053, 11157, 12473, 12732, 13078, 13086, 13410, and 14224. In addition to the above,
the permit also included the final action taken on the following Title VV applications: 9699,
11158, 1231, and 13085. The permitigsued on May 17, 2007 was amended the following

year to incorporate changes stemming from a minor revision to the permit under Application
15599. The amended permit was lateisseied on April 4, 200&ection X of the permit

Revision History, has a list of these revisions in chronological order.

Authorities to Construct and/or Permits to Operate that were issued to Shell following the
issuance of the April 4, 2008 permit are summarized in the table below. Table 1 beltifiegden
those portions of thproposed renewal pernfpplication 18239 that have been impacted as
result of the Districtds actions.

Table 1
Application # Application Summary Summary of changes
OPCEN Hydrocarbon Flare re-route | The project did not impact and/c
14497 project: warrant any changes to the
The Distrid¢ authorized Shell to reoute | proposed renewal permit.
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Table 1
Application # Application Summary Summary of changes
routine (norsignificant vent gas
relief/flaring event) vent gas flows,
which otherwise would have been flar
ats1 772 AOPCEN Hyd
FIl aredo, to two ex
Recovery Compressors adS2 0 1 i
CleanFuelsFla@o0 t o be r
Refinery Fuel Gas (RFG).
Table IV-CJ in the initial permit
used to reference Sections 303
and 308 of Regulation 8, Rule 8
as the applicable requirements 1
S-2010. Because seals were
installed on the atmeeric vents
at S2010, it is no longer an
uncontrolled wastewater
Water Seals for Junction Boxes: collection system component.
As part of their overall compliance 'El;'ggrefr(])_r%, Se‘t:t'pnf 312't5?|5' da
§trategy with Regulation 8, Rule 8 . wast\:evwlacterp ggl?égtigncgcsrtgrﬁ
i Wa s t eOsledtian and Separatior| components have been added
Systemso, the Di s|alongwith Sections 303 and 30¢
to install lowpressure water seals in Tade IV-CJ in theproposed
(seals) on the atmospheric vents at | renewal permit.
S2010 ALOG Wast ew
Boxeso, which ar e JTablellA o
15482 the refinery. Shell has already Changed the source description
implemented andontinues to forS2010 from AL
implement a number of pollution Wastewater Jun
prevention measures aimed at ALOG Wastewate
minimizing/eliminating sources of Boxes Equipped with low
hydrocarbon that pressure water seals on select
sewer system. Installation of the seals @t mospheric ve
S-2010 would serve as a backup cont
measure in the event tpellution Table IV-CJ:
prevention measures at the source ar| Added Sections-8-312, 505,
not completely effective. and 603 for £010.
Table VII-DA:
Created a new table forZ)10
relating to recordkeeping
requirements and inspection
procedures to demonstrate
compliance with 8-312.
Asphalt Tank Replacement: Table 11 A:
15774 The District authorizedIgll to replace 1. Deleted S22.
S-22 - an aging and otf-service 2. Added S6068
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Table 1
Application # Application Summary Summary of changes
asphalt tank with $068 a new 55,100
bbl heated vertical fixed roof tank. Table Il B:

1. Added S6068 to sources
abated by A57.

2. Added a separate row
under A57 for pat 5 of
permit condition 23605.

Table IV:

1. Deleted references to 22
in Table IV-Ha.

2. Added a new Table IV
DY for S-6068.

Section VI:

1. Deleted references to X
from part 1 of permit
condition 18618 and
added $068 where
applicable.

2. Added new permit
condition 23605 for S
6068.

Table VII:

1. Deleted references to X
in Table VIFG.

2. Added a new Table I
DB for S-6068.

ALKY Reactor Replacement:

The District authorized Shell to replac| The project did not impact and/c
16726 one of the four reactors atlS4 3@P i warrant any changes to the

Al kyl ati on thathkad t proposed renewal permit.

reached the end of its useful life.

Ultra Low NOx Burners (ULNBSs)

Retrofit:

The District authorized Shell to replac

burners at 9486 and &.763 with The project did not impact and/c

ULNBs to enhance their compliance
17633 . L warrant any chages to the

wi t h Re glndrgarticiGaseousd d | i

Pol | ut aRwtlNe&ongénOxides proposed renewal permit.

and Carbon Monoxide from Boilers,

Steam Generators and Process Heate

in Petroleum Refi
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Table 1
Application # Application Summary Summary of changes
Table 1| B:
1. Deleted A1518.
2. Added A2023
Table IV:
Replaced parts 1 through 6 of th
old permit condition 19748 with
parts 1 through 21 in Table {V
SRU#3 CATOX Replacement: AR.
The District authorized Shell to replac
18034 a Catalytic Oxidizer that used to abate Section VI:
tail gas emissions at57 6 5 1 S U Replaced parts 1 through 6 of t
Recovery Unit # 3 0|oldpermitcondition 19748 with
Oxidizer. parts 1 through 21.
Table VII:
Replaced apjtable monitoring
requirements in parts 1 through
of the old permit condition 1974,
with those in parts 1 through 21
in Table VIFAI
Table IV:
Added parts 1 and 2 of permit
condition 24162 to Table PAL.
Section VI:
1. Deleted a row containing
NHT/SRHT Madification: the Title V throughput
The District authorized Shell to modify limit for S-1424 from part
18062 S1 4 23@H Naphtha Straightrun 1 of permit condition
Hydrotreater (NHT)  twouwddt 18618.
increase the NHT® 2. Added new permit
28,500 BPD to 31,500 BRD condition 24162.
Table VII:
Added applicable monitoring
requirements of permit conditior
24162 to Table VHAE.
Administrative Amendment to permit | Table 1V:
19373 condition 18618: Added parts 1 and 2 of permit
To ensure there is no ambiguity in condition 18618 to Table NBK.
determining whethes h el | 6's
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Table 1
Application # Application Summary Summary of changes
(COBs) comply with their daily firing | Section VI:
rate limits outlined in part 1 of permit 1. Changed the reference t¢
condition 18618, the existing firing rat] Regulation 21-234.4 in
limit for the COBs (S1507, $1509, & the preamble to part 1 to
S-1512) was amended to express the Regulaton 21-234.3.
limit in terms of both LHV and HHYV of] 2. Expressed the firing rate
the fuels combusted in them. For limit for the COBs in
example, the daily firing rate limit for terms of both the LHV
each of Shell 6s t and HHV of the fuels
as 5,568 MMBTU/day (LHV) and 6,12 combusted in them.
MMBTU/day (HHV) in the proposed
renewalpermit. Because permit Table VII:
condition 18618 is nofederally Added a new row under Table
enforceable, thproposed changes VII-BA citing the daily & annual
qualified as an administrative throughput limits (~maximum
amendment per Regulatior62201. firing rate) for the COBs
expressed in terms of the LHV
and HHV of the fuels combustec
in them.
Consent Decree: Table 1V:
Shell s Consent D Aspartofthe proposed renewal
the company to complete a program t{ and because applicable
reduce overall NOx emissions from | requirements in Tables /BA
heaters and boilers that are part of th¢ and BCalmost mirror each other,
CD. To obtain cedit for projects, which with a few exceptions, the abowvt
result in NOx reductions, Shell is tables were merged into Table
required by the CD to apply for and | IV-BA.
receive enforceable permit limits from 1. Added parts 1 through 3
the local permitting authority. of permit condition 2211¢
to Table IMAZb
19465 In light of the above, thBistrict issued (for S1760).
Shell enforceable limits in the form of 2. Added parts 1 through 3
pemit conditions forS-1490, S1491, of permit condition 24263
S$-1492, $1493, $1494, $1495, to Table IBA.
S-1496, S1497, S1498, and €499 (for S1490,5-1491, S
becauselte above sources were 1492,
retrofitted with ultra low NOx burners S-1493, $1495, $1496,
(ULNB) under Applications # 5258 (fo S-1497,51498 S1499,
S-1490 through 9493) in May 2002, & S-1762
#14651 (br S1494) in February 1995, 3. Added parts 1 through 3
and #13078 (for 9495 through S of permit condition 24263
1499) in July 2005 to enhance to Table IVBD.
compliance with Regulation 9 (for S1494)
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Table 1

Application #

Application Summary

Summary of changes

il norgani c GasRukRu
1 ONitfogen Oxides and Carbon
Monoxide from Boilers, Steam
Generators and Process Heaters in
Petol eum Refinerie

In addition, the District also
administratively amended permit
conditions 17532 and 22119 governin
S-1514 and €760, respectively.

4.

Added part 4 of permit
condition 17532 to Table
IV-BL. (for S1514)

Section VI:

1.

2.

3.

Amended part 3 of and
added part 4 to permit
condition 17532. (for S
1514).

Amended part 2 of and
added part 3 to permit
condition 22119. (for S
1760).

Added parts 1 through 3
of permit condition
24263. (fors-1490,
S-1491, S1492,
S-1493, S1494,
S-1495, $1496,
S$-1497, $1498, and
S-1499).

Table ViI:

1.

2.

Added applicable
monitoring requirements
of permit condition 2211¢
to Table VIFAQDb

(for S1760).

Added applicable
monitoring requirements
of permit condition 24263
to Table VIFAR.

(for S1491, $S1492,
S-1493, $1495,5-1496,
S-1497, & S1498)

. Added applicable

monitoring requirements
of permit condition 24263
to Table VIFAT.

(for S-1490 & S1499)
Added applicable
monitoring requirements
of permit condition 24263
to Table VIFAU.
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Table 1

Application #

Application Summary

Summary of changes

(for S-1494)

5. Added applicable
monitoringrequirements
of permit condition 17532
to Table VIIBB.
(for S1514)

20070

Gasoline Dispensing Facility # 7114
(for S-1598):

On March 26, 2009, the District
authorized Shell to replace the Phase
vapor recovery equipment on their
gasoline service dian

(5-1598) with an EVR certified Phase
system.

Table IV-BO:

1. The effective date of
Regulation 8, Rule 7 was
changed from March 24,
2003 to November 6,
2002.

2. Regulation 87-311 was
deleted.

3. Added part 1 of permit
condition 7878.

4. Deleted parts 1 thragih 2
of permit condition
14098.

Section VI:

1. Added part 1 of permit
condition 7878.

2. Deleted permit condition
14098.

3. Amended permit
condition 21593.

4. Added permit condition
24298.

Table VII-BD:

1. Added applicable
monitoring requirements
of permit conditions 878
and 24298.

2. Deleted applicable
monitoring requirements
pertaining to permit
condition 14098.

20868

ALKY Reactor Replacement:
The District authorized Shell to replac
two of the four reactors at54 3QP |

Al kyl ati on ftathad t

The project did not impact and/c
warrant any changes to the
proposed renewal permit.
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Table 1
Application # Application Summary Summary of changes
reached therdd of its useful life.

This application (# 18239) is for the second renewal of the Title V permit. The standard sections
of the permit have been upgraded to inclue& standard language used in all Title V permits.

Also, various other corrections have been made to the permit. This statement of basis will
include all proposed changes to the permétitkeoutunderlineformat.

B. Facility Description

The Shell Martinez Refinery (Shell) consists of a petroleum refinery and chemical manufacturing
complex. The crude unit at the refinery is permitted to process approximately 178,800 barrels of
crude oil per day into many finished products, including liquefied prtrolgas, automotive

gasoline, jet fuel, diesel, industrial fuel oils, asphalt and petroleum coke. The chemical plant
manufactures several different specialty chemicals.

Shell has been in operation since 1915. The light oil processing (LOP) unitddecdeimthe
mid 19706s, and the Flexicoker and associated units were
iclean fuelsodo units were added in 1995, including the Del

Finished products from the refinery include Liquefied Petroleum gas (MAt@oh is sold as

propane and used for home heating, cooking, recreational vehicles, etc. Automotive gasoline and
diesel are marketed throughout California and Nevada and used to power cars, trucks, busses,
boats and farm equipment. Heavier fuel oiks ased for heating, in industrial steam boilers and
utilities. Asphalt is used as a road mix material throughout the western United States and
Canada.

Through a variety of chemical reactions and physical changes, Shell manufactures finished
petroleum prducts from crude oil. Oil Refining includes four basic processes, described below:

SEPARATION Liquid hydrocarbons are separated into common boiling
point fractions by distillation. The distillation process
makes a fArough cut oggasés, lighhe crude oil, prod
medium and heavy boilintange materials, and residuals.
These cuts, or intermediate streams are then further
processed by more sophisticated means.

CONVERSION Cracking- This process breaks or cracks large hydrocarbon
molecules into smidr ones. This is done by thermal or
catalytic cracking.

Reforming- This process uses high temperatures and

catalysts to rearrange the chemical structure of a particular
oil stream to improve its quality.

10
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Combining- This process chemically combinesotar

more hydrocarbon streams to produce a higihede

product. Liquefied petroleum gas streams are combined in
this manner to produce gasoline.

PURIFICATION This process converts contaminants into an easily
removable or acceptable form.

BLENDING This process mixes combinations of hydrocarbon liquids to
produce a final product.

A more detailed description of petroleum refinery processes and the resulting air emissions may
be found in Chapter 5 fAPetr o-lxCompildtiadidist ryd of EPAOGs publi
Pollutant Emission Factors. This document may be found at:

http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch05/index.html
The principal sources of air emissions from refineries are:

Combustion units (furnaces, boilers, and cogeneration facilities)
FCC (Fludized Catalytic Cracking) units

Storage tanks

Fugitive emissions from pipe fittings, pumps, and compressors
Sulfur plants

Wastewater treatment facilities

O O O0OO0OO0Oo

Combustion unit emissions are generally controlled through the use of burner technology, steam
injection, or selective catalytic reduction. Emissions from the FCCU are controlled through the
use of improved catalyst regeneration, CO boilers, electrostatic precipitators, hydrotreating the
feed, and use of catalysts to remove impurities. Storage taskiens are controlled through

the use of addn controls and or fittingpss controls. Fugitive emissions have been controlled
through the use of frequent inspections and maintenance checks. Sulfur plants are equipped with
tail gas units to reduce emises. Wastewater treatment facilities are controlled by covering

units, gasketing covers, and aold controls, such as carbon canisters.

The District recently determined Equilon Enterprises LLC to be a support facility of the refinery.
As a result, Equilp Enterprises LLC, which is a bulk storage and loading terminal located
adjacent to the refinery, submitted an application to obtain an initial Title V permit from the
District on February 17, 2010. Equilon Enterprises LLC is the smaller of the twdidacind
operates under a different facility identifier number, B1956.

Although Equilon Enterprises LLC and the refinery are considered to be the same facility,
Equilon Enterprises LLC will receive a separate Title V permit. Equilon has a different
respmsible official and the facility has asked for a separate permit. The definition of permit in
the federal Title V regulations at 40 CFR 70.1, below, allows agencies to issue more than one
permit to a facility and the District has issued more than oneVitlermit to several facilities.

11
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iPart 70 permit or permit (unless the context

group of permitxovering a part 70 source that is issued, renewed, amended, or revised
pursuant to this part. o
Therefore, the refinerygsmit and the Equilon permit can be proposed and issued separately.

The District has determined that sources at the refinery will not be subject to additional

applicable requirements due to the refineryos

BAAQMD Regulation 26-412.2 requires a description of the emissions changes in the public
notice. There have been no significant changes in emissions at this facility.

C. Permit Content
The legal and factual basis for the permit follows. The permit sectierdeacribed in the order
presented in the permit.

| 1. Standard Conditions

This section contains administrative requirements and conditions that apply to all facilities. If the
Title IV (Acid Rain) requirements for certain foséilel fired electrical gearating facilities or the
accidental release (40 CFR & 68) programs apply, the section will contain a standard condition
pertaining to these programs. Many of these conditions derive from 40 CFR § 70.6, Permit
Content, which dictates certain standard dmas that must be placed in the permit. The

language that the District has developed for many of these requirements has been adopted into
the BAAQMD Manual of Procedures, Volume I, Part 3, Section 4, and therefore must appear in
the permit.

The standal conditions also contain references to BAAQMD Regulation 1 and Regulation 2.
These are the Districtbés Gener al Provisions

Changes to permit
1 The adoption and amendment dates of the rules in Standard Condition I.A have been updated.

1 Reference to Regulation 3 as basis was deleted from Standard Condition I.E & I.F as this
regulation applies to Fees only and has no concern with Records requirements.

1 Section 1.J.2 has been modified to clarify that the capacity limits shown in Tebkrd
enforceable limits.

| 1. Equipment
This section of the permit lists all permitted or significant sources. Each source is identified by
an S and a number (e.g., S24).

12

and

suggests

Per mi tti

association

n



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §Slitiress]

Permitted sources are those sources that require a BAAQMD operating pesuérg to
BAAQMD Rule 2-1-302.

Significant sources are those sources that have a potential to emit of more than 2 tons per year of

a fAregul ated air poll ut a-622% or400poutederiyeaeoia i n BAAQMD Rul e 2

Ahazar dous a iefined n®AAQND Rufe 266210, as d

All abatement (control) devices that control permitted or significant sources are listed. Each
abatement device whose primary function is to reduce emissions is identified by an A and a
number (e.g., A24). If a source ialso an abatement device, such as when an engine controls
VOC emi ssions, it owi || be |isted in the abat
abatement device may also be a source (such as a thermal oxidizer that burns fuel) of secondary
emisgsons. If the primary function of a device is to control emissions, it is considered an
abatement (or AAO0) device. |-dontrol furctiop, theé ma

ry f
device is considered to be a source (or @AS0).

The equipment section i®esidered to be part of the facility description. It contains information
that is necessary for applicability determinations, such as fuel types, contents or sizes of tanks,
etc. This information is part of the factual basis of the permit.

Each of the prmitted sources has previously been issued a permit to operate pursuant to the
requirements of BAAQMD Regulation 2, Permits. These permits are issued in accordance with

ement devi ce

unction of a

state | aw and the Districtds r eguleatrth®ens. The capacities

maximum allowable capacities for each source, pursuant to Standard Condition 1.J and
Regulation 21-403.

Changes to Table Il A APermitted Sourceso:
1 Deleted S22, S1005, S5140, and $058.

1 Added S6068, which was permitted under Applicatibsi’ 74 to replace-32.

T As previously discussed under Table 1 in
description for £2010 was amended under Application 15482.

Changes to Table |1 B AAbatement Deviceso

T On December 5, 2007 Regulaatdi o/i s6 b Ra rEtmi csis
renumbered as Regul ation 6, Rule 1, and r
Requirementso. In |light of the above all/l

have been changed to Regulatieh.®\s an example, ceitder A1. The applicable
requirement for AL was changed from Regulatior861 to Regulation-d-301.

T As previously discussed under¥r6068peiitted 1 i n
under Application 15774 replaced22. The amendments to Table Ir&lect the fact
that S6068 is abated by-A7, and its operation is governed by permit condition 23605.

1 A-771 was permitted under Application 7771 to abate S1769 on July 8, 2003. was
never included in the initial Title V permit (Application 164&hd/or in the subsequent
revisions to the initial permit under Applications 9293, 12430, and 15599. This oversight
on the part of the District is addressed in this permitting action, and the amendments also

13
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reflectthe factthat &4 7 1 6 s 0 p e rrreed by permit coaditign®20785.

9 Deleted reference to-$426 from the row entry corresponding td&70, because-$470
abates only €338, and 9426 is abated by-$471.

=13

T As previously discussed under20ZBadmntittedl 1 i n t he
under Application 18034 replaced¥%18. The amendments to Table Il B reflect the fact
that A-1518 is no longer in service, and that th&785 is abated by-2023.

Backgrou

T Amendments to the fAOperating Parameterso and fALimit or
correspondig to A-1805, A2017, and A2020 are discussed in detail under the
ANESHAP FFO discussion.

1 Amended the description for-A005 to clarify it is a coke barn and not a coke corral.

f A20070 and A20080 donot exi st and were deleted.

| Il. Generally Applicable Requirements

This section of the permit lists requirements that generally apply to all sources at a facility
including insignificant sources and portable equipment that may not require a District permit. If

a generally applicable requirement appliex#mally to a source that is permitted or significant,

the standard will also appear in Section IV and the monitoring for that requirement will appear in
Sections IV and VII of the permit. Parts of this section apply to all facilities (e.g., particulate,
architectural coating, odorous substance, and sandblasting standards). In addition, standards that
apply to insignificant or unpermitted sources at a facility (e.g., refrigeration units that use more
than 50 pounds of an ozedepleting compound) are gked in this section.

Unpermitted sources are exempt from normal District permits pursuant to an exemption in

BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 1. They may, however, be specifically described in a Title V
permit i f they are consinedie BAQMONRule 261239f i cant sourceso as de.

Changes to permit
1 Updated rule adoption dates.

1 Added BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rules 2, 4, 5, 6, & 9; Regulation 3; Regulation 8, Rule
10; and Regulation 9, Rule 1.

1 Added SIP Regulation-2-429; Regulation 2, Rules 2, 4, & 6; Regftion 3; Regulation
6; Regulation 8, Rules 2, 10, & 40; and Regulation 9, Rule 1.

1 Added Sections 41750 & 44300 of the California Health and Safety Code; and revised the
description for 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart M.

1 Shell does not use hexavalent chromiurits cooling towers. Therefore, Regulation 11,
Rule 10 was deleted.

14



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §Slitiress]

IV.  SourceSpecific Applicable Requirements

This section of the permit lists the applicable requirements that apply to permitted or significant

sources. These applicable requireraert contained in tables that pertain to one or more

sources that have the same requirements. The order of the requirements is:

1 District Rules

91 SIP Rules (if any) are listed following the corresponding District rules. SIP rules are District
rules that ve been approved by EPA for inclusion in the California State Implementation

Pl an. SI'P rules are fAfederally enforceabl
iFederally Enforceabled col umn. | éitationh e S|
of the SIP rule is not necessary and the @
Afyeso. If the SIP rule is not the current

the SIP rule is cited separately after the District.rdibe SIP portion will be federally

enforceable; the ne8IP version will not be federally enforceable, unless EPA has approved

it through another program.

Other District requirements, such as the Manual of Procedures, as appropriate.

Federal requiremes (other than SIP provisions)

BAAQMD permit conditions. The text of BAAQMD permit conditions is found in Section

VI of the permit.

1 Federal permit conditions. The text of Federal permit conditions, if any, is found in Section
VI of the permit.

= =4 =4

Section V of the permit contains citations to all of the applicable requirements. The text of the
requirements is found in the regulations, which are readily available on the District or EPA
websites, or in the permit conditions, which are found in Section ¥Weopermit. All

monitoring requirements are cited in Section IV. Section VIl is a @afesence between the

limits and monitoring requirements. A discussion of monitoring is included in Section C.VII of
this permit evaluation/statement of basis.

Changes to the proposed renewal permit:
Changes to thproposed renewal pernsitem from any one and/or all of the following:
1 Changes to the federal enforceability status and/or the applicability of BAAQMD
regulations for a source or group of sources.
1 Changesn applicable federal (heBAAQMD regulations) requirements for a source or
group of sources.
1 Changes to existing permit conditions and/or incorporation of new permit conditions
based on comments received from Shell.
1 Changes resulting from the incorpaoat of applications, for which the District issued an
AC and/or a PO, that were previously excluded from a permit that was public noticed and
issued to Shell on April 4, 2008.

Changes to the renewal permit stemming from BAAQMD regulations:
The discussio that follows pertains only to those BAAQMD regulations whose State
Implementation Plan (SIP) status has changed since Shell was issued its initial permit on
December 1, 2003. Simply stated, either certain sectiomsaith sections of a given regulation
are not federally enforceable. For regulations where certain sections of the regulation are not
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federally enforceable (~not SIP approved) a table summarizes the affected section(s). Likewise,
regulations that were previously deemed-fexterally enforcedb in whole and/or in part

(certain sections) which are now federally enforceable are also discussed. Also, the SIP related
sections have been deleted i.e. old rule date, affected sections, etc.

BAAQMD Regqul ation 6 AParticulate Matter o,
Rul e 1afiG®&ee@mui rementso:
The purpose of this rule is to limit the quantity of particulate matter in the atmosphere through
the establishment of limitations on emission rates, concentration, visible emissions and opacity.

Regulation 6, Particulate Matter and Wi Emissions, was renumbered as Regulation 6, Rule 1,
and renamed as Particulate Matter, General Requirements on December 5, 2007. The equivalent
rule in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) is Regulation 6, Particulate Matter and Visible
Emissions, whiclwas published in the Federal Register on September 4, 1998. The rule in its
current form (Regulation 6, Rule 1) is not federally enforceable, although its requirements
exactly mirror those contained in the SIP approved version of the rule (Regulatiotighjt of

the above, Tables Ma, Hb, AG, AP, AQ, AS, AW, AXa, AXb, AXc, AZ, AZb, BA, BD, BG,

BK, BL, BP, BU, BW, BX, BZ, CA, CB, CO, CQ, CS, CU, CV, CW, CX, CY, DE, DNa, and

DX andTables VIIG, AA, AG, AH, AJ, AN, AO, AOa, AOb, AQ, AQb, AR, AT, AU, X, BA,

BB, BE, BG, BI, BJ, BL, BM, BN, BX, BZ, CB, CE, CG, CH, CIl, CTa, CZ, and DB were
amended to include the n@iP approved version of the rule.

BAAOMD Regul ation 8 fiOrganic Compounds©o,
Rul e 2 AMiscellaneous Operationso:
The purpose of this rule te reduce emissions of precursor organic compounds from
miscellaneous operations.

The effective date of the rule was changed in TablallMrom 6/15/94 to 7/20/05All sections
of the BAAQMD rule with the exception of83117 and 201, which are not cointed/referenced
in the permit, are federally enforceable.

Table 1 below summarizes the nfaterally enforceable sections of the rule.

Table 1
Non-Federally Enforceable Sections of the
: Effective Date of Rule
23 QD) REIEE the Rule (Sections eithe not contained in or deleted
from SIP approved version of the rule)
Regulation 8 General:
ioOrganic Co 8-2-117
Rule 2 July 20, 2005
iMi scell a Definitions:
Operati on 8-2-201
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BAAOMD Regul ation 8 fiOrganic Compoundso,

Rule 4 fAdlenmentalamd Surface Coating
The purpose of this rule is to limit emissions of volatile organic compounds from the use of
solvents and surface coatings in operations such as model making, printed circuit board
manufacturing and assembly, elecdtiand electronic component manufacturing, surface coating

of test panels, training facilities where the application of coating is for training purposes, stencil

coatings, low usage coating activities exempt from other Regulation 8 rules, coatingsapecifi

exempt from other Regulation 8 rules or solvent usage not specified by other Regulation 8 rules.

All sections of this rule are federally enforceable. Therefore, the SIP version of the rule dated
12/20/95 was deleted from Table-GB, and all section of t he Di strict ds
were deemed federally enforceable in Table€R/ and VIIBN.

Certain sections of the rule, which were previously deemedau®mrally enforceable in the
above tables, were changed to reflect them as being ligderforceable in light of the SIP

ver sion

approved version of the Districtds rule, which

has

BAAQOMD Regul ation 8 fiOrganic Compounds©o,
Rule 5 AStorage of Organic Liquidso:

The purpose of this rule is to limit emissionafanic compounds from storage tanks.

The effective dates of the rules (SIP approved anedSiBrapproved versions) were updated for
tanks in Tables IMA, Ca, Ea, Ec, |, Ja, Jb, Jc, M, R, U, Y, AC, AEa, AEb, AEc, AH, AK, DG,
DJ, and DW. In addition to thabove, the effective dates of the rules in TableAX4 (for
flares A101 & A1 02 t hat serve as backuij25&M58t ement
respectively), AXb (for flare ALO3 that serves as backup abatement device for VRB)Aand

DV (for the Fadity) were also updated. Specifically, the SIP approved version of the rule was
published in the Federal Register on June 5, 2003 and th8IRapproved version of the rule
has been effective since October 18, 2006.

Table 2 below summarizes the rafmderally enforceable sections of the rule.

Table 2
Non-Federally Enforceable Sections of the
: Effective Date of Rule
23 QD) REIEE the Rule (Sections either not contained in or deleted
from SIP approved version of the rule)
Regulation 8 General:
iOr ganioa n@a 8-5-111, 85-111.1, 85-111.2, 85-111.5,
Rule 5 October 18, 2006 | 8-5-111.6, 85-112, 85-112.1, 85-112.1.1,
iStorage o 8-5-112.2, 85-112.4, 85-112.5, 85-112.6,
Liqguidsbo 8-5-112.6.1, 85-112.6.2, 85-112.6.3,
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Table 2

BAAQMD Regulation

Effective Date of
the Rule

Non-Federally Enforceable Sections of the
Rule
(Sections either not contained in or deleted
from SIP approved version of the rule)

8-5-112.6.48-5-116, 85-117, 85-118,
8-5-119, 85-119.1, 85-119.2, and &-119.3.

Definitions:
8-5-201, 85-202, 85-206, 85-209, 85-210
8-5-222, 85-223, 85-224, 85-225, and
8-5-226.

Standards:
8-5-301, 85-302, 85-303, 85-303.1
8-5-303.2, 85-304, 85-304.4, 85-304.5
8-5-304.6, 85-304.6.1, 85-304.6.2, 85-305,
8-5-305.3, 85-305.5, 85-305.6, 85-306,
8-5-306.1, 85-306.2, 85-307, 85-307.1,
8-5-307.2, 85-307.3, 85-320.2, 85-320.3,
8-5-320.5.2, 85-321.1, 85-321.3, 85-321.4,
8-5-322, 85-3221, 85-328, 85-328.1,
8-5-328.2, 85-328.3, 85-331, 85-331.1,
8-5-331.2, 85-331.3, 85-332, 85-332.1, and
8-5-332.2.

Administrative Requirements:
8-5-401.1, 85-401.2, 85-402.2, 85-402.3,
8-5-403, 85-403.1, 85-403.2, 85-404,
8-5-405, 85-411,8-5-411.1, 85-411.2,
8-5-411.3, and $-412.

Monitoring and Records:
8-5-501.1, 85-501.2, 85-501.3, 85-501.4,
8-5-502, 85-502.1, 85-502.2, 85-502.2.1,
8-5-502.2.2, and %-503.

Manual of Procedures:
8-5-601, 85-602, 85-603, 85-604,
8-5-6 0 5 es§urerVacuum Valve Gas Tight
Determinationo,
85605 AMeasur ement 0
Concentrations and
8-5-605.1, 85-605.2, 85-606, 85-606.1,
8-5-606.2, and &-606.3.
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The facility has four types of tanks storing organic liquids:
9 Fixed roof tanks:
Regulation 8, Rule 5 applicable requirements for these tanks are summarized under
Tables I, M, AEa, AEb, AEc, AH, DG, and DJ. Consistent with information
summarized in Table 2 above, the federal enforceability of the affected sectons wa
updated in the above tables to reflect their SIP status.

Tanks listed under TablesdV AH, and DJ have a storage capacity of less than 19,803
gallons and the true vapor pressure of the tank contents is greater than 0.5 psia and less
than/equal to 1.psia. Tanks listed under Table-D¥J are pressure tanks with nitrogen
blanketing. As a result and in addition to other Regulation 8, Rule 5 applicable
requirements, tanks listed under TableDV must also comply with the requirements of
sections &-307.2 and 307.3.

In contrast, the storage capacity of tanks listed under Tabibs AMEa, AEb, AEc, and
DG is greater than/equal to 39,626 gallons. Emissions from tanks listed in Taldlks IV
AEa, AEb, AEc, DG, and DJ are abated, whereas emissions fromlistekl under
Tables IVl and AH are unabated. As a result sectios18.8 and 306.1 are not cited as
applicable requirements in TablesI\dnd AH.

 Tanks without explicit tank attributes:

Regulation 8, Rule 5 applicable requirements for these tmeksummarized under

Tables VA, Ca, Ea, and Ec. Though these tanks are equipped with fixed roofs, the tanks
listed under the above tables differ in the BAAQMD and Federal applicable requirements
they are subject to from those that are explicitly liseébad roof tanks in Tables Y/

M, AEa, AEb, AEc, AH, DG, and DJhence the distinction and separate placement of
these tanks in Tables i¥, Ca, Ea, and Ec.

The true vapor pressure of the tank contents stored in tanks listed under Tah)estl/

Ca is less than or equal to 0.5 psia. Therefore, the subject tanks qualify for the exemption
in section 85-117 and cite the above section in the afore referenced tables. In contrast,
emissions from tanks listed in the TablesHd and Ec are abated. Theref, sections-8

5-118 and 306.1 are cited as applicable requirements in the above tables.

1 External Floating Roof (EFR) Tanks:
Regulation 8, Rule 5 applicable requirements for these tanks are summarized in Tables

IV-Ja, Jb,Jc,U,Y,and AC. Theabdve bl es contain the fiEnhanced Monitor.i
t ank

Programd requirements, which are tailored for EFR
and in addition to other Regulation 8, Rule 5 applicable requirements, the above tables
also cite the noffiederally enforceablsections in &-119, 119.1, 119.2, 119.3, 411,

411.1, 411.2, and 411.3 that pertain to the fiEnhanced

with information summarized in Table 2 above, all sections of the BAAQMD rule with
the exception of &-111.3, 112.3, 405gnd 501 applicable to EFR tanks were deemed
nonfederally enforceable.

 Internal Floating Roof (IFR) Tanks:
Regulation 8, Rule 5 applicable requirements for these tanks are summarized in Tables
IV-R and AK. Consistent with information summarized in Tabdd@ve, all sections of
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the BAAQMD rule with the exception 0£8-111.3, 112.3, 402, 402.1, and 501
applicable to IFR tanks were deemed federally enforceable.

1 Related Information/Other Changes:
In light of the exemption listed under sectio$-818,none of the tanks whose emissions
are abated cite-B-306.2 as an applicable requirement. It is assumed that equipment leaks
from sources (abatement equipment, etc.) downstream of the tank would be covered by
inspections required under Regulation 8, Ride 1

Section 85-328 has been amended significantly since it was last approved as part of the
SIP in 2003. The above section used to be made up of subsections 328.1 (1.1 & 1.2) and
328.2. The current ne8IP approved version of the rule, which became &ffein

October 2006, is made up of subsections 328.1, 328.2, and 328.3. The requirements
contained in the aforeeferenced sections of the new rule also differ from those contained
in their SIP approved predecessor. In light of the above, referencesStPtiversion of
Section 85-328.1 were deleted from Tables\Dk, H, I, J, L, R, T, W, X, Y, AD, CO

and CT; references to SIP version of Sectigin3®28.2 were changed te®8328.1 in

Tables VIH, P, Y, and AOa; and the SIP version of Sectier®8.11 was deleted from
Table VII-P.

The SIP approved version of the rule did not contain any subsections in Sestgi)68
whereas the neBIP approved version of the rule is made up of two subsections (306.1
and 306.2). As a result, references to SIPierrsf Section &-306 were changed teB

306.1 in Tables VHY and AOa. Section-8-405 that used to exist in the SIP approved
version of the rule was deleted from the +8IR version of the rule in October 2006, and
Section 85-331 that did not exist van the rule was adopted as part of the SIP was added
to the norSIP version of the rule. The above changes, where applicable, can be found in
Tables VIIDa, Dc, H, I, J, L, P, R, T, W, X, Y, AD, AO, AOa, CO, CT, and DC.

References to SIP version of Seos 85-401.2 and 405 were replaced with FBiP
version Section-8-401.1 in Tables ViH, |, J, R, T, and W. It should be noted that the
revised tables noted above contain both Sectighd®1.1 and 401.2 in them. The SIP
approved version of the ruleddnot contain any subsections in SectiefB02, whereas
the nonRSIP approved version of the rule is made up of two subsections (502.1 and
502.2). As a result, references to Sectidi®2 were changed te®8502.2 in Tables
VII-H, 1, J, L, P, R, T, W, XY, AD, AOa, CL, CO, and CT. In addition, a reference to
Section 85-501 was changed t6®8502.1, and &-404 was deleted from Table WM.

The SIP approved version of the rule contained two subsections in Sebtedi33(603.1
and 603.2), wheraahe norSIP approved version of the rule does not contain any
subsections. As a result and where applicable, references to Seehi@@83 and &-
603.2 were changed te3603 in Tables VHB, Da, Dc, H, I, J, L, P, R, T, W, X, Y, AD,
AOa, CL, CO, ad CT. It should be noted that Regulation 8, Rule 5 applicable
requirements were included as part of TablesAQI (for A-101 and A102) and AOa

(for A-103) because the above flares, which serve as backup abatement devices for
VRUOGs, abate emagesitoarsk ¥ LBlmckeptAIR)JAH26 A
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(backup A103), and A56 (backup A102) are either taken out of service for routine

maintenance and/or due to an unexpected upset. Flet84 trough A103 are not used

as control devices when degassinik&a nor can the flares be source tested. Therefore,

Regulations&-328, 328.1, 502, and 502.1 donét apply to them ¢
Tables VAXa and AXb.

BAAOMD Regul ation 8 fiOrganic Compounds©o,
Rule 6 fiOrganic Liguid Badk Terminals and Bul k Pl a
The purpose of this rule is to limit emissions of volatile organic compounds from transfer
operations at negasoline organic liquid bulk terminals and bulk plants.

All sections of this rule, which was adopted on February 2, 1994, are federallyesiier The
LPG loading rack (81338) abated by the LOG LPG FlareX&/70) is subject to Regulation 8,
Rule 6. However, 8338 is exempt from the above rule per Secti@ld 7. In light of the
above, Section-8-117 was added to TabledWD (for S-4338).

BAAOMD Regul ation 8 fiOrganic Compoundso,
Rule 8 fAWastewater Collection and Separation Syste
The purpose of this rule is to limit the emissions of organic compounds from wastewater
collection and separation systems that handle liquid organic comigéam industrial
processes.

The effective dates of the rules (SIP approved aneSiBrapproved versions) were updated
infadded to Tables PAT, AV, CG, CJ, CH, and DM. Specifically, the SIP approved version of
the rule was published in the Federal Reggion August 29, 1994 and the ®I# approved
version of the rule has been effective since September 15, 2004.

Table 3 below summarizes the rfaterally enforceable sections of the rule.

Table 3
Non-Federally Enforceable Sections of the
: Effective Date of Rule
QD) REGIEITET the Rule (Sections either not contained in/deleted
from SIP approved version of the rule)
General:
8-8-101, 88-112 8-8-113, 88-115, and
8-8-116.
Regulation 8
iOrganic Co Definitions:

Rule 8 Septgggﬁer 15, | 88201, 88-204, 88-210, 88-216, 88-217,
AfWastewater 8-8-219, 88-220, 88-221, 88-222, 88-223,
and Separat 8-8-224, 88-225, 88-226, 88-227, 88-228,

8-8-229, 88-230, 88-231, and 83-232.
Standards:
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Table 3

BAAQMD Regulation the Rule

Effective Date of

Non-Federally Enforceable Sections of the
Rule
(Sections either not contained in/deleted
from SIP approved version of the rule)

8-8-301.2.3, 88-3022.3, 88-302.3, 88-302.6
8-8-304, 88-305.2, 88-306.2, 88-307.2,
8-8-312, 88-313, 88-313.1, 88-313.2, and
8-8-314.

Administrative Requirements:
8-8-402, 88-402.1, 88-402.2, 88-402.3,
8-8-402.4, 88-402.5, 88-403, 88-403.1,
8-8-403.2, 88-4033, 88-403.4, and &8-404.

Monitoring and Records:
8-8-501, 88-502, 88-505, 88-505.1,
8-8-505.2, 88-505.3, and #8-505.4.

Manual of Procedures:
8-8-601, 88-602, and 83-603.

All sections of the BAAQMD rule with the exception 6B&501 are fedally enforceable.
A Ci t at-AKowas replaced by tné morerecent Tabl e VI |
& stringent vapor tight standard in Regulatio8-802.6. Amendments to Tables \BSa and
BSb reflect the fact that Sectior88307.1 is fedaally enforceable. .

Regulation8-302. 4 under

Section 88-200 was significantly revised since it was last approved as part of the SIP in 1994.
The above section consisting of definitions was made up of 18 subsections (201 through 218).

The current norSIP approved version of thele, which became effective in September 2004,

contains 32 subsections (201 through 232). One new subse@ian0 i ncl udes

drainso under the

iprocess

definition of fAWastewater Separator
Aiprocess drbeIXRA® & nalangeevalid dhd was deleted. The process drains are

subject to and are expected to comply with Regulation 8, Rule 8 (Sedi@i38and others).
Please refer to note #4 under TableHB.

BAAOMD Regul ation 8 fioOrganic Compounds©o,

Rule 15

AEmMul si fied and Liquid

Asphaltso:

The purpose of this rule is to limit the emissions of volatile organic compounds caused by the use
of Emulsified and Liquid asphalt in paving materials and paving and maintenance operations.

All sections of this Sepmber 16, 1987 rule are federally enforceable, and Secti&b81 was
amended on June 1, 1994. The above change is reflected in Tdb\é IV
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BAAOMD Regul ation 8 fioOrganic Compounds©o,

Rul e 16 fiSolvent Cleaning Operationsao:

The purpose of this rule is timit emissions from solvent cleaning operations.

All sections of this rule are federally enforceable. Therefore, the SIP version of the rule dated
12/9/94 was deleted from Tables-GD and DV. Certain sections of the rule, which were
previously deemedontfederally enforceable were changed in the above tables to reflect them as

being federally

enforceable in |Iight of

been effective since October 16, 2002. In light of the above, the old Siegquieements in

Tables VIIBP and CY were deleted, and the federal enforceability of Sectidf< 88, 303.4.1,

and 303.5 was updated to reflect that they are SIP approved.

t he

SI P

approved

BAAQMD Regul ation 8 fAOrganic Compoundso,

Rule 18

AEqui pment Leakso:

The purposef this rule is to limit emissions of organic compounds and methane from leaking
equipment at petroleum refineries, chemical plants, bulk plants and bulk terminals including, but
not limited to: valves, connectors, pumps, compressors, pressure rel@fsjeiaphragms,
hatches, sighglasses, fittings, sampling ports, meters, pipes, and vessels.

The effective dates of the rules (SIP approved aneéSiBrapproved versions) were updated
in/added to Tables PAL, AOa, AP, and EC. Specifically, the SIP apped version of the rule
was published in the Federal Register on June 5, 2003 and #&iMapproved version of the
rule has been effective since September 15, 2004.

Table 4 below summarizes the nfaulerally enforceable sections of the rule.

Table 4

BAAQMD Regulation

Effective Date of
the Rule

Non-Federally Enforceable Sections of the
Rule
(Sections either not contained in/deleted
from SIP approved version of the rule)

Regulation 8
iOrganic Co
Rule 18
AEqui pment

September 15,
2004

General:
8-18-101 and 818-110

Definitions:
8-18-203, 818-204, 818-208, 818-219, and
8-18-225.

Standards:
8-18-302, 818-302.1, 818-302.2, 818-302.3,
8-18-303, 818-303.1, 818-303.2, 818-303.3,
8-18-303.3, 818-304, 818-304.1, 818-304.2,
8-18-304.3, 818-306, 818-306.1, 818-306.2,
8-18-306.3, andB-18-306.4.

Administrative Requirements:
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Table 4
Non-Federally Enforceable Sections of the
: Effective Date of Rule
ESR il Rlal the Rule (Sections either not contained in/deleted

from SIP approved version of the rule)

8-18-401.9 and 818-401.10.

Monitoring and Records:
8-18-502.4, 818-503, 818-503.1, and
8-18-503.2.

Manual of Procedures:
8-18-603 and 818-604

Severakections of the rule pertaining to the standards, such as but not limitdd@{02, 303,

304, and 306 have been si grSiPfvérsion. hikewise, seceomsi sed i n the Distr
pertaining to inspection, records, and reports have also bewficsigtly revised. The federal

enforceability of the affected sections has been updated in Tabksls #vid AP and Tables \Al

AE and AG to reflect their SIP status.

BAAQOMD Regul ation 8 fAiOrganic Compoundso,
Rul e 19 fASurface Pr eMiasrcaetliloann eaonuds Cweattailn gPaorft s and Product
The purpose of this rule is to limit the emission of volatile organic compounds from the surface
preparation and coating of miscellaneous metal parts and products.

All sections of this rule are federally enforceabTherefore, the SIP version of the rule dated

12/20/95 was deleted from Table-88. Certain sections of the rule, which were previously

deemed noifiederally enforceable were changed in the above table to reflect them as being

federally enforceableindiht of the SI P approved version of the District
effective since October 16, 2002. No changes were made to TakB&VII

BAAOMD Regul ation 8 fiOrganic Compounds©o,
Rule 28 fAEpisodic Releases froRefikkiesandure Relief Devices
Chemical Plantso:
The purpose of this Rule is to prevent the episodic emissions of organic compounds from
pressure relief devices on equipment handling gaseous organic compounds at petroleum
refineries, and to collect information on episodiiganic and inorganic compound emissions
from pressure relief devices at petroleum refineries and chemical plants.

The effective dates of the rules (SIP approved aneéSiBrapproved versions) were updated
in/added to Tables PAL, AOa, and AP. Specifidly, the SIP approved version of the rule was
published in the Federal Register on May 24, 2004 and th&lRapproved version of the rule
has been effective since December 21, 2005.
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Table 5 below summarizes the rf@ulerally enforceable sections of thge.

Table 5

BAAQMD Regulation the Rule

Effective Date of

Non-Federally Enforceable Sections of the
Rule
(Sections either not contained in/deleted
from SIP approved version of the rule)

Regulation 8

fioOrganic
Rule 28

AEpi sodisfromR

Pressure Relief Devices ¢

Petroleum Refineries ang

Chemical F

Co

December 21,
2005

General:
8-28-101, 828-111, 828-113, 828-114, and
8-28-115.

Definitions:
8-28-201, 828-207, 828-209, 828-210,
8-28-211, 828-212, 828-213, 828-214,
8-28-215, and £8-216.

Standards:
8-28-302, 828-303, 828-303.1, 828-303.2,
and 828-304.1.

Administrative Requirements:
8-28-401, 828-401.2, 828-401.3, 828-401.6,
8-28-401.9, 828-402, 828-402.1, 828-402.2,
8-28-403, 828-404, 828-405, 828-405.1,
8-28-405.2, 828-405.3, 828-405.4, 828-406,
8-28-406.1, 828-406.2, 828-406.3,
8-28-406.4, 828-406.5, 828-406.6, and
8-28-407.

Monitoring and Records:
8-28-502, 828-502.1, 828-502.2, 828-502.3,
8-28-502.4, 828-503, 828-503.1, 828-503.2,
and 828-503.3.

Manual of Procedures:
8-28-602

Several sections of the rule pertaining to the standards, such as but not limi2gi368 303,

and 304 have been

si gni f iStPavearsioh. Likewise ysectoasd
pertaining to reprting, inspection, identification, process safety requirements, monitoring system
demonstration report, and process unit identification report have also been significantly revised.

Sections &8-502 and 503 that were not part of the SIP approved ruletesreadded to the

Di st r i-8IR v@rsionmfdhe rule. The federal enforceability of the affected sections has been

updated in/added to Tables-A., AOa, and AP and Tables VAE, AFa, and AG to reflect

their SIP status.
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BAAOMD Regul atiionC@mpgidOu mano ,
Rul e 31 ASurface Preparation and Coating of Plastic Pz
The purpose of this rule is to limit the emission of volatile organic compounds from the surface
preparation and coating of plastic parts and products, includingspedyesin (fiberglass)
products.

All sections of this rule are federally enforceable. Therefore, the SIP version of the rule dated

12/20/95 was deleted from Table-88. Certain sections of the rule, which were previously

deemed noifederally enforceablevere changed in the above table to reflect them as being

federally enforceable in |ight of the SIP approved versio
effective since October 16, 2002. No changes were made to TakB&VII

BAAOMD Regul atiionC@mpgidu maano ,

Rule 40 fAAeration of Contaminated Soil and Removal of Un¢
All sections of this rule, with the exception of SectieA®118, are federally enforceable.
Section 840-118 was amended on June 15, 2005 and differs #08IP counterpart in that
Table 25-1 in District Regulation 2, Rule 5 is referenced instead of now obsolete Fai3é@
in District Regulation 2, Rule 1. The above change is reflected in Takil&/I\Vhe remaining
sections in the neBIP approved versh of the rule, which has been effective since June 15,
2005 mirror their SIP approved counterparts which were published in the Federal Register on
April 19, 2001. No changes were made to TableGAI.

Table 6 below summarizes the nimulerally enforcedb section of the rule.

Table 6
Non-Federally Enforceable Sections of the
: Effective Date of Rule
QLD RERIEIE the Rule (Sections either not contained in/deleted
from SIP approved version of the rule)
Regulation 8
iOrganic Co
Rule 40 General:
i A dionaf Contaminateq  June 15, 2005 S Moo
: 8-40-118
Soil and Removal of
Underground Storage
Tankso
BAAQOMD Regul ation 9 filnorganic Gaseous Pollutantso

Rule 8 ANitrogen Oxides and Carbon Monoxide From Station
Engineso:
The purposef this rule is to limit emissions of nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide
from stationary internal combustion engines with an output rated by the manufacturer
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at more than 50 brake horsepower. BAAQMD rule sectie@&890, 502.1, and 530 cited in
Table IV-DNa, which have been effective since June 25, 2007, are not federally enforceable.
Neither are any of the above sections part of the SIP approved version of the rule that was
published in the Federal Register on December 15, 1997. Therefore, in theealfsgiffc
approved counterparts for the above sections only thdauamally enforceable sections of the
rule are cited in the above table.

Sources $051 through $060 (excluding $ 058 ) -uasreed Adines el sadelygi nes t hat ar e
used as a standbywoe of motive powefor emergency standby generators that they are part of.

These sources were exempt from District until May 17, 2000, when BAAQMD Regulation 2,

Rule 1, General Requirements, was amended to require permits for all stationary engif@s over

hp. The requirement for permits is not federally enforceable because SIP Regulation 2, Rule 1

still has an exemption for standby engines.

Shell applied for District permits for these sources on March 29, 2002 under Application 4688.
The District perrits were issued on April 18, 2002.

BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 8, as adopted on January 20, 1993, did not apply to engines under
250-hp, liquidfueled engines, or emergency standby engines. On August 1, 2001, the rule was
amended to include hours of oaon limits for emergency standby engines. On July 25, 2007,
the rule was amended to include limits for remnergency liquid fueled engines and engines

under 256hp. These new limits will be effective on January 1, 2012. Since the engines at Shell
areemergency standby engines, they will only be subject to the following sections of the-rule: 9
8-330, 98-502.1, and $8B-530, which essentially restrict the hours of operation for standby
engines. These provisions are not federally enforceable beca&ie thee is the 1993 rule.

On November 8, 2004, the California Air Resources Board (CARB or ARB) adopted an Air
Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) for stationary diesel engines, which was effective on January
1, 2005. The measure restricted the hours ofadiperfor older standby engines and required
controls and/or lower emission rates for prime and new standby engines. Since the ATCM is a
state standard, it is not federally enforceable.

The CARB&ds ATCM appl i-@0alkdhroagh $@6q (eéludiegr86068) s f or S
have been incorporated into the@posed renewal permitn addition, applicable requirements

contained in Regulation 6, Rule 1, Regulation 9, Rules 1 and 8 were also incorporated into

Tables IVDNa and VI}CTa. The engines, which werespiously governed by permit condition

19097, will henceforth be subject to BAAQMD Standard Condition #22820.

It should also be noted that5340 and $5058 were incorrectly described in Table Il A

APermitted Sourceso as awdegalndengnesgusedies. The above engine
emergency standby service that no longer operate at Shell. As a result, all references to the above

engines have been deleted in pheposed renewal permit

Following is a discussion of the requirements of the ATCM.

Sectbn 93115.5 requires the use of CARB diesel or several alternatives. The owner/operator
will comply by burning CARB diesel.
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The operating requirements and emissions standards are contained in Section 93115.6.

The engines are not subject to Section 93H(d) because they are not new as defined by the
ATCM.

The engines are not subject to Section 93115.6(b)(1) of the ATCM because the BAAQMD
permit does not allow operation in anticipation of a rotating outage.

The engines are not subject to Section 93Xb¥®) of the ATCM because the engines are not
located within 1000 feet of a school.

Section 93115.6(b)(3)(A) allows the owner/operator to choose 20 hours of operation for
maintenance and testing, to show that the engine has particulate emission3.bgIgilhp, or

to control the particulate emissions of the engine by 85%. The owner/operator has chosen to
operate the engines for less than 20 hours/yr for maintenance and testing. An unlimited number
of hours is allowed during emergencies.

Section 9315.6(b)(3)(A)(2), which allows more hours for maintenance and testing in certain
cases is not cited because the owner/operator will comply by not operating the engines for more
than 20 hr/yr for maintenance and testing.

The engines are not subject to $@t93115.6(b)(3)(B) because the owner/operator is not using
an emission control strategy that is not verified through

The engines are not subject to Section 93115.6(b)(3)(C) because the District has not established
more stingent standards for these engines.

The engines are not subject to Section 93115.6(c) because the engines are not being used in a
demand response program.

The requirements of 93115.7 are not cited because these requirements are for prime engines.

The requirements of 93115.8 are not cited because these requirements are for agricultural
engines.

The requirements of 93115.9 are not cited because these requirements are for new engines under
50-hp.

The notification requirements of Section 93115.10(a) areitex because the requirements have
already been met.

The requirements of Section 93115.10(b) have not been cited because they apply only to sellers
of engines.

The requirements of Section 93115.10(c)(1) have not been cited because they applyemly to n
engines as defined by the ATCM.
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The requirements of Section 93115.10(c)(2) have not been cited because the reporting
requirements have already been met.

The notification requirements of Section 93115.10(d) are not cited because the engines are not
exanpt from requirements pursuant to Sections 93115.3 or 93115.8(a)(2).

The engines are subject to the requirement in Section 93115.10(e)(1) to havesetiaile
hour meter.

Section 93115.10(e)(2) is not cited because the engines do not have diesdhtafiters.

Section 93115.10(e)(3) is not cited because the District has not required additional monitoring.
Section 93115.10(f) is not cited because the engines are exempted by the ATCM.

The requirement for monthly recordkeeping in Section 9301§) applies to the engines.

The requirement in Section 93115.10(h) applies only to the San Diego Gas and Electric
Company.

The requirement in Section 93115.10(i) applies only to engines that are used to fulfill the
requirements of an Interruptible Ser@iContract as defined by the ATCM.

Section 93115.11 is not cited because the owner/operator has 4 or more engines.

Section 93115.12 is cited because the owner/operator has 4 or more engines. The compliance
schedule in 93115.12(a) applies to the endgieesuse the owner/operator has chosen to comply
by reducing the hours of operation to 20 hr/yr.

Section 93115.12(b) is not cited because the owner/operator has chosen to comply with Section
93115.12(a).

Section 93115.13 is not cited because the ownerébgr will comply by reducing the hours of
operation, not by testing or installing diesel particulate filters.

Section 93115.14 is not cited because the owner/operator is not required to test the engines.

Section 93115.15, Severability, is cited becansalidation of one part of the ATCM does not
invalidate the remaining parts.

Monitoring for opacity for diesel standby reciprocating engines, suck6855through $060

(excluding $6058), is not required in accordance with Section 1.O.1 in CAPCOB/ERA

Region IX Periodic Monitoring committee recommendations in the June 24, 1999 document

entitled: fiPeriodic Monitoring Recommendations For Gener
SIP. O The reason i s t hsalfur, levaromaic ieds. Whent@ea |l i f or ni a burn | ow
recommendations were written, California diesel contained 0.05% sulfur. Now the fuels contain

0.0015% sulfur, so particulate should be even lower.
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In addition, in the Bay Area, the standard for opacity for emergency standby engines is
Ringelmann 2, which is roughly equivalent to 40% opacity. It is unlikely that even an old engine
would exceed 40% opacity.

Moreover, these engines operate infrequently.
For the three reasons above, no monitoring for opacity is required for thesesengi

Monitoring for filterable particulate (FP) for diesel standby reciprocating engines is not required

in accordance with Section Il.A.1 in CAPCOA/ARB/EPA Region IX Periodic Monitoring

committee recommendations i n CGARGOACARBEPA2 4 , 1999 document e
Region IX Recommended Periodic Monitoring for Generally Applicable Grain Loading

Standards in the SIP: Combustion Sources. o0 This deter min
operated for maintenance and testing for less than 200 hoursAse &hgines are operated for

maintenance and testing for less than 20 hours/yr, so ho monitoring for FP is justified.

The generally applicable FP limit in the Bay Area is 0.15 grains/dscf. It is highly unlikely that
any engine could exceed this standard, peci al |l y taking the fuelbds | ow sul fur ar
content into account

No monitoring is required for the 0.5% standard for S by weight in BAAQMD Regulation 9,
Rule 1, because the only diesel fuel available in California has a sulfur content of 0l)015%
weight.

The CARB ATCM and BAAQMD permit condition have a limit of 20 hours/yr for maintenance
and testing. The engines must have-resettable meters for the hours of operation and the
owner/operator must is required to keep monthly records. Jhiggropriate monitoring for the
operational limit.

BAAOMD Regul ation 9 fAlnorganic Gaseous Pollutantsbo
Rul e 9 ANitrogen Oxides From Stationary Gas Turbin
The purpose of this rule is to limit emissions of nitrogen oxides from stationary gas turbines.

The effective dates of the rules (SIP approved aneSiBrapproved versions) were updated in
Table IV-CV. Specifically, the SIP approved version of the rule was published in the Federal
Register on December 15, 1997 and the 8tihapproved version dfi¢ rule has been effective
since December 6, 2006.

Table 7 below summarizes the nf@uerally enforceable sections of the rule.
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Table 7
Non-Federally Enforceable Sections of the
: Effective Date of Rule
A QIHID) REgIEITET the Rule (Sections either notcontained in/deleted
from SIP approved version of the rule)

General:
9-9-110, 99-111.3, 99-112, 99-113,
9-9-114, 99-115, 99-116,and 99-120.

Definitions:
9-9-201, 99-202, 99-203, 99-204, 99-205,
9-9-206, 99-207, 99-208, 99-209, 99-210,
9-9-211, 99-212, 99-213, 99-214, 99-215,
9-9-216, 99-217, 99-218, 99-219, 99-220,

and 99-221.
Regulation 9 Standards:
Al ngo r anic 9-9-301, 99-301.1, 99-301.1.1, 99-301.1.2,
Pol |gu t ant 9-9-301.1.3, 99-301.2, 99-301.3, 99-301.4,
Rule 9 December 6, 2006 9-9-302, 39-302.1, 99-302.2, 99-303,

iNitrogen 0 9-9-304, and 9-305.

Stationary

Administrative Requirements:
9-9-401, 99-402, 99-402.1, 99-402.2,
9-9-403, 99-404, 99-404.1, 99-404.2,
9-9-404.3, 99-404.4, 99-405, and PD-406.

Monitoring and Records:
9-9-501, 99-502, 99-503, and M-504.

Manual of Procedures:
9-9-601, 99-603, 99-604, and MD-605.

Most secti ons -SIRapproved v&sios of thé rale hawse berrosignificantly
revised from their SIP approved counterparts. The federal enforceability of the affected sections
was updat e dC\andVIra®dpertaidisg tol Gas Turbines-4390 and $1192) to

reflect their SIP status.

Natural gas is exclusively combustedtst gas turbines and the capacity of each turbine is

limited to 13,152 MMBTU/day (~548 MMBTU/hr) by permit condition 18618. Effective January

1, 2010 and in accordance with Sectie®301.2, NOx emissions (corrected to 15% O2, dry

basis) for each of Shélls t wo g a-419G and Sbld2hig lisnited 18 5 ppmv or 0.15

Ibs/MWhr averaged over alour period. The above NOx emission limit replaced the 9 ppmv

(corrected to 15% 02, dry basis) limitin Regulatie®#9 01 . 1. 3. Ther edbor e, Regul ati onds
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3011.3 and 9-401 were deleted from Table4®V, and the new NOXx limit was also
incorporated into Table VACG.

Applicable requirements of the rule that were previously contained in TaigI&\\for the

Supplemental Steam Generatorsi®1 and $1193), whit are downstream of Gas Turbines,

were deletedbecause the duct burners at Bupplemental Steam Generatars not subject to

Regulation 9, Rule 9. The above rationale has been consistently applied to duct burners at

Supplemental Steam Generators locategnstream of combined cycle gas turbines at power

plants in the Districtods jurisdictapplisable |t is |ikely that
requirements of the above rule fod$91 & S4193 when issuing Shell their initial permit.

Deleting Regulation 9, Rule 9 applicable requirements does not absolve the Supplemental Steam
Generators at Shell from complying with the above rule. This is so becmiseageneration

unit (cogen) consists of a Gas Turbine af®lipplemental Steam Generatbhere are two such

cogen pairs at Shell i.e-890 & S4191, and $1192 & S4193. Combined NOx emissions

from each cogen pair exhaust through a dedicated stack that is equipped with NOx, SO2, and 02
CEMs, and the NOx emissions from each cogen paimisdd to5 ppmv, dry, correcteth 15%

oxygen, averaged over 3 hours by part 24.c of permit condition 12B&tefore, hough not

explicitly subject to the requirements in Regulation 9, Rule 9, Shell would still have to
demonstrate ongoing compliance wiiie most stringent emission limitations and requirements

for the Gas Turbineis the above ruléor the combined emissions emanating from each cogen

pair per Regulation 1107 which states the follows:

fi 1107 Combination of EmissionsWhere air contamimgs from two or more sources are

combined prior to emission and there are no adequate and reliable means to establish the nature,

extent and quantity of emission from each source, District Regulations shall be applied to the

combined emission as if it ofitated in a single source. Such emissions shall be subject to the

most stringent limitations and requirements of District Regulations applicable to any of the

sources whose air contaminants are so combined. o

In other words, the combined NOx emissiomsrfreach cogen pair per Regulaticd7 cannot
exceed 5 ppmv in any rollingHour and/or shour averaging period.

BAAOMD Regul ation 9 Alnorganic Gaseous Pollutantso
Rule 10 ANitrogen Oxides and Carbon Monoxide From Boil er
Procs s Heaters in Petroleum Refinerieso:

This rule limits the emissions of nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide from boilers, steam
generators, and process heaters in petroleum refineries.

The effective dates of the rules (SIP approved aneSiBrapproved veions) is reflected in
Tables IMAZ, AZb, BA, BD, BG, BK, BL, BZ, CS, and CU. Specifically, the SIP approved
version of the rule was published in the Federal Register on March 29, 2001 and-8iF non
approved version of the rule has been effective sinlgely, 2002.

32



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §Slitiress]

Table 8 below summarizes the nf@uerally enforceable sections of the rule.

Table 8
Non-Federally Enforceable Sections of the
: Effective Date of Rule
Q1D R the Rule (Sections either not contained in/deleted
from SIP approved version of the rule)

General:
9-10-111 and 910-112.

Standards:
9-10-301,9-10-301.1, 910-301.2, 910-301..3,
9-10-303, 910-304, 910-304.1, 910-304.2,
9-10-305, and 910-306.3 (missing from SIP
posted on EPA Region 9 website).

fi |R§g(;"?tlona9n i ¢ Administrative Requirements:
Pol |gu t ant 9-10-401, 910-401.1, 910-401.1.1,
Rule 10 9-10-401.1.2, 910-401.1.3, 910-401.1.4,

9-10-401.1.5, 910-401.2, 910-402.1.2, and

ANi trogen ( Julyl7, 2002 0-10-403.

Carbon Monoxide From
Boilers, Steam Generator
and Process Heaters in
Petrol eum H

Monitoring and Records:
9-10-501, 910-501.1, 910-501.2, 910-502,
9-10-502.1, 910-504, 910-504.1,
9-10-504.1.1, 910-504.1.2, 910-504.1.3,
9-10-504.1.3, 910-504.1.4, 910-504.1.5,
9-10-504.1.6, 910-504.1.7, 910-504.2,
9-10-505, 910-505.1, 910-505.2,
9-10-505.2.1, and940-505.2.2.

Manual of Procedures:
9-10-601 and 910-602.

Most secti ons -SIRapproved v&sios of thé rale hawse berrosignificantly
revised fom their SIP approved counterparts. The federal enforceability of the affected sections
has been updated in TablesAZ, AZb, BA, BD, BG, BK, BL, BZ, CS, & CU and Tables VI

AQ, AQDb, AR, AT, AU, AX, BA, BB, BL, CB & CE to reflect their SIP status.

Therecord keeping requirements prescribed under Sectidh®0 4 . 2 ar e for Asmal | uni tso
subject to Section-20-306.2. Section902 17 def i nes ayrdiiseryédildr, uni t 0 as a

steam generator, or process heater with a rated heat input less thaloh08hl/hour but

greater than or equal to 1 million BTU/hour that has the capability of firing any fuel other than

natural gas or liquefied petroleum gas. None of the sources contaihablés I\VAZ, AZb, BA,

BD, BG, BK, BL, BZ, CS, & CU meet the abodefinition. Therefore, references to Sectien 9
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10-504.2 and in Tables \HAQ, AQb, AR, AT, AU, AX, BA, BB, BL, CB & CE were deleted
and replaced with Section19-504.1.

Sources contained in the above tables, with the exception of TaBK Bhd VII-BA, are

governed by permit condition 18265 for refinevide compliance with Regulation 9, Rule 10.

The AFuture Effective Datedo of @JAZWAZBBA 1, 20050 in the |
BD, BG, BL, BZ, CS, & CU corresponding to parts 1, 3, 4, 5, 8,9, 10, and 11 was deleted

because the date has passed and is no |l onger valid. Likew
September 1, 2004 corresponding to part 2 of permit condition 18265 in the above tables has

passed and is no longer valid. Parts B7,1B, and 21 of permit condition 18265 were deleted

from the above tables because a fisunset dateodo of #AUntil J
parts of the permit condition has passed and is no longer valid.

Sources 8480, $1481, $1483, S1506,and $4021 are not equipped with NOx CEMs.

Because 9480, S1481, S1483, & S1506 are rated at less than 25 MMBTU/hr, compliance
with the NOx emission factors outlined for the above sources in part 5.A of permit condition
18265 is verified via annuabarce tests. In contrast;4®21 is operated within the confines of a
NOx Box to demonstrate compliance with the ffiederal NOx limit of 0.033 Ibs/MMBTU in
Section 910-301. In light of the above, only certain parts of permit condition 18265 apply to a
given source depending on whether ibtigs not equipped with NOx CEMSs. Specifically, parts 1
through 7, 9, 10, 12 through 15, and 20 of permit condition 18265 pertain to sources complying
with emission factors/ranges established in the NOx Box.Pleas¢adfables IVAZ & CS and
Tables VIFAQ & CB. In contrast, sources equipped with NOx CEMs are subject to parts 1, 2, 8,
10, 11, 13 through 15, and 20. Please refer to Table&2¥, BA, BD, BG, BL, & CU and

Tables VIFAQbD, AR, AT, AU, AX, BB, & CE. In adition to being subject to the afere

referenced parts for sources equipped with NOx CEMs, sout&0@is also subject to part 16.
Please refer to Table f8Z and VIFBL.

Applicable requirements for the three CO Boilersl@®7, $1509, and S1512) arecontained in
Table IV-BK, and the Applicable Limits & Compliance Monitoring Requirements are in Table
VII-BA. Though the CO Boilers (COBs) are subject to Regulation 9, Rule 10, they differ from
non-COB units subject to the above rule in that they aresuloject to either the 0.033
IbsIMMBTU (nonfederal) and/or the 0.20 Ibs/MMBTU (federal) refingvide NOx emission

rate in Sections-90-301 and 303. Instead, the COBs are subject to the NOx and CO limits
outlined in 910-303.1, 304 and 305. Therefore, (B®Bs are not subject to permit condition
18265, which is intended to ensure refinetige compliance with the neiederal NOx limit for
non-COB sources subject to Regulation 9, Rule 10.

BAAQMD Regulation 11 AHazardous Pollutantso,
Rule 10 fAHeKhwameum Emissions from Cooling Tower so:
The purpose of this rule is to reduce emissions of hexavalent chromium from cooling water
towers (CWTSs) by eliminating chromium based circulating water treatment programs.
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Shell does not use hexavalent chromiarits CWTs: $1457, S1778, and 81210. Therefore, a

reference to Regulation 11, Rule 10 in Table 111 nGener al |
del eted. Applicable Requirements-AB&€vyadthell 6s CWTs are con
the Applicable Limits &Compliance Monitoring Requirements are contained in Tabl&VI|

BAAQMD Regqulation 12 #AMiscellaneous Standards of Perf
Rul e 11 AFlare Monitoring at Petroleum Refineriesd?é@
Rule 12 fAFlares at Petroleum Refinerieso:
The purpose of Rule 1118 require monitoring and recording of emission data for flares at
petroleum refineries. Rule 12 is geared toward reducing the emissions from flares at petroleum
refineries by minimizing the frequency and magnitude of f
flares (81471, S1472, S1771, S1772, and 81201) are subject to the above rules, the flexigas
flare (S1771) is exempt from the total hydrocarbon and methane composition monitoring and
reporting requirements per Section12114 in Regulation 12, Rulellwhich states the
following:
ALIi mited Exemption, Total Hydrocarbon and Methane Composi
and Reporting: The provisions of Sections 42-401.2, 401.3, 401.5, 502.2 and
502.3 that require monitoring and reporting of total hydrocarbon andaneeth
composition shall not apply to a flare that exclusively burns flexicoker gas with or
without supplemental natural gas, provided that the owner or operator demonstrates
by weekly sampling and analysis, verified by the APCO, that the methane content
andthe nonmethane content of the vent gas flared are less than 2 percent and 1
percent by volume, respectively.o

The flexigas flare qualifies for the above exemption because the composition of flexigas

generated at the Flexicoker-{359), excess quantt of which are flared at 5771, is less than

2% methane and less than 1% smethane. Therefore, references to Secticd#302.3 in

Tables MBW and VIIBI pertainingtoSL 771 wer e del et ed-AXcl&VIl-cont rast, Tabl ebs
AODb (for S1471 & S1472),IV-BX & VII -BJ (for S1772), I-CX & VII -Cl (for S-4201)

contain Section 1:21-502.3 as an applicable requirement.

Changes to the renewal permit stemming from Federal regulations:
The following paragraphs discuss sections of certain federal regultitaingere either not
applicable to sources at Shell when they were issued their initial permit on December 1, 2003, or
are currently applicable to sources at the refinery. In light of the above, sections of federal
regulations that are no longer applicalbla ve been del et ed f rSpedficei t her Table IV AS
Applicable Requirementso and/or from Table VII AnApplicabl
Requirementsod for either a source or for a group of sourc
regulations thatqeviously either did not apply and/or were not included in the initial permit as
applicable requirements have now been included in both Tables IV and VIl for either an affected
source or for a group of sources.
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40 CFR Part 60 AStahdariNewoft®eirbd6pbpamgnBeurceso,
Subpart A AGener al Provisionso (NSPS A)
40 CFR 60.11
ACompliance with Standards and Maintenance Requirem
Emissions from the Fluid Catalytic Cracking Unit1826) at Shell are abated by three CO boilers
(51507, S1509,and $S1512), which are downstream of it. Each CO boiler stack is equipped with
a dedicated opacity CEM. Becaus&426 is subject to the opacity and rapecity related
standards in NSPS J (which is discussed later in this document), sections 60.14¢#) (diravere
added as applicable requirements under Tabl&Mn theproposed renewal permit

40 CFR 60, Subpart Db
(NSPS Db)
iStandards of PerQoomecahcet foutilodaktsiaédm Generating Unit
NSPS Db applies to each steam@mting unit that commences construction, modification, or
reconstruction after June 19, 1984, and that has a heat input capacity from fuels combusted in the
steam generating unit of greater than 29 MW (100 MMBtu/hr).

NSPS Db was amended on June 13, 200 amendment did not impact any of the applicable
requirements for the above rule cited in TabledW for the duct burners at the Supplemental
Steam Generators {8191 and $1193). As a result, the old rule date of March 13, 2000 was
replaced with thdune 13, 2007 amendment date in the above table.

40 CFR 60, Subpart J
(NSPS J)
AStandards of Performance for Petroleum Refinerie:
Provisions of NSPS J apply to the following three source categories at petroleum refineries:

9 Fluid catalytic cracking uhregenerators or fuel gas combustion devices (excluding
flares), which were constructed, reconstructed or modified after June 11, 1973 and
on/before May 14, 2007.

1 Fuel gas combustion devices (flares), which were constructed, reconstructed or modified
after June 11, 1973 and on/before June 24, 2008.

9 Claus sulfur recovery plants, which were constructed, reconstructed or modified after
October 4, 1976 and on/before May 14, 2007.

Three CO boilers-8507, $1509, and 9512 (~waste heat boilers) abate emissis fr om Shel | 6s
fluid catalytic cracking unit regenerator-{226). Therefore,-83426 is subject to, among other

requirements, sections 60.102(a)(1), (a)(2), and (b) for PM, and section 60.103 for CO,

respectively. Because the unit is not equipped witadaron control device to abate SO2

emissions it is only subject to sections 60.104(b)(2) and (c) for sulfur oxides. Please refer to

Table IV-AP.
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Section 60.104(a)(1) limits emissions of sulfur oxides from any fuel gas combustion device

(including flare$ by limiting the H2S content in the gases burnt in them to not exceed 0.10

gr/dscf (162 ppmv on aBour rolling average). Aside from the reactions that occur in the reactor

and regeneration sections of the fluid catalytic cracking unit, no fuel is &t unit. Instead

fuel is burnt at the heateffor S 1510 and SL511)serving the unit. Therefore, section

60.104(a)(1) is not cited under Table-AP and is instead cited under TableBA for the

FCCUbs heaters. I n ad dctioniis@leo cited as arhapplicablteo ve, t he above se
requirement in Tables PAW, AXa, AXb, AXc, AZ, AZb, BD, BG, BK, BL, BW, BX, BZ, CF,

CSs, CU, CV, CW, and CX.

Shell operates four Claus sulfur recovery plantd431, S1432, S1765, and 81180). Each of
the above plats consists of an oxidation control system followed by incineration. Therefore,
section 60.104(a)(2)(i) limits the sulfur dioxide emissions at each of the four Claus sulfur
recovery plants to not exceed 250 ppmv (dry basis) at zero percent excess aiovieheection
is cited as an applicable requirement in TablAY.

References to sections 60.105 and 105(e)(3) that were incorrectly cited under NSPS A in Table
IV-BG were deleted. In addition, redundant references to sections 60.105(a)(4), 10&(ahd 10
under NSPS J in the above table were also deleted.

Following is a discussion on sources at Shell that will demonstrate compliance with NSPS J
standards/requirements via EPA approved Alternative Monitoring Plans (AMPS):

1 Sources 81002, S4003, and $+141 will comply with the 162 ppmv H2S limit in 40 CFR
60.104(a)(1) using an AMP that was approved by the EPA on December 4, 2002. Please
refer to Tables IMBD & VII-AU (for S-4141), Tables IMBG & VII-AX (for S-4002 & S
4003), and permit condition 24336.

1 Shell will comply with the H2S limit in 40 CFR 60.104(a)(1) for PSA gas burnt4itea
using an AMP that was approved by the EPA on September 27, 1995. Please refer to
Tables IMCU, VII-CE, and permit condition 24339.

1 The Catalytic Cracking Unit (3426) at Shell is not equipped with an aold control
device to abate SO2 emissions. Therefore, it is subject to the SOx limit calculated as SO2
of 20 Ibs/ton coke buroff in 40 CFR 60.104(b)(2). Shell will demonstrate compliance
with the above SOx limit fo&1426 using an AMP that was approved by the EPA section
on August 23, 2004. Please refer to Table®\R/ VII-AG, and permit condition 24335.

1 40 CFR60.104(a)(2)(i) limits the sulfur dioxide emissions a4180 to not exceed 250
ppmv (dry basis) at zeqmercent excess air. To demonstrate compliance with the NSPS J
SO2 limit, section 60.105(a)(5) requires the use of a SO2 and O2 CEMs. The span values
for the SO2 and O2 CEMs are required by section 60.105(a)(5)(i) to be 500 ppm SO2 and
25 percent O2, resptvely. Shell will comply with the requirement in the above section
using an AMP that was approved by EPA on August 27, 2003 that would allow the SO2
CEMs to be spanned at 250 ppm and 2,500 ppm. Please refer to Tables\'W-AH,
and permit conditiol24338.

In light of the above discussion, the alternative monitoring requirements in 40 CFR 60.13(i) is

cited under Tables NAP, BD, BG, CU, and DF. In addition, Tables-AW (for S-1470), BX
(for S1772), CF (for 2001, S2002, S2003, & S2004), andCS (for S4021) also reference 40
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CFR 60.13(i). Shellds AMP to demonstrate compliance with
60.104(a)(1) for 9470 is pending EPA approval. Please refer to permit condition 24337. Parts

12 through 14 of permit condition 42&8ontain the AMP requirements to demonstrate

compliance with the 162 ppmv H2S limit in 40 CFR 60.104(a)(1) f20@&L, $S2002, S2003, &

S-2004.

NSPS A and J applicable requirembdilt 472,81 ating to Shell 6s
1771, S1772,and S4201) are contained in Tables-AXc (for S 1471 & S1472), BW (for S

1771), BX (for S1772), and CX (for 8201). The above tables were amended to make the

applicable requirements pertaining to the five process flares consistent in the propesed ren

permit.

Sources 8480, $1481, and 9506 do not use AMPs to comply with NSPS A and/or J.
Therefore, Tables NAZa and VIFAQa were deleted. Applicable requirements in the above rules
for the above sources are correctly referenced in TabléZlshd VII-AQ.

Flares A101 & A-102 (in Table IYAXa), A-103 (in Table IVAXb), S-1471 & S1472 (in Table

IV-AXc), S-1771 (in Table IVBW), S-1772 (in Table I¥BX), and S4201 (in Table IVCX)

were incorrectly shielded f +1&M3.Becauseithed6260. 104 (a) (1) in Ta
ppm limit in NSPS J applies to all flares, the above permit shield tables were deleted in the

proposed renewal permit.

40 CFR 60, Subpart Kb
(NSPS Kb)
fStandards of Performance for Volaingle Organic Liquid S
Petroleum Liquid Storage Vessels) for Which Construction, Reconstruction, or
Modi fication Commenced After July 23, 19840:

NSPS Kb applies to each storage vessel with a capacity greater than or equal (o 7% 803
gallons) that is used to store vl organic liquids for which construction, reconstruction, or
modification is commenced after July 23, 1984.

Sections 60.110b(a) and (b) in NSPS Kb which were amended on October 15, 2003 state the
following:

Nf(a) Except as pr othissecgod, the affeciechfaciitgto whrththif b) o f
subpart applies is each storage vessel with a capacity greater than or equal to 75 cubic meters
(m®) that is used to store volatile organic liquids (VOL) for which construction, reconstruction,
or modification is commenced after July 23, 1984.

(b) This subpart does not apply to storage vessels with a capacity greater than or equafto 151 m
storing a liquid with a maximum true vapor pressure less than 3.5 kilopascals (kPa) or with a
capacity greater tharr equal to 75 rbut less than 151 fstoring a liquid with a maximum

true vapor pressure |l ess than 15.0 kPa. o

Per information contained in TableAl i Per mi tt ed Sourceso,-the storage capacit
4307 and $1309 are 6,200 gallons and 17,000 galloaspectively, and the true vapor pressure

of their tank contents are less than 3.5 kPa (~0.5 psia). Prior to the 60.110b(b) exemption, the

tanks were previously subject to NSPS Kb in the initial permit, , because they were constructed
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as par t Cleah Fuslé Rrdjekt drgafter July 23, 1984. In light of the above exemption and
because there are no substantive differences in the applicable requirements contained in Tables
IV-Ca (for S4307) and Cb (for 8309), applicable requirements contained inaheve tables

were consolidated into Table {@a (for S4307 & S4309), and Table NCb was deleted from

the proposed renewal permit. Because NSPS Kb is no longer applicabd@@y and 1309,
references to the above rule and the reporting requirerimesgstions 60.116b(a) and (b) were
deleted from Table IMCa in the proposed renewal permithe storage tank provisions in 40

CFR 63.646 of MACT CC only applies to Group 1 tanks (vapor pressure > 3.5 kPa). Therefore,
S-4307 and $1309, which are Group tanks (< 3.5 kPa) under MACT CC, are only subject to

the reporting recordkeeping requirements in 40 CFR 63.655(i)(1)(iv) and 63.655(i)(5) of the
above rule.

Back in 1995 during their Clean Fuels Project, Shell had proposed to meti3fyTe proposed
modifications would have subjectedlS to NSPS Kb. However, the scope of the project to
make the required modifications was canceled and the changes that would have triggered the
NSPS Kb applicability were never made. As a result, the NSPS Kb applieghleements
contained in the initial permit for-83 are no longer applicable. Thereforel Bwas deleted

from Tables IVAEc and VIFX in theproposed renewal permBecause 93 meets the NSPS

Ka requirements and is also equipped with vapor recoverygpghlicable requirements forlS

are contained in Tables {Ec and VItDc of theproposed renewal permit instead

Permit conditi on-AER(fbr551805) & AbEc (fof $1834) eld@s notlpasftain

to either of the above tanks. Instead, theveljermit condition governs the operation of spent

acid tanks §1114 and S1115 (in Table IVAEa). In light of the above, parts 1 through 3 of

permit condition 7215-ABbe&AEc irdtepraposeddendwalo m Tabl eds | V
permit

40 CFR 60, Shpart GG
(NSPS GG)
NStandards of Performance for Stationary Gas Tur bi
The provisions of NSPS GG are applicable to all stationary gas turbines with a heat input at peak
load equal to or greater than 10.7 gigajoules (10 MMBTU/hr), based on the loweg hvedue
of the fuel fired, which were constructed, modified, or reconstructed after October 3, 1977.

NSPS GG was amended on February 24, 2006. Therefore, the old rule date of January 27, 1982
was replaced with the February 24, 2006 amendment datbla IV-CV. The applicable NOx
standards in section 60.332, for the two gas turbines at Shell that use steam injection for NOx
control, were not incorporated into the above table for the following reasons:

As previously discussend 9un dReurl efi BDAOA QMDa tRiergaull agtaiso i s excl usi
combusted at the gas turbines4B0 and $1192) and the capacity of each turbine is limited to

13,152 MMBTU/day (~548 MMBTU/hr) by permit condition 18618. The gas turbines use steam

injection for NOx control. Sinethe combined emissions fraach cogen pa-4190 & S4191

and S4192 & S4193 exhaust through a dedicated stack that is equipped with NOx , SO2, and

02 CEMs, the above sources are subject to the most stringent emission NOXx limit in the above
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rules. Speifically, the duct burners at the Supplemental Steam Generatdd9(Sand $1193),

which are downstream of gas turbines, are not subject to NSPS GG. Instead, the duct burners are
subject to NSPS Db. In a letter to the company dated September 30, i983tead of

individually demonstrating compliance with the NOx standards in NSPS GG (for the gas

turbines) and NSPS Db (for the duct burners at the supplemental steam generators), the District
allowed Shell to collectively demonstrate compliance of eagert pair with the more stringent

NOx standard of 0.20 Ib/MMBTU in NSPS Db.

The following emission calculations are intended to demonstrate that excluding the section
60.332 NOx standards in NSPS GG from TableClV will not impact the ability of the thines
and/or the cogens from complying with the above rule:

Section 60.332(a)(1) in 40 CFR 60, Subpart GG prescribes the following equation to compute the
permissible NOx emissions levels from combined cycle gas turbines, such as sett66sa8d
S-4192:

(14.4)

STD=0.0075 +F

Where:

STD = allowable I1SO corrected (if required as given in § 60.335(b)(1)) NOx emission
concentrationgercent by volumat 15 percent oxygen and on a drgisg

Y = manufacturer's rated heat rate at manufacturer's rated load (kilojoules per watt hour) or,
actual measured heat rate based on lower heating value of fuel as measured at actual peak
load for the facility. The value of Y shall not exceed 14.4j&illes per watt hour, and

F = NOx emission allowance for fudlound nitrogen as defined in paragraph (a)(4) of this
section.

As an example, consider&.90. The maximum heat input rate fed 820 is 548 MMBTU/hr

and each cogen pair is capable of getirggad9 MW. Please refer to Table IX¥5. Since the

steam produced by the supplemental steam generators is more valuable to the refinery than the

electricity they can generate, it is assumed the turbines generate all the electricity. In light of the

aboveand in order to determine AYO0, the combined maxi mum hee

AMMBTU/ hro is comverasedf odlol diwsds/ watt

= (548 MMBTU/hr) x (10E6 BTU/MMBTU) x (1054.2 J/BTU) x (kJ/1000J) x (1/49 MW) x (1 MW/10E6 watts)

=11.79 kJ/wathr

Since $4190 exclusively combusts natural gas, it is assumed that the percent weight of fuel
bound nitrogen in natural gas is < 0.015%. Per guidangaragraph (a)(4) of Section 60.332,
the value of AFO is equal -boondnitogenis whOdi5%.t he percent wei ght

Substituting the values of AY0 and AFO0 in the above equat
STD = 0.0092% by volume; 92 ppmv @ 15% 02, dry basis; 326 ppmv @ 0% oxygen, dry basis

The following calculation is intended to convert the NSPS Db NOx massiemisite standard

of 0.20 Ib/MMBTU in 60.44b(a) to a concentration value in order to compare it with the NSPS

GG NOx concentration derived in the preceding paragraph. The duct burners at the supplemental
steam generators {8191 and $1193) burn refinerynake gas and the dry flue gas factor for the
above fuel i.e. it is the ratio of the volume of the dry flue gas to the heating value of the fuel that
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is used to produce the flue gas, is assumed to be 8,650 dscf/MMBTU (as opposed to 8,710
dscf/MMBTU for natwal gas).

=(0.20 Ib NOX/MMBTU x 379.4 scf NOx/Hnole NOx)/(8,650 scf flue gas/MMBTU x 46 Ib NOx/thole NOXx)

=191 ppmv @ 0% oxygen, dry basis.

It can be seen from the above calculations that the cogens are subject to a more stringent NOx
concentratiodimit in NSPS Db (191 ppmv) in comparison to NSPS GG (326 ppmv).

Because the fuel combusted in the gas turbines meets the definition of natural gas in section
60.331(u), Shell elected to not monitor the total sulfur content of the fuel per section
60.34(h)(3). To recap, the cogens comply with the NOx and PM/opacity standards in NSPS Db,
and the SO2 standards in NSPS GG.

40 CFR 60, Subpart QQQ (NSPS QQQ)
fiStandards of Performance for VOC Emissions From Petroleum Refinery Wastewater
Syst emso
Shell opeates two effluent treatment plants (ETPs). The following table summarizes sources and
abatement devices that are part of primary and secondary wastewater treatment units at Shell:

Treatment] Sou Abatement device # References in propode
rcg
system Sl # L Carbon None renewal permit
scrubber
1401
1469 1473 Table VAT
able IV-AT,
1469 13;2 13;: Permit condition 5077,
Table VII-AK
1 1472 1476
20090 20120
2007 2008
2007
2017 2020 Table IV-CH,
Primary Table VII-BSb
2008 2009 2012
2017
Table IV-CG,
o PS¢ Permit condition 11313
Table VII-BSa
Table IV-AC,
Permit condition 8502,
1&2 Table VII-W,
Table IX B-3
Table IV-Y,
Permit condition 7618,
Secondry 1 X Table VI-T,
Table IXB-1

151063 is a recovered oil tank.
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Treatment|

ETP #
system

Abatement device #

Sourceg

1&2

1467,
5117,
5118,
5119,

1468
1466

1&2

2014

Water Carbon

References in propode

scrubber| Adsorber IS renewal permit
X Table IV-DZ
Table VII-DE
X Table IV-EA
Table VII-DF
X

It can be seen from the above tatiat the sources that make up the primary wastewater

treatment units are-$469, S2007, & S2008 (at ETP 1),-5115 & S5116 (at ETP 2), and-S

12490 & S12491 (common to both ETPs 1 & 2). Wastewater treatment units that make up the
secondary system ag1067 & S1467 (at ETP 1), 8117, S5118, & S5119 (at ETP 2), and-S

2014 (common to both ETPs 1 & 2). Because wastewater to the LOG Wastewater Ponds #6 (S
1468) and #8 (8466) at ETP 2 can be routed to them from either upstream or downstream of
the DNFs (S5115 and $116), the ponds could be part of either the primary or the secondary
treatment system. If the ponds are used upstream of the DNFs, it is during a storm water
diversion. Therefore, per Regulatior88.14, the ponds are exempt from the isgments of

Sections 8-301, 302, and 307. As is the case witB(B.4, ponds #6 (3468) and #8 (3466)

normally store water at the end of the wastewater treatment process. Therefore, per Regulation 8
8-113, the ponds (3466, S1468, and £014) are exapt from the requirements of Sections 8
8-301, 302, 306, and 308.

Applicable requirements for the primary wastewater treatment units can be found in Fadle IV
(for S-1469), Table IVCH (for S2007 & S2008), Table IVCG (for $5115 & S5116), and
TablelV-AC (for S12490 & S12491). Likewise, Table WY (for S-1067), Table I¥DZ (for S
1467, S5117, $5118, and $119), and Table NEA (for S1466, $1468, & S2014) contain

the applicable requirements for the secondary wastewater treatment units.

Though the applicability of NSPS QQQ is not explicitly cited in any of the above tables, the
applicability
and EC. Also, the applicable requirements in the above rule pegamindividual drain
systems at affected units cited in the above tables is summarized under TBig}e IV

Slop Oil Tanks:

of

the above

rul e as i t-EBrel at es

Fixed roof tanks 81319, $S4350, & S4356, and external floating roof tanksl 3490 & S12491
are the process wastewater/sloptailks at Shell. Applicable requirements for the above tanks
are summarized under TablesDG (for the fixed roof tanks) and HXC (for the external

floating roof tanks).

40 CFR Section 60.692(d) under 40 CFR Section 60.692

in NSPS QQQ states:

42

iSt andvaterdpsar aidr s o

t

(0]

fugitive



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §Slitiress]

iStorage vessels, including slop oil tanks and other a
standards in 8860.112, 60.112a, and 60.112b and associated requirdh@rR,part
60, subparts K, Ka, or Kb are not subjecttothequi r ement s of this section. o

In light of the above and becaus@ 19, $4350, $4356, $12490, & S12491 are subject to

NSPS Subpart Kb, the process wastewater/slop oil tanks at Shell are not subject to the
requirements of Section 60.682 Given thathere is no other applicable requirements for slop

oil tanks in NSPS QQQ it is reasonable to assume that the above rule does not apply to them.
Source $1063, which was built in 1962 and has not been modified since, is not subject to NSPS
QQQ because thtank requirements in the above rule only applies to tanks used as oil water
separators which were either built, modified or reconstructed after May 1987.

40 CFR 61, Subpart FF
(NESHAP FF)
ANati onal Emi ssi on Standarnds of:or Benzene Waste Oper a
The provisions of this subpart apply to owners and operators of petroleum refineriessathat
store, or dispose of benzeoentaining hazardous wast&ESHAP FF requires that when the
total annual benzene quantity from the facility waste is eguaid greater than 10 Mg/yr (11
ton/yr), the facility must manage and treat both aqueous ardq@ous waste streams in
accordance with the requirements of Section 61.342(c). As an alternative to complying with the
requirements of Section 61.342(c), NIESP FF allows facilities to manage and treat the facility
waste pursuant to the requirements in Section 61.342(e), which Shell elected. Under Section
61.342(e), Shell must manage and treat theatpreous and aqueous waste per the requirements
in Section$61.342(e)(1) and 61.342(e)(2), respectively.

There are no neaqueous benzene waste streams at the facility at the present time. However,
Section 61.342(e)(1) is included as an applicable requirement in Tabl¥ I the event the
facility commences tananage and treat neueous benzene waste streams after the permit is
renewed.

To comply with the requirements in Section 61.342(e) (2),
option to manage aqueous waste streams (or wastes that become aqueous duringeminagem

Aqueous streams with higher benzene content are managed in controlled systems, whereas those

with lower benzene content are managed in "uncontrolled" systems in such a way that ensures

that their total benzene emissions are below 6 Mg/yr. In acamedaith Section 61.355(k)(1),
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aqueous wastes at E-lIN(sewers, oil water separators, DNFs) that are not managed in controlled
waste management units are counted toward the 6 Mg/yr limit at the point of generation. This
means that any benzene that enterB-EETs counted toward the 6 Mg/yr limit at the point the
waste is generated. For example, if a benzamtaining waste is sent to an EIRBewer during

a maintenance activity (e.g. pump maintenance), the benzene in the bemzimging waste is
countedioward the 6 Mg/yr limit.

In contrast, Shell operates E'BRhard piping, tanks, and DNFs) as a controlled system.

Accordingly, any benzereontaining waste sent to E72Pis not included toward the 6 Mg/yr

limit, and all equipment associated with EZFs operated in compliance with the appropriate

control standards outlined in Sections 61.343 through 61.348. Therefore, the DBHAS(& S

5116)atETR2 are controll ed and the storage tanks comply with t
outlined in Section 61.34%ection 61.343 requires, among other things, that the facility conduct

annual instrument inspections and quarterly visual inspections aR Eartks, and that the

vapors from ETR2 tanks be routed to a closed vent system and control device that coniflies

the requirements in Section 61.349.

In order to comply with the control device requirements in Section 61.349, a facility can choose
either an enclosed combustion device (vapor incinerator, boiler, or process heater), a vapor
recovery system (carb@usorption system, or condenser), a flare, or a control device that meets
the requirements outlined in 61.349(a)(2)(iv). Section 61.349(h) requires the owner/operator of
the above control devices to monitor them in accordance with Section 61.354(c).ddowev

Section 61.354(c)(7), which addresses carbon adsorption systems, only addresses such systems
that regenerate the carbon bed directly in the control device (carbon canisters). Because the
carbon adsorption systems-pA15 & A-5116), which abate the DSFRt ETP2 donét regener at e
the carbon bed directly on site in the control device (carbon canisters), the facility must monitor
either the concentration level of the organic compounds or the concentration level of benzene in
exhaust vent stream from therlsan adsorption system for breakthrough in accordance with the
requirements in Section 61.354(d).

As previously discussed, the facility manages HTd% an uncontrolled system. Therefore, the

standards for fATanksd out ¢cablentetidetanksatE¥ct i on 61. 343 are not
Further, ETPL is not subject to the control device requirements in Section 61.349. NESHAP FF

does not explicitly state nor does it require the facility to either install a control device and/or

monitor the control device faarbon breakthrough. Therefore, the monitoring requirements in

Section 61.354(d) are not applicable to the carbon adsorption vess#98A4& A-2012) abating

t he DNZIO@ £ SZ0@8) at ETPL.

In 1ight of the above, ®ome¢iolygargeameere smacdeadt éLti métAOp
Efficiencyd col umns i n-1805a4201¢, aidlA20®. Spexificallg, s pondi ng t o A

in addition to receiving DNF f|20d&S2@)at ds from fiuncontr ol
ETP-1, S1805 also receives DNFflba s ol i ds from Ac-®IM5&S3b116)edd DNF units (S

at ETR2. Emissions from 9805 are abated by-A805. The initial permit had no column entry

under fAOperati nh8®PHRr aet kes ot i@am lAeave it bl ank, fANoneod h:
under the colum instead. In contrast, DNF units-2807 & S2008) at ETPL are 6BQ related

because they are 0 u20ldand 2020 thacaded@ownstresam ePB07e sul t, A

andS2008 are also fiuncontrolledd. Thee initial permit did nc
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AiOperating Pa20keelidedrs®) (dmd HALIT mi t-2007). RdEherf i ci encyo (for A
than | eave it bl ank, iNonedo has been entered under the co

40 CFR 63, Subpart CC
(MACT CC)
AiNati onal Emi ssion St anldatralrst § oFr ddm zRea tdroailse LAm rRePfoilner i es o
MACT CC was amended on June 30, 2010. Therefore, the old rule date of August 8, 1995 was
replaced with the June 30, 2010 amendment date and/or was added to Tables Tapes, IV
Ha, |, Ja, Jb, Jc, M, Y, AC, AK, CG, CRG, DR, DS, DT, DU, DV, DY, and EA.

Reporting and recordkeeping requirements for storage vessels intheprd0, 2010 version of

the rule used to be cited under 40 CFR 63.654(i). As it currently exists, 40 CFR 63.654 in the
amended rule pertains tedtt exchange systems and only goes up to 63.654(g)(4)(ii). The
reporting and recordkeeping requirements were renumbered to 40 CFR 63.655 in the amended
rule, and the pertinent requirements for storage vessels are cited under 40 CFR 63.655(i). In light
of the above and where applicable, references to 63.654 was replaced with 63.655 in Fables IV
Ja & Jc (for Group 1 storage vessels) and\\Ca, Ha, |, Jb, & DY (for Group 2 storage

vessels). With the exception of tanks listed under Tablécl¥ind becausedtGroup 1 and 2

storage vessels listed in TablesAyCa, Ha, |, Ja, Jb, & DY were constructed prior to June 11,
1973 (NSPS K applicability date), and have not been modified since (per the NSPS definition of
moadification), no additional NSPS rules areediunder the above tables.

For example, consider&307 and $1309, which were previously discussed under NSPS Kb.

The above tanks (~storage vessels) qualify as Group 2 storage vessels under MACT CC. This is
so because the above tanks do not meet tliitd®f of a Group 1 storage vessel under section
63.641 which states:

fiGroup 1 storage vessaleans a storage vessel at an existing source that has a design capacity
greater than or equal to 177 cubic meters and stapeid maximum true vapor pressuyecater

than or equal to 10.4 kilopascals and stdigagid annual average true vapor pressure greater

than or equal to 8.3 kilopascals and annual average HAP liquid concentration greater than 4
percent by weight total organic HAPO

Because neither-8307nor S4309 is a Group 1 storage vessel, the storage vessel provisions for
Group 1 tanks outlined in section 63.646 is not included in Tabled{S4307 & S4309) of

the proposed renewal permit. Instead, only the Group 2 tank reporting and recordkeeping
requirements listed under 63.655(i)(1)(iv) and 63.655(i)(5) are cited in Tai@lalV

The June 30, 2010 amendments also resulted in changes to TabgsYIVAC, AK, CG, CZ,
DG, DR, DS, DT, DU, DV, DY, & EA, Tables VHL, T, W, X, Y, AD, BSa, CO, CWCX, &
CY, and Tables IXBL, 2 & 3.

40 CFR 63, Subpart EEE
(MACT EEE)
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iNati onal Emi ssion Standards for Hazardous

Hazardous Waste Combustorso:
The provisions of MACT EEE apply to hazardous waste combustors that are definedim secti
63.1201 as follows:
AfHazar dous waneansa hazardobswaste incinerator, hazardous waste burning
cement kiln, hazardous waste burning lightweight aggregate kiln, hazardous waste liquid fuel
boiler, hazardous waste solid fuel boiler, or hdaas waste hydrochloric acid production
furnace. 0

A hazardous waste liquid fuel boiler is defined in the above section as follows:

fiHazardous waste liquid fuel boilereans a boiler defined under §260.10 of this chapter that
does not burn solid fuelsd that burns hazardous waste at any time. Liquid fuel boiler includes
boil ers that only burn gaseous fuel . 0

Shell 68s GCBO7HINH0D, and-$5127) Beet the definition of a hazardous waste liquid

fuel boiler because they are capable of burningjditpazardous waste in concert with gaseous
fuels in them. Because MACT EEE was revised
Title V permit on December 1, 2003, the CO boilers, which were previously shielded from the
above rule by the permit ighd in Table IXA16, are now subject to the above rule in the

proposed renewal permitherefore, the permit shield in Table IX¥6 was deleted and the
applicable MACT EEE rule requirements were incorporated into Tabl&sleind VII-BA. A
performance tegso demonstrate compliance with MACT EEE was conducted by Shell at the CO
boilers on April 5 through 9, 2010.

40 CFR 63, Subpart UUU
(MACT UUU)

fiNational Emission Standards For Hazardous Air Pollutants For Petroleum Refineries: Catalytic

CrackingUnits Cat al ytic Reforming Units, And Sul fur

MACT UUU applies to a process vent or group of process vents on Catalytic Cracking Units
(such as 9426), Catalytic Reforming Units (such ad&25), and Sulfur Recovery Units (such

as S1431, S142, S1765, and S1180). Bypass lines on vent systems located at the above units
that are capable of diverting vent streams away from the control device(s) abating them are also
subject to MACT UUU. Sources #4125, $1426, S1431, S1432, S1765, and S1180are

existing affected sources as defined under Section 63.1562(e). Because the CCU and the SRU's
at Shell are subject to the emission standards & applicable requirements in NSPS J, the initial
compliance demonstratiorquirements outlined in MACT UUU fahe above sources don't

apply, and were therefore, deleted from Tableg\R/(for CCU) and IVAQa (for SRU's 1

through 4) For reasons stated above, the permit shield in Table & for SRU 3 & 4) was

also deleted. Because tmitial performance tesor the CRU (S1425) was conducted by Shell

on January 4, 2005, theitial compliance demonstratigequirements outlined in MACT UUU

were deleted from Table MOa.

Foll owing is an overview of MACT UUU®s requirements
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1 Process vents at Catalytic Cracking Units:
Emission limits for metal HAP emissions and organic HAP emissions are outlined in
sections 63.1564(a)(1) and 63.1565(a)(1), respectively. The rule allows sources such as S
1426, which are already subject totg@ts 60.102 and 60.103 in NSPS J, to demonstrate
compliance with the MACT UUU emission limits by meeting the NSPS J emission limits
for PM and CO. Please refer to TableAP.

1 Process vents at Catalytic Reforming Units:
Emission limits for organic HAP eissions and inorganic HAP emissions are outlined in
sections 63.1566 and 63.1567, respectively. Organic HAP emissions from the CRU are
routed to a fuel gas system. Therefore, per section 63.1562(f)(5) the CRU is not subject to
the applicable requirements section 63.1566. Likewise, the inorganic HAP emissions
limit can be complied with by choosing from one of two options under 63.1567. Shell
demonstrates compliance with the inorganic HAP emissions limit via 63.1567(a)(1)(i).
There are no CEMs at the CRUherefore, sections 63.1575(e) and 1576(b) are not cited
under TableIVAOa. An erroneous reference to ASulfurd correspo
63.1567(a)(1) in Table PNAOa of the initial permit was deleted.

1 Process vents at Sulfur Recovery Units:
The rule dbws sources such asl331, $1432, S1765, and 1180, which are already
subject to section 60.104 in NSPS J, to demonstrate compliance with the MACT UUU
HAP emission limit in section 63.1568 by meeting the NSPS J emission limit for sulfur
oxides. Pleaseefer to Tables IVAQ, and AQa.

1 Bypass lines serving Catalytic Cracking Units, Catalytic Reforming Units, and Sulfur
Recovery Units:
Section 60.1569 outlines the requirements for HAP emissions from bypass lines.
The CO boiler bypass line is located detveam of the CCU ¢(3426) and upstream of
the three CO boilers (8507, S1509, and S1512). Its purpose is to provide an outlet, if
necessary, for the CCU regenerator flue gases to prevent the downstream CO boilers from
overpressuring. The bypass staslequipped with a butterfly valve, which is normally
set at 50% open. In accordance with permit condition 12911, which requires the presence
of a water seal in the bypass stack (downstream of the butterfly valve), a flow controller is
set to provide a caimuous flow of water to the water seal with the excess water flowing
to the sewer. Consistent with section 63.1569(a)(1)(i) and Option 1 in Table 36, an
automated level controller on the water seal ensures that unabated CCU regenerator flue
gases are notleased from the bypass stack into the atmosphere. In light of the above,
sections 63.1569(a), (a)(1)(i), (a)(3), and (c) are included as applicable requirements in
Table IV-AP for the CCU.

Because there are no bypass lines at the CRU, section 60sIt@<ited as an
applicable requirement. Please refer to TableAOA.

Shell opted to seal the bypass lines at SRU #14@&), #2 (S1432), #3 (S1765), and #4

(S-4180). Therefore, sections 63.1569(a), (a)(1)(iii), (a)(3), and (c) are included as

applicable requirements in Table4&Qa (for S1431,S1432S1765, & S4180. Rather

than separately |l ist applicabl e -A@apuondi r ements for SRUGSs
AQDb, the above tables were merged into TableAQ&. Because applicable

requirements fothe bypass lines, were previously excluded from the initial permit, the
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above requirement is cited under the merged TableQd in theproposed renewal
permit
1 General Requirements:
Section 63.1570(a) through (ger,vewdiot,h otuhtel ienxec etphtei on o f
general requirements for sources subject to MACT UUU. Because 63.1570(b) pertains to
opacity and visible emissions it is only cited under Tabl&AR/(for S1426). Please refer
to Tables IVAOa, AP,AQ, and AQa.

Changes to and consatiation of tables in Section 1V not discussed above:

Table I.D./Section I.D. Summary of changes

Table IV-B Permit condition 18618 contains the Title V throughput lix
for various sources at Shell. Table-B/in the initial permit
had listed all sourcesubject to throughput limits in permit
condition 18618. Rather than list all of the sources under
table in theproposed renewal permthe above permit
condition is referenced under a source/group of sources
own sourcespecific applicable redguements table, with the
exception of 81235 and 81236, which have no other
applicable requirements.

In light of the above, parts 1 and 2 of permit condition 184
were added as applicable requirements in the following ti
of theproposed renewal pit:

Tables VA, Ea, Ec, Ha, |, Ja, Jb, Jc, M, U, AEc, AK, AL,
AOa, AP, CD, CO, and DY.

Parts 1 and 2 of permit condition 18618 were added to
existing applicable requirements of the above permit
condition in the following tables of ti@oposed renewal

permit
Tables IVAQ, BK, CV, and CW.
Table IV-D In 1995 during its Clean Fuels Project, Shell had propose

modify S13. The proposed modifications would have
subjected 9.3 to NSPS Kb. However, the scope of the
project to make the required modé#itons was canceled an
the changes that would have triggered the NSPS Kb
applicability were never made. As a result, the NSPS Kb
applicable requirements contained in TableAKc of the
initial permit for S13 are not applicable. ThereforelS was
deletd from Tables IVAEc and VIFX in the proposed
renewal permijtand the applicable requirements fet$are
contained in Tables NEc and VItDc. All references to-33
in permit condition 12271 that was intended to govern so
that were either consfrted/modified as part of the Clean
Fuels Project were deleted. In light of the above, Tabib I\
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Table I.D./Section I.D.

Summary of changes

that had contained applicable requirements pertinent to
45 of permit condition 12271 for-83 in the initial permit
was deleted.

Table IV-Eb

Rather tharseparately list permit conditions for tanks in
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiof
Table IV-Eb (PG 20398 for $534 & S$1141), was
consolidated along with other applicable requirements in
Table IV-Ea. In light of the above, T#IV-Eb was deleted.

Table IV-F

Rather than separately list permit conditions for tanks in
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditio
Table IV-F (PC 7618 fo5-14, S20, S483, S484, S530, S
532, S1139, $1140, $1141, $1751, $1752, S1753, S
1754, and 8757, was consolidated along with other
applicable requirements in Table-B&, Ec, and M. In light ¢
the above, Table \F was deleted.

Table V-G

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permitthe pertinent permit condition in Table-&
(Parts 1, 2.a, 2.b.i, 2.b.ii, 3, and 4 of PC 1864640 and
S-1139 was consolidated along with other applicable
requirements in Table Mfa. In light of the above, Table 1V
G was deleted.

Table IV-Ha

Thesubject tanks under this table were previously descril
in the initial permit as being used for asphalt storage. In
of the above, the referen

deleted from the source description for the tanks.

Table IV-Kb

Rather tlan separately list permit conditions for tanks in
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiof
Table IV-Kb (PC 7618 foiS-1076, was consolidated along
with other applicable requirements in TabledW. In light of
the above, Table NKb was deleted.

Table IV-N

Rather than separately list permit conditions for EFR tank
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditio
Table IV-N (PC 11951 for $40), was consolidated along
with other EFR applicable requirements in Tddela. In
light of the above, Table NN was deleted.

Table IM-O

Rather than separately list permit conditions for EFR tank
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiof
Table IV-O (PC 11850 for $44), was consolidated along
with other EFR applicable requirements in TableJ&/ In
light of the above, Table MD was deleted.

Table IV-P

Rather than separately list permit conditions for EFR tank
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditio
Table IV-P (PC 1217 for S545), was consolidated along

2pCi permit condition
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Table I.D./Section I.D.

Summary of changes

with other EFR applicable requirements in TableJ&/ In
light of the above, Table NP was deleted.

Table V-Q

Rather than separately list permit conditions for tanks in
various tables in the permit, the pertineatmit condition in
Table IV-Q (PC 6111 fo6-549), was consolidated along w
other applicable requirements in TableAVIn light of the
above, Table IMQ was deleted.

Table IV-W

Rather than separately list permit conditions for EFR and
tanks in \arious tables in the permit, the pertinent permit
condition in Table IVW (PC 17648 for 4006, S2013,S
2445, S2446, and 81322, was consolidated along with ot
EFR and IFR applicable requirements in Tablesi¥nd U.
In light of the above, Table FW was deleted.

Table IV-AA

Rather than separately list permit conditions for tanks in
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiof
Table IV-AA (PC 18153 for S1070), was consolidated alor
with other applicable requirements in TeblV-Ea. In light 0
the above, Table NAA was deleted.

Table IV-AB

Rather than separately list permit conditions for EFR tank
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiot
Table IV-AB (PC 7382 for §1072), was consolidated alg
with other EFR applicable requirements in TableJ&/ In
light of the above, Table PAB was deleted.

Table IV-Al

Rather than separately list permit conditions for FR tanks
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiof
Table IV-Al (PC 12190 for §1117), was consolidated alon|
with other FR applicable requirements in TableAM. In
light of the above, Table PAI was deleted.

Table IV-AJ

Rather than separately list permit conditions for EFR tank
various tables in the permihe pertinent permit condition ir
Table IV-AJ (PC 12271 for 9129, S1130, S1131,and S
4310), was consolidated along with other EFR applicable
requirements in Table MNa, Jb, and U. In light of the abov
Table IV-AJ was deleted.

Table IV-AL

The inifal permit contained applicable requirements for
various sources including the CRU-1825) in Table IVAL.
S-1425 was deleted from Table4AL in the proposed
renewal permitinstead, th@roposed renewal pernribw
contains applicable requirements fell&25 pertaining to
Regulations 8, Rules 9, 10, 18, and 28, along with other
applicable requirements in Table-AOa. Also, applicable
requirements from a ne®IP approved version of Regulatic
8, Rule 28 (dated March 18, 1998) was deleted from Tab
IV-AOgq, and was replaced with applicable requirements
contained in the December 21, 2005 version of the abov
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Table I.D./Section I.D.

Summary of changes

Table IV-AN

Rather than separately list permit conditions for sources |
under Tables IVAL & AP in various tables in the permit, th
perinent permit condition in Table PAN (PC 18643 for S
1426, S1429, S1430, S1449, S1764, S4080, and 81140),
was consolidated along with existing applicable requirem
in Tables IMAL and AP. In light of the above, Table {&N
was deleted.

Table V-ANb

Rather than separately list permit conditions for sources |
under Table IVAL in various tables in the permit, the
pertinent permit condition in Table YNb (PC 18643 for S
1417 and $1050), was consolidated along with existing
applicable requements in Table NAL. In light of the above
Table IV-ANb was deleted.

Table IV-AO

Rather than separately list permit conditions for the GU (;
1420) in Table IVAL in various tables in the permit, the
pertinent permit condition in Table #XO (PC 7618or S
1420), was consolidated along with existing applicable
requirements in Table PAL. In light of the above, Table I
AO was deleted.

Table IV-AP
(Changes resulting from AMP
permit condition for SL426)

On August 23, 2004, EORIZe ofa
information recorded by the SO2 CEM at each of the thre
CO boiler stacks in concert with the appropriate mass ba
calculations in lieu of daily manual testing, using Method
(40 CFR Part 60, Appendi), to determine compliance wij
the sultir oxides (SOx) limit calculated as SO2 of 20 Ibs/t
coke burroff in 40 CFR 60.104(b)(2). In light of the above
parts 1 through 5 of permit condition 24335 were
incorporated into Table PAP (for S1426).

Table IV-AT

Rather than separately listapplichk e r equi r en
three OWS (81465, S1469,and 9L 779 ) i n-AU,a
AV, and BY, the applicable requirements were consolidal
into Table VAT . I'n 1ight of-AUW, A¥
and BY were deleted.

Table IV-BB

With the exceptio of part E.2 of permit condition 7618 list
in Table I\-BB, Table I\:BA contains applicable
requirements of the above permit condition in Tabld3i.
Part E.2 pertains to-$486, $1487, $1488, $1495, $1496,
S-1497, and 9508. Rather than separaté$t permit
conditions in various tables in the permit, part E.2 of perr
condition 7618 in Table NBB, was consolidated along wit|
existing applicable requirements in TableBA for the
above sources. As a result, TableBB was deleted.

Table V-BC

Because applicable requirements in Table8®~/and BC
almost mirror each other with a few exceptions, the abov
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Table I.D./Section I.D.

Summary of changes

tables were merged into Table-BA, and Table IVBC was
deleted.

Tables IVBD and BG
(Changes resulting from AMP
permit condition for $4002, S
4003, & S4141)

In lieu of installing a CEMS at théR-2 oxidizer combined
ventto demonstrate compliance with the NSRS limit in
section 60.104(a) (1), EPA
December 4, 2002 that would allow thentdet and review
the CR2 caustic strength once per dhylight of the above,
parts 1 and 2 of permit condition 24336 were incorporate
into Tables IVBD (for S4141) and BG (for 2002 & S
4003)

Table IV-BE

Rather than separately list the applicable requirements 0
permit ondition 7618 for S1494, S1502, $1503, S1505,
S1515, and 9761 in Table IVBE, the applicable
requirements of the above permit condition plus part E.2
S-4031 & S4141) were consolidated along with existing
applicable requirements in Table-BD. In light of the above
Table IV-BE was deleted.

Table IV-BF

Rather than separately list permit conditions 494 in
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiof
Table IV-BF (PC 7618 part E.2), was consolidated along |
existing gplicable requirements in Table48D. In light of
the above, Table NBF was deleted.

Table IV-BH

Rather than separately list the applicable requirements 0
permit condition 7618 for-2500, S1504, and €763 in
Table IV-BH, the applicable requiremertthe above perm
condition were consolidated along with existing applicabl
requirements in Table PBG. In light of the above, Table N
BH was deleted. The emissions fror1S00, S1504, and S
1763 are capped under the REFEMs emissions cap (per|
condtion 7618) while the emission limits in the above per
condi tion d4002&nd SIOQ38.0SH0P2 & So
4003 were permitted under a separate permitting action ¢
their emissions are capped under the CFP emissions caf
(permit condition 12271).

Table IV-BI

Rather than separately list the applicable requirements 0
permit condition 7618 (part E.2) for104 and SL763 in
Table IV-BI, the applicable requirements of the above per
condition were consolidated along with existing applicabl
requirenents in Table IVBG. In light of the above, Table N\
Bl was deleted.

Table IV-BJ

Rather than separately list permit conditions fdr585, S
1515, and 8761 in various tables in the permit, the pertir
permit condition in Table IMBJ (PC 7618, part E)2was
consolidated along with existing applicable requirements
Table IV-BD. In light of the above, Table MJ was deleted
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Table IV-BM

Rather than separately list permit conditions farf523 in
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit dordin
Table IV-BM (PC 4101, part 1), was consolidated along w
existing applicable requirements in Tablet¥. In light of
the above, Table ABM was deleted.

Table IV-BQ

Rather than separately list permit conditions fadr759 in
various tables ithe permit, the pertinent permit condition
Table IV-BQ (PC 7618), was consolidated along with exig
applicable requirements in Table-AL. In light of the above
Table IV-BQ was deleted.

Table IV-BR

Rather than separately list the applicable iregoent of
permit condition 7618 (part E.2) in Table-BR for S1760,
part E.2 was added to other parts of the above permit
condition in Table IVAZb. Therefore, Table MBR was
deleted.

Table IV-BS

Rather than separately list the applicable requir¢mien
permit condition 7618 (part E.2) in Table-BS for S1762,
part E.2 was added to other parts of the above permit
condition in Table IVBA. Therefore, Table IMBS was
deleted.

Table IV-BU

In July 2003, the District issued Shell a Permit to Operate
(PO) for A-771 under Application 7771. Neither A71
and/or the permit condition (#20755) that were part of the
were included in the initial permit. In light of the above, p:
1 and 2 of permit condition 20755 were added to Table I\
BU (for S1769) in heproposed renewal permit

Table IV-BW

A redundant reference to permit condition 7618 not
containing parts E.2.b and E.2.c was deleted from Table
BW (for S1771).

Table IV-CC

Rather than separately list permit conditions for FR tanks
various aibles in the permit, the pertinent permit condition
Tables MCC (PC 4298 for 8805), was consolidated alon
with other FR applicable requirements in TableAEb. In
light of the above, Table NCC was deleted.

Table IV-CL

Rather than separately lig¢rmit conditions for EFR tanks i
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiof
Table IV-CL (PC 6503 for £013), was consolidated along
with other EFR applicable requirements in TableUVin
light of the above, Table MCL was deletd.

Table IV-CN

Rather than separately list permit conditions for IFR tanks
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiof
Table IV-CN (PC 6707 for 2445 and £446), was
consolidated along with other IFR applicable requirement
Table IV-R. In light of the above, Tables {€N was deleted

Table IV-CP

Rather than separately list applicable requirements-fiy(2
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Table I.D./Section I.D.

Summary of changes

and S4003 in various tables in the permit, the pertinent
requirements in 60 CFR Su
7618, 12271, and 16688) in Table-GP were consolidated
along with other applicable requirements in TableB@. In
light of the above, Table NCP was deleted.

Table IV-CQ

Changed the reference to
condition 12271t b ar n 0 .

Table IV-CR

Rather than separately list permit conditions fet081, S
4020, $S4050, $4080, 34140, and $1160 in various tables
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in TableGR
(PC 12271), was consolidated along with existing apple
requirements in Table PAL. In light of the above, Table IV
CR was deleted.

Table IV-CSa

Rather than separately list the alternative monitoring
provision of Section 60.13(i) for-&021 in a separate table,
i.e. Table IVCSa, the above section ised along with other
existing applicable requirements in Table®&. In light of
the above, Table NCSa was deleted.

Table IV-CT

Rather than separately list applicable requirements-#03.
and S4141 in various tables in the permit, the pertinent
pemi t conditions (#06s 761-8
CT were consolidated along with other applicable
requirements in Table PBD. In light of the above, Table N
CT was deleted.

Table IV-CTa

Rather than separately list the alternative monitoring
provision of Section 60.13(i) for-8141 in a separate table
i.e. Table IMCTa, the above section is cited along with ot|
existing applicable requirements in TableBD. In light of
the above, Table ANCTa was deleted.

Tables IVCU
(Changes resulting frolMP
permit condition for $4161)

In lieu of installing a CEMS to demonstrate compliance w
the NSPS H2S limit in section 60.104(a)(1) for PSA gas
burnt at $4161, the District in concert with EPA approved
Shell 6s AMP on Sept e mgogr
Dragertube sampling instead. In light of the above, parts
and 2 of permit condition 24339 were incorporated into T|
IV-CU (for S4161)

Table IV-DAb

Rather than separately list permit conditions f&331, S
4329, $4330, and $1349 in variog tables in the permit, thi
pertinent permit condition in Table {BAb (PC 12271), was
consolidated along with existing applicable requirements
Table IV-DAa. In light of the above, Table HDAb was
deleted.

Table IV-DF
(Changes resulting from AMP
pernit condition for S4180)

Section 60.104(a)(2)(i) limits the sulfur dioxide emissions
S-4180 to not exceed 250 ppmv (dry basis) at zero perce
excess air. To demonstrate compliance with the NSPS J
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limit, section 60.105(a)(5) requires the use of 2a@d O2
CEMs. The span values for the SO2 and O2 CEMs are
required by section 60.105(a)(5)(i) to be 500 ppm SO2 al
percent O2, respectively. On August 27, 2003 EPA apprc
Shell 86s AMP that would al
at 250 ppm and 2,50pm. In light of the above, part 1 of
permit condition 24338 was incorporated into TableDV
(for S4180).

Table IV-DI

Rather than separately list permit conditions for FR tanks
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiof
Table IV-DI (PC 12271 for $1334), was consolidated alon|
with other FR applicable requirements in TableAEc. In
light of the above, Table NDI was deleted.

Table IV-DK

The initial permit used to cite applicable requirements
pertaining to part 1 of PC 11504der Table VDK for S-
5112, S5113, and $114. Rather than separately list
applicable requirements for the vessels in various tables
permit, Tables IVDJ and DK were merged into one table i
Table IV-DJ.

Table IV-DN

Rather than separately ligermit conditions for EFR tanks i
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiof
Table IV-DN (PC 8502 for S12490 and 92491), was

consolidated along with other EFR applicable requiremer
Table IV-AC. In light of the above, Table NDN was deletec

Table IV-DNb

Rather than separately list permit conditions for EFR tank
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditio
Table IV-DNb (PC 20042 for 47095), was consolidated
along with other EFR applicable requirement3able IV-U.
In light of the above, Table NFDNb was deleted.

Table IV-DQ

Amended the table to include certain sections of NSPS
pertaining to individual drain systems.

IV-AOa and VItAFa

(for S1425),

IV-AP and VIFAG

(for S-1426),

IV-AQa and M1-AHa

(for S1431,S1432, S1765, and £
4180)),

IV-DV (for Facility)

Future effective dates pertaining to MACT General
Provisions and Subpart UUU that have passed were dele
from the tables.

IV-AXa (for A-101 & A-102),
IV-AXb (for A-103)
IV-CX (for S-4201)

The future effective dates in part 19 of permit condition
18618 pertaining to the neprocess flares (A01 through A
103) of December 1, 2004, and of January 1, 2005 for thi
process flare (8201) have passed and were therefore de
from the tdles. The nofprocess flare 8470 is not subject |
permit condition 18618.
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IV-AXc and VII-AOb
(for S-1471),

IV-BW and VIIBI
(for S1771),

IV-BX and VII-BJ
(for S1772),

IV-CX and VIICI
(for S4201)

Where applicable, the future effective date ofulay 1, 2005
in parts 12 through 17 of permit condition 18618 pertainir
the process flares has passed and was therefore deleted
the tables. Also, where applicable the future effective dat
January 1, 2005 in part 18, which pertains to theédgbexflare
(51771), has passed and was therefore deleted from Ta
IV-BW. Lastly, where applicable future effective dates
pertaining to Regulation 12, Rule 11 that have passed w
deleted from the tables. A reference to part 18 relating to
1771 and aedundant reference to part 19 were deleted fr|
Table IV-CX (for S4201).

Sources without NOx CEMS:
IV-AZ and VII-AQ

(for S-1480, $1481, $1483, and
S-1506)

IV-CS and VHCB

(for S4021)

Sources with NOx CEMS:
IV-AZb and VIFAQD

(for S1760)

IV-BA and VIFAR

(for S-1486,5-1487,5-1488,
S$-1491,5-1492,5-1493,5-1495,
S-1496,5-1497,5-1498,5-1508,
S$-1510,5-1511)

IV-BA and VII-AT

(for S1490, $1499, $1762)
IV-BD and VIFAU

(for S-1494,5-1502,5-1503,
S$-1505,5-1515,5-1761,5-4031,
S4141)

IV-BG and VIFAX

(for S-1500,5-1504,5-1763,S
4002,5-4003)

IV-BL and VII-BB

(for S1514)

IV-BZ and VIFBL

(for S1800)

IV-CU and VIICE

(for S4161)

Sources §480, $1481, S1483, S1506, and S1021 are nof
equipped with NOx CEMs and are operated inithe
confines of a NOx Box to demonstrate compliance with tf
nonfederal NOx limit of 0.033 Ibs/MMBTU in Section 9
10-301. As a result, only certain parts of permit condition
18265 apply to a given source depending on whetheoit is
is not equipped wih NOx CEMSs. Parts 1 through 7, 9, 10,
through 15, and 20 pertain to sources complying with ran
established in the NOx Box. Please refer to TableAD\&
CS and Tables VARQ & CB.

In contrast, sources equipped with NOx CEMs are subjec
parts 12, 8, 10, 11, 13 through 15, and 20. Please refer t
Tables I} AZb, BA, BC, BD, BG, BL, & CU and Tables
VII-AQb, AR, AT, AU, AX, BB, & CE. In addition to being
subject to the aforeeferenced parts for sources equipped
with NOx CEMs, source-3800 is a0 subject to part 16.
Please refer to Table f8Z and VIIBL.

The AFuture Effective Dat |
column of the above tables corresponding to parts 1, 3, 4
6,7,8,9, 10, and 11 was deleted because the date has |
andi s no | onger wvalid. Li ke
of September 1, 2004 corresponding to part 2 of permit
condition 18265 in the above tables has passed and is ni
longer valid. Parts 17, 18, 19, and 21 of permit condition
18265 were deleted fromtheb ove t abl es K
datedo of AUNtil January 1
parts of the permit condition has passed and is no longer
valid.

Del eted the AFuture Effec]
pertaining to Regulation-20-301 from TableVII-BB (for S
1514).
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Table IV-AF
(for 1114 and 9.115)

Applicable requirements for permit condition 7215 (parts
through 3) contained in Table IXF are redundant, since th
above requirements are contained in TablABA.
Therefore, Table IVAF wasdeleted.

Table IV-DB

Rather than separately list permit conditions for IFR tanks
various tables in the permit, the pertinent permit conditiot
Table IV-DB (PC 12271 for 81322), was consolidated alor
with other IFR applicable requirements in TableR. In light
of the above, Tables NDB was deleted.

Table IV-DL
(for S5115 and $116)

Rather than separately list the applicable requirements fc
permit condition 11313 (parts 1 through 8) in TableOV,
parts 1 through 8 were added to the existipplicable
requirements for $115 and $116 in Table IVCG. Going
forward, the proposed renewal permit will contain all the
applicable requirements pertaining to permit condition 11|
for S5115 and $116 in Table IVCG. Therefore, Table IV
DL was déeted.

Table IV-AR Applicable requirements for SRU#3-{S65) are contained

(for S1765) Tables IMAQ, AQa, and AR. Therefore, the note that use
state NSemRQ Tfadd eaddi ti onal
initial per mi t haableWieAQmandc
AQa for additional requir
permit.

Table IV-DF Applicable requirements for SRU#4-380) are contained

(for S4180) Tables IMAQ, AQa, and DF. Therefore, the note that use|

state fNSeARQ Taobrl eadldM t i onal
TableV-DF in the initial per.
TableIViAQ and AQa for additi
proposed renewal permit.

IV-DV (for Facility)

Added Subparts A, C, P, Y, and MM of 40 CFR Part 98
i Maamtdory Greenhouse Gas Re

With regards to 112(j), standards that were promulgated
the refinery permits were first issued in 2003 were delete
Specifically, under Section 63.52(e)(1) the RICE standar
the turbine standard, the organic ldjdistribution standard,
and the site remediation standard were deleted, because
standards were promulgated. Please refer to the discusg
on 40 CFR 63, Subparts ZZZZ and GGGGG under the

ACompl ex Applicability De|

TableslV-DZ and EA

Added new tables summarizing the applicable requireme
for bio-treaters and bialarifiers (S1467, S$5117 through S
5119) at ETP1 and ETP2, and for the equalization ponds
1466, $1468, and 2014) associated with the above ETP|
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Table I.D./Section I.D. Summary of changes

Tables IV-EB and EC Added new tables summarizing the applicable requireme
for fugitive sources.

Complex Applicability Determinations:

Applicability of 6-1-311 to ESP Exhaust Abating Emissions from FCCUs and CO Boilers:

I n connect i on ovhe Titte VpeRaty for the Bap Ared defineries in April of

2005, an issue arose regarding whether District RegulatieBIA was applicable to the exhaust
from the Electrostatic Precipitators (ESPs) that remove particulate matter from the CO gas that i
exhausted from refinery FCCUs and then burned in CO boilers. This issue involves three Bay
Area refineries that have FCCUs that exhaust their CO gas to CO boilers: Tesoro, Valero and
Shell.

The ESPs involved are at the end of an emissions traisttirég with the FCCUs, which

produce CO gas containing a high level of particulate matter. The CO gas is then sent to the CO
boilers, where it is burned (along with refinery fuel gas) to further reduce the CO to CO2. The
resulting heat is used to generateam for use in refinery operations. This process recovers

energy from the CO gas, and it also acts as abatement for the CO in the exhaust stream as well as
(to a lesser extent) abating some of the particulate in the exhaust stream. The resullingemis

are then sent from the CO boiler to the ESP, which abates the remaining particulate matter to
levels that are compliant with applicable regulatory emissions standards. Finally, after treatment

in the ESP the exhaust is emitted to the atmospheredstack downstream from the ESP.

In Shell s case, the emissions train relating to the FCCU
FCCU (S1426)A CO Boilers (81507, S1509, & 9512)A ES P 6-42, A 18, & A-14)A
Emission Points (26, R27, & P-28) A atmosphere.

During the Revision 2 process, EPA commented that the District needed to consider imposing
monitoring for compliance with Regulatior16310 and 61-311 in the emission stream from the
ESPs. Inresponse, the Air District imposed monitoréggiirements for compliance with
Regulation 61-310. This monitoring requires the refineries to use opacity meters on the stack to
monitor the functioning of the ESPs, and then to conduct source tests if opacity readings above
30% indicate that the ESIRsay not be working properly. With respect to Regulatidn3.1,

the Air District reasoned that the ESPs were abating emissions from the CO boilers, and boilers
are heat transfer operations which are exempt from Regulafiedilé. Accordingly, the

District reasoned,-8-311 was not an applicable requirement at this emissions point (at the ESP
exhaust point) and did not require any monitoring. The District published this explanation in the
Statement of Basis for the Revision 2 permit for Tes@eeleor o A Revi si on 20 Per mit
Evaluation and Statement of Basis, April 2005, at p. 17.) The District was silent on the issue of
Regulation 61-311 applicability in the Statements of Basis for Shell and Valero, but the

Revision 2 permits for those refineries iemented ESP monitoring requirements only for
Regulation €1-310, and did not include any requirements related to RegulatieBil.
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The District has reviewed this interpretation of whether the emissions from these ESPs are
subject to Regulation-&-311 in connection with the current permit renewal. The District has
concluded that the Revision 2 interpretation was incorrect and-thailé is applicable to this
emissions stream, for several reasons.

First, in Revision 2 the District reasoned tha BSPs are abatement devices for the exhaust

from the CO boilers. But this interpretation does not fully address the function of the ESPs,
which are required primarily to abate the particulate matter in the emissions stream from the
FCCUs. The ultimateasirce of the particulate matter in the exhaust stream that the ESPs abate
is the FCCUSs, not the CO boilers. The CO boilers burn the CO exhaust gas and do have some
(albeit relatively minor) effect in abating the particulate matter in the exhaust stBaam.

primarily, the process of the generation of the particulate matter and its subsequent abatement
occurs at the FCCUSs, which generate the PM, and the ESPs, which abate it. This is clear from
the situation at refineries with FCCUs that do not use doearstiCO boilers. In this

configuration, the FCCUs exhaust directly to the ESP to abate the particulate matter before
emissions to the atmosphere, and there has never been any question that Regl@tibn 6

applies at the ESP exhaust in this situatiorseiting a CO boiler between the FCCU and the

ESP in order to recover some of the energy content in the CO gas that would otherwise be wasted
should not be construed to alter the applicability of Regulatit#861. It still applies to the

ESPs, whose futamental purpose is to abate the particulate matter generated in the FCCU
exhaust gas. The District has therefore concluded, based on further review and analysis that its
discussion in the Revision 2 Statement of Basis was in error.

Second, CO boilers ¢mselves are not exempt in this specific situation. Although a steam boiler
would normally, standing alone, be exempt from Regulatiéf861 as a heat transfer operation,

when it is used in the manner described here, Regulatle®14 still applies. Wan a CO boiler

is used to burn CO gas from an FCCU, it serves a dual purpose partly as an abatement device and
partly as an emissions source. It serves as an abatement device because it reduces the CO in the
FCCU exhaust gas (as well as, to a lesser gxdbating some particulate matter). When

emissions are measured at the exhaust from an abatement device, they are subject to whatever
emissions limits apply to the source that they abate. Here, looking at the CO boilers as

abatement devices for the FC&Uhey would be subject to the standards applicable to the

FCCUs, including Regulation6-311.

Alternatively, the CO boilers also function not just as abatement devices but as emissions sources
in their own right, as they burn fuel (CO exhaust gas mixiéidrefinery fuel gas) to generate

steam for use in the refinery. But even considering a CO boiler as a source in its own right, the
emissions from the downstream ESP would still be subject to Regulati@®ib because at that

point, the emissions sam is a combination of emissions from two sources, the FCCU and the

CO boiler (to the extent the CO boiler is seen as a separate source). When exhaust streams from
multiple emissions sources are combined prior to emission to the atmosphere, the emissions
stream is subject to the most stringent requirement applicable to either s@eeRis{fict

Regulation 1107.) With regard to particulate matter, the Regulatidr3@.1 limit is the most

stringent, and so it applies at the combined emissions pdin¢ 5fFCCU and CO boiler,

downstream of the ESP.
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This principle is an important one from the perspective of protecting air quality, because the
opposite rule would allow a refinery to exempt its FCCU emissions from the more stringent
particulate matter tits simply by inserting a CO boiler between the FCCU and ESP. This result
could allow the refinery to emit greater amounts of particulate matter than otherwise would be
allowed, for example if it allowed the abatement efficiency of the ESP to degradeer€ely,
applying Regulation-8-311 to this emissions stream will not add any appreciable compliance
costs or burdens to the refinery, as compliance is achieved by implementing the ESP and
ensuring that it is functioning properly, which is already resgli

Third, longstanding District practice prior to Revision 2 was to treat Regulatledild as

applicable to the exhaust from the ESPs on CO boilers in situations like this. Both the District
and the refineries themselves have long tested for camspliaith the 40 Ib/hr particulate

emissions limit at this emissions point. When exceedances of the 40 Ib/hr limit have been
observed, the District has issued Notices of Violation and the refineries have agreed to settle the
Di stricto6s peonthdémt Yhe positon thesDistoich teok ith the Revision 2 permits
was a sharp departure from this prior practice. For the reasons described above the District now
believes that the Revision 2 position was not well considered and was in error. Tio¢ iBistr
therefore withdrawing the statements it made in connection with the Revision 2 permits and is
including Regulation 4-311 as an applicable requirement for the exhaust from the ESPs
downstream from the CO boilers and FCCUs.

The District is therwre adding Regulation-6-311 to the appropriate FCCU and CO Boiler

tables in Sections IV and VII of ti@oposed renewal permiPlease refer to Tables- AP &

VIIFAG (for tHHd2BCLfUanBK&VAIBIAe  flo¥ t hel5@OS boil ers AS
1509,&S-151206). Though not explicitly stated under part 9 of
required by the above permit condition to annually test the outlet grain loading rate (in gr/dscf)

and hourly particulate matter emission rate (in lbs/hr) for canpé with Regulations-6-310

and61l-311 at the three discret e26eRA7,8B28NM points (~exhaust st
t

downstream of eac#H?2 A3 &Ahle4 ot harbeaet | NP éesa chA o f hree CO boi l
In light of the above discussion the alloweparticulate emissions rate at each individual stack

downstream of each CO boiler/ESP emissions train is 13.33 Ibs/hr/stack i.e. maximum allowable

particulate emissions rate of 40 Ibs/hr (assuming a process weight rate of 28.66 TPH) divided by

the threeexhaust stacks, when all three CO boilers are operating.

Applicability of Regulation 8-2-114 exemption to cooling water towers:
Organic compound emissions emanating from Cooling Water Towers (CWT) are exempt from
the requirements of Regulation 8, Ral&Organic CompoundsMiscellaneous Operations" per
Regulation &-114 if the operator of a CWT employs best modern practices. Best Modern
Practice (BMP) is defined in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) as one that minimizes
emissions through the emptagnt of modern maintenance and operating practices used by
superior operators of like equipment and which may be reasonably applied under the
circumstances.

Shell employs the following maintenance practices to ensure organic compound emissions from
CWTsare minimized:
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1 All heat exchangers upstream of the CWTs are closely examined during turnaround, and
are back flushed.

The steel contained in the heat exchangers undergpesse/ation.

The tubes within the heat exchangers that show evidence of corarpitting are

sealed.

The net effect of the above maintenance practices is intended to minimize and/or eliminate leaks
and to ensure the timely detection and repair of significant leaks.

f
f

Shell employs the following operating/monitoring practicesnsuee emissions from CWTs are
minimized:

9 Frequent visual observations (several times on a daily basis) of the cooling water by
refinery operators to detect any changes in the appearance of the water that could indicate
hydrocarbon contamination.

1 Regular réinery operator presence on the CWT decks, which would allow the operators
to detect any unexpected odors from the water.

1 Measurement of the residual chlorine by refinery operators at the CWTs one or two times
per shift for the following reasons:

Hydrocarlons are reducers, which tend to combine with the oxidizing chlorine atoms. In
the presence of hydrocarbons, the residual chlorine would drop significantly. In addition
to being detected via measurement, a reduction in chlorine (a biocide) could foster
microbial growth, which could be visually observed by the refinery operators.

1 Use of haneheld monitors, such as PIDs or FIDs, to detect the presence of hydrocarbons
in the air, in the event that refinery operators suspect a leak.

1 Measurement of the Oxidatidteduction Potential (ORP) by refinery operators using a
handheld monitor if a leak is suspected. A change in the reducer side of the measurement
would indicate the presence of hydrocarbons.

1 Use of an ofline Total Hydrocarbon Analyzer that continuoudbtermines the
hydrocarbon vapor concentration from the cooling water.

It can be seen from the above discussion that Shell uses best modern practices to monitor cooling

tower water for indications of heat exchanger leaks. Therefore, CW#8% S1778, &S-4210

whose applicable requir eAS(fortS4457a&Sd778)andtvai ned i n Tabl ebs
CY (for S4210) are exempt from Regulation 8, Rule 2. Shell will have to maintain the necessary

records to demonstrate their CWTs meet the requirements Rethdation 8-114 exemption.

Applicability of the flare design requirements in

NSPS 40 CFR 60.18 and NESHAP 40 CFR 63.11:
The District has reviewed the applicability of the flare design requirements contained in 60.18
and 63.11 to ensure that the abeeetions are cited as an applicable requirement for flares in the
renewed permit when it is used to control regulated emissions.

A. Applicable. For some of the Bay Area refineries, 60.18 and/or 63.11 applied to selected

flares. This applicability isdsed on vapor discharges from many emission points being

iregul atedo when the standards require control. These
Pressure Relief Device Leakage (NSPS Subpart GGG and GGGa, VV and VVa)
Oil-Water Separators (NSPS SubdpaQQ, NESHAP Subpart FF)
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Fixed Roof Tanks (NSPS Subpart Kb)

Fixed Roof Tanks, with HAPs (MACT Subpart CC, MACT Subpart G)
Marine Terminal, with HAPs (MACT Subpart CC, MACT Subpart Y)
Bulk Plant, with HAPs (MACT Subpart CC, MACT Subpart R)

Dependingon the applicable subpart, control options include routing the emissions to one or
more of the following:

Vapor Recovery System (e.g. condensers and adsorbers)

Fuel Gas System

Process System

Enclosed Combustion Device (e.g. vapor incinerator, boilaeater)

Vapor Balancing System

Flare

Except for a flare, all of these options have requirements to demonstrate compliance with the
control standard. For flares, it is recognized that, in most instances, compliance demonstration is
not practical. Thufor flares, the demonstration is satisfied by adhering to one or more of the
design requirements detailed in 40 CFR 60.18 or 40 CFR 63.11, which were included in the
permit. As previously discussed in the preamble, the above requirements were incnsistent
applied to flares operating at all Bay Area refineries.

B. Not Applicable. For other Bay Area refineries, 60.18 and/or 63.11 were not applicable. This
is based on the fact that most of the time, the regulated gases of the Bay Area refineries are
controlled by a vapor recovery system that directs the regulated gas to a process or a fuel gas
system. Sometimes these regulated gases are not controlled by the vapor recovery system. This
would be in situations where the capacity of the vapor recovempm@ssors is exceeded. In this
case, the gas cannot be recovered and is sent to one or more refinery flares. However, because
this exceedance of the vapor recovery compressor capacity is most likely to occur @mlgven
occurs) during a startup, shutdo or malfunction (SSM) event, it is argued that the SSM
exemption(s) mean 60.18 and/or 63.11 do not apply. During a SSM event where the capacity of
the vapor recovery compressors is exceeded, the regulated gas from any emission point is
commingled with e gas generated by the SSM unit or equipment. The refinery flare or flares
(depending on the volume of the total waste gas) would then control the combined waste gas
(which contains both the regulated gas and the SSM gas). As previously discussed in the
preamble, it is not clear whether the above requirements were consistently deemed to be
inapplicable to flares operating at all Bay Area refineries.

C. Discussion The primary issue here is how is a regulatory authority supposed to treat

commingled reglated gas and exempt gas. There is little doubt that the SSM gas generated at

the unit or equipment experiencing the startup, shutdown or malfunction is not required to meet

the applicable emission standards (pursuant to NSPS 40 CFR 60.8(c)). Howswercertain

if this o6exemptiond is intended to cover al/l refinery gas
only applicable to the gases generated at the unit or equipment experiencing the startup,

shutdown or malfunction, then the commingled (#SM gas + not8SM gas) is still subject to

the control requirements of the applicable regulation.
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A review of the available EPA Applicability Determinations did not find one specific to this
issue of commingled exempt and regulated gas. Howevedat@emination (Control Number
PS39, 12/11/1992) regarding the Subpart VV standards that are applicable to a fuel gas system

(as a closed vent system) stated the following:
It is the responsibility of the owner/operator to distinguish regulated emissicers tivey are combined
with other unregulated process gases and demonstrate compliance with the recovery standards, or meet the
standard applied to the combined stream.

This appears to address directly the issue of commingled gas. The regulated gasheeeds to
considered separate from the exempt gas. In other words, when exempt gas from a SSM event is
commingled with regulated gas, the commingled gas (SSM gas-$3kbhgas) does not

automatically become an exempt gas.

If this interpretation is correctng regulated gas needs to meet the applicable standard(s),
including when it is commingled with SSM gas. When the commingled gas is directed to a flare
and the flare is used to meet the standards of the regulated gas, the flare would be required to
meet he requirements of 40 CFR 60.18 and/or 40 CFR 63.11. Simply stated, adhering to one or
more of the design requirements detailed in 40 CFR 60.18 or 40 CFR 63.11, would ensure
compliance with the control standard for flares.

In all, there are 9 flares {&rocess flares and-donprocess flares) at Shell. Of the five process
flares (S1471, $1472, S1771, S1772, and $1201), $1472 (the main LOP flare) is shutdown.
The four norprocess flares are 170, A101, A102, and A103. Flares ALO1 through A103
are airassisted flares;-$470, $1471, and 8772 are stearassisted flares;-$771 is a non
assisted flare; and-&01 is partly stearassisted and partly eassisted flare.

Flares at Shell subject to the requirements in 60.18 dr@lA A-102, S1471, and S1772.

Please refer to Tables i¥Xa & VII -AO (for A-101 & A-102), IV-AXd & VII -AOb (for S

1471), and IVBX & VII -BJ (for S1772) in the renewed permit. The rationale behind subjecting
the above flares to the requirements in 60.18 is discussed.below

60.18 applicability to A101 & A-102 via NSPS Kb:

40 CFR 60.112b(a)(3)(ii) is referenced as an applicable requirement in TaieIffor S

4334 abated by-A01), and IVDG (for S4319, $4350, and 1356 abated by A02). The
aforereferenced NSPEKb section requires control devices such as0A and A102 to meet the
specifications for flares in 60.18. As a result, A101 & A102 are subject to 60.18 (~60.18 flares).

60.18 applicability to 9471 & S1772 via NSPS GGG and NSPS VV:

The S1424 (NHT)and S1430 (ALKY) are upstream of-$471. As a result, emissions
emanating from fugitive components at the NHT and ALKY are subject to the requirements in
NSPS GGG. The LOP flare{B171) is a 60.18 flare because 40 CFR 60.592(a) in NSPS GGG
subjects equiment under the rule to the provisions in 40 CFR 6048210 of NSPS VV.

Control devices such as12l71 that are subject to 40 CFR 60.4&Pare required by 40 CFR
60.48210(d) to comply with the requirements for flares in 60.18. As a rest,73 is e60.18

flare.

Under Application 14497 (OPCEN HC flarenaute project) Shell had committed to subject S
1772 to the NSPS GGG requirements. Specifically, process units in the OPCEN area of the
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refinery were not subject to NSPS GGG prior to the submisditme above permit application
because none of the OPCEN units were constructed or modified after January 4, 1983. However,
Shell voluntarily agreed to make the process units in OPCEN area subject to NSPS GGG by
12/31/06 as part of a Consent Decree agesg with the EPA. As a result, the OPCEN units

were required to comply with the standards outlined in 40 CFR 60.592. As previously discussed
in the preceding paragraph, 40 CFR 60.592(a) subjects equipment under the rule to the
provisions in 40 CFR 60.482to 10 of NSPS VV. Control devices such ak732 that control
emissions from equipment upstream of them that are subject to 40 CFR-60.482required

by 40 CFR 60.482.0(d) to comply with the requirements for flares in 60.18. As a resalt,/3

is 260.18 flare.

Please note that Tables-IP & VII-CU (for equipment and components subject to NSPS GGG)
and IV-DS & VII-CW (for equipment in organic HAP service that are subject to the equipment
leak standards in MACT CC) contain references to NSPS Whmtause NSPS GGG
references NSPS VV. The EPA6s intent was to
NSPS GGG or NSPS VV and not both of the above rules. In other words, EPA intended NSPS
GGG requirements to apply to refinery process unitd,ciiemicals plants were expected to

comply with the requirements in NSPS VV. The only exception to the above béimayies

producing MTBE would be subject to NSPS VV. Because Shell and the remaining Bay Area
refineries stopped producing MTBE years dgis safe to state that none of the local refineries
(including Shell) are directly subject to NSPS VV.

Applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart R, National Emission Standards for Gasoline

Distribution Facilities (Bulk Gasoline Terminals and Pipeline BreakoutStations):
Sources affected by NESHAPS Subpart R, Section 63.420 are either bulk gasoline terminals or
pipeline breakout stations. "Bulk gasoline terminal" means any gasoline facility that receives
gasoline by pipeline, ship or barge. "Pipeline breaktatton” means a facility along a pipeline
containing storage vessels used to relieve surges or receive and store gasoline from the pipeline
for reinjection and continued transportation by pipeline or to other facilities. As previously
discussedunder¢h A Faci | i t y D ehs Districtpetently determmed &Equilon n, t
Enterprises LLC (Equilon) to be a support facility of the refinery. Subpart R applies to Equilon.
Therefore, the applicable requirements contained in the above rule will be imtedioito

Equilonds initial permit under a separate permitting

Applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart YYYY, National Emission Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants for Stationary Combustion Turbines:
Shell operates two stationary combustion turbig®4190 & S4192), which were installed
before January 14, 2003. Therefore}1®0 & S4192 are considered to be existing turbines per
Section 63.6090(a)(i). Because Section 63.6090(b)(4) exempts existing turbines from the
standard, £1190 & S4192 are Bo exempt from 40 CFR 63, Subpart A, General Requirements,
and the notification requirements in the above rule.

Applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart ZZZZ, National Emissions Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants for Stationary Reciprocating Internal Comb ustion Engines:
Shell operates nine stationary reciprocating internal combustion en§i6851 through $057,
S-6059, & S6060) that arsolely used as a standby source of motive pdarezmergency
standby generators that they are parRof. C E-®051, $6052, $6054,5-6059, & S6060are
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each rated at/below 500 hp and were constructed/reconstructed before June 12, 2006. Likewise,

S-6053, S6055, S6056, and $057 are each rated more than 500 hp and were

constructed/reconstructed before Decembe02. Therefore, the above sources are

considered existing stationary RICEG6s as defined per
63.6590(b)(3) exempts exi st iHePs5lshtoagh®NHSry RI CEG6s from
6059, & S6060 are also exempiin40 CFR 63, Subpart A, General Requirements, and from

the notification requirements in the above rule.

Applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart GGGGG, National Emission Standards for Hazardous

Air Pollutants: Site Remediation:
The site remediation activieat the facility are exempt from 40 CFR 63, Subpart GGGGG,
because section 63.7881(b)(3) exempts activities that are performed under a Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) corrective action conducted at a treatment, storage and
disposal facility(TSDF) that is required by a permit issued under a State program authorized by
the EPA under RCRA section 3006. The facility is subject to a RCRA corrective action that is
required by its permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Applicability of 40 CFER 64, Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM):
The Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) regulation in 40 CFR 64 was developed to
provide assurance that facilities comply with applicable emissions limitations by adequately
monitoring controdevices. The CAM rule was effective on November 21, 1997. Facilities such
as Shell are not affected by CAM requirements until they submit an application to renew their
Title V permit. As part of this r eCAdsall application,
summarized in Appendix D.

CAM applies to a source of criteria pollutant or hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions if all
the following requirements are met:
1 The source is located at a major source for which a Title V permit is required; and
1 The saurce is subject to a federally enforceable emission limitation or standard for a
criteria pollutant or HAP; and
1 The source uses a control device to comply with the federally enforceable emission
limitation or standard; and
1 The source has potential prentol emissions of the regulated pollutant that are equal to
or greater than the major source threshold for the pollutant (in BAAQMD, the major
source thresholds are 100 tons per year for each criteria pollutant, 10 tons per year for a
single HAP, and 25 tanper year for two or more HAPS); and
9 The source is not otherwise exempt from CAM.

A source potentially subject to CAM may be exempt from the rule per the exemptions specified
in 40 CFR 64.2(b)(1) Exempt Emission Limitations or Standards. ExemptioriCFR
64.2(b)(1) that could reasonably apply to sources at Shell are:
1 40 CFR 62(b)(1)(iy Emission limitations or standards proposed by the Administrator
after November 15, 1990, pursuant to section 111 or 112 of the ACT; or
1 40 CFR 62(b)(1)(viy Emissbn limitations or standards for which a Title V Permit
specifies a continuous compliance determination method (a method, specified by the
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applicable standard or an applicable permit condition, which: (1) is used to determine
compliance on a continuous b&stonsistent with the averaging period established for the
emission limitation or standard; and (2) Provides data either in units of the standard or
correlated directly with the compliance limit).

Based on

Shel |l 8ds anal ysnengare subjeatte CAMfrequirbneentss our ces at

District permit applications not included in this proposed permit

This facility sends a large number of permit applications to the District every year. Review of the

following permit applications was not coregd in time to include the results in this Title V
permits. The Title V permit will be revised periodically to incorporate these applications as
permit revisions following the procedures in Regulation 2, Rule 6, Major Facility Review.

Application # | Prgect Description

19872 FCCU Revamp Project

21359 ETP #3 (Biotreater and Bidarifier)
V. Schedule of Compliance

A schedule of compliance is required in all Title V permits pursuant to BAAQMD Regulation
2-6-409.10 which provides that a major fégireview permit shall contain the following
information and provisions:

fi 4 0 9A sthédule of complianaeontaining the following elements

not

be

10.1 A statement that the facility shall continue to comply with all applicable requirements with which it
is currently in compliance;
10.2 A statement that the facility shall meet all applicable requirements on a timely basis as
requirements become effective during the permit term; and
10.3 If the facility is out of compliance with an applicable requirementatithe of issuance, revision,
or reopening, the schedule of compliance shall contain a plan by which the facility will achieve
compliance.

The plan shall contain deadlines for each item in the plan. The schedule of

met , and

any

preventive

or

compliance shall also contain a reqmemnt for submission of progress reports by the facility at
least every six monthsThe progress reports shall contain the dates by which each item in the plan
was achieved and an explanation of why any dates in the schedule of compliance were not or will

corrective

Since the District has not determined that the facility is out of compliance with an applicable
requirement, the schedule of compliance for this permit contains only sece$8210.1 and

2-6-409.10.2.
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The BAAQMD Compliance and Enforcement Division has conducted a review of compliance
over the past year and has no records of compliance problems at this facility during the past year.
The compliance report is contained in Appendix A of fermit evaluation and statement of

basis.

VI. Permit Conditions

During the Title V permit development, the District has reviewed the existing permit conditions,
deleted the obsolete conditions, and, as appropriate, revised the conditions forraarity a
enforceability. Each permit condition is identified with a unique numerical identifier, up to five
digits.

When necessary to meet Title V requirements, additional monitoring, recordkeeping, or reporting
requirements have been added to the permit.

Alchanges to existing per mit -ocuotn/duintdieornisi naeroe fcolremaartl yi ns hown
the proposed per mit. Wh-ent 6 heapguamgé wisl li sbeedel @t ¢d fiand
Aunderlined | anguage wi |l | oflcenmentstreadivede d, subj ect to consi de
The existing permit conditions are derived from previously issued District Authorities to

Construct (A/C) or Permits to Operate (P/O). Permit conditions may also be imposed or revised

as part of the annual review of the facilitythg District pursuant to California Health and Safety

Code (H&SC) § 42301(e), through a variance pursuant to H&SC § 423%@, an order of

abatement pursuant to H&SC § 4248Geq, or as an administrative revision initiated by

District staff. Afterissuance of the Title V permit, permit conditions will be revised using the

procedures in Regulation 2, Rule 6, Major Facility Review.

The District has reviewed and, where appropriate, revised or added new annual and daily

throughput limits on sources as to help ensure compliance with District rules addressing

preconstruction review. The applicability of preconstruction review depends on whether there is

a Aimodified sourceod -&2234. IMbdtherntherd is @ modifizd sodrcei ¢t Rul e 2

depel s i n part on whether there hak23bdefmes an fAi ncreased i n i
what will be considered an emissions level increase, and takes a somewhat different approach

depending on whether a source has previously permitted by the District.

Sources that were modified or constructed since the District began issuing new source review

permits will have permits that contain throughput limits, and these limits are reflected in the Title

V permit. These limits have previously undergone Districierg, and are considered to be the

l egally binding fiemi 234ilam 2A{2342.eBy contiasy, foroflerr poses of 2
sources that have never been through preconstruction review (commonly referred to as
Afgrandfatheredodo soaufiems psian fHerBddDAssdaddressed in 2
grandfathered source is not subject to preconstruction review unless its emission level increases

abovethe highest of either: 1) the design capacity of the source, 3) the capacity listed in a permit

to opeate, or 3) highest capacity demonstrated prior to March 2000. However, if the throughput

capacity of a grandfathered source is limited by upstream or downstream equipment (i.e., is
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ibottleneckedo), then the rel Bgonsidgedaf that | imitation (fd
modification.

The District has written throughput limits into the Title V permit for grandfathered sources. As
discussed above, these limits are written for the purpose of determining whether an increase in
emission levels has occad. The purpose of these limits is to facilitate implementation of
preconstruction review program. If these limits are exceeded, the facility would be expected to
report the exceedence, and the District would treat the reported exceedence as pregumptivel
establishing the occurrence of a modification. The facility would then be expected to apply for a
preconstruction permit addressing the modification and the District would consider whether an
enforcement action was appropriate.

It is important to nat the presumptive nature of throughput limits for grandfathered sources that

are created in the Title V permit. These | imits are gene
information provided by the facility regarding the design capacity or highestmted

capacity of the grandfathered source. To verify whether these limits reflect the true design,

document ed, or fAbott | eAlRIMK)eolleach soareasbeéydngthe pur suant to 2
resource abilities of the District in this Title V processoreover, the District cannot be

completely confident that the facility has had time or resources necessary to provide the most

accurate information available in this regard. Creating throughput limits in the Title V permit for

grandfathered sourcesiem r equi red by either Part 70 or the Districtos
rules. Despite the lack of such a requirement, and despite the resource and information

challenges presented in the Title V process, the District believes that writing presumptive limit

for grandfathered sources into the Title V permit will provide a measure of predictability

regarding the future applicability of the preconstruction review program, and that this increased

predictability is universally beneficial.

It follows from thepresumptive nature of these throughput limits for grandfathered sources that

exceedence of these limits is not per se a violation of the peFailure to report an

exceedence would be a permit violatidn this sense, the throughput limits function as

monitoring | evels, and are i mposed pursuant to the Distri
that provide a reasonable assurance of compliance. If an exceedence occurs, the facility would

have an opportunity to demonstrate that the throughput limétcindid not reflect the appropriate

limit for purposes of 2-234.3. If the facility can demonstrate this, no enforcement action would

follow, and the permit would be revised at the next opportunity. It also follows that compliance

with these limitsisat a fisafe harbord for the facility. I f evidence
grandfathered source has undea334gpthedDistaictviionid di fi cati ond as de
consider that a preconstruction revigiggering event, notwithstanding compliance vitte

throughput limit in the Title V permit. In other words, the protection afforded the facility by

complying with the throughput limit in the Title V permit is only as strong as the information on

which it was based. T hassoaated vath thraughput limitsdor V.- Aiper mit shi el do
grandfathered sources, as they are being proposed. A shield may be provided if the District

determines with certainty that a particular limit is appropriate for purpose$-882.3.

Conditions that are obsoletetbiat have no regulatory basis have been deleted from the permit.
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Conditions have also been deleted due to the following:

= =4 =44

Redundancy in recordkeeping requirements.

Redundancy in other conditions, regulations and rules.

The condition has been supersebtgather regulations and rules.
The equipment has been taken out of service or is exempt.
The event has already occurred (i.e. initial or atprsource tests).

The regulatory basis is listed following each condition. The regulatory basis may bem rule
regulation. The District is also using the following terms for regulatory basis:

1

BACT: This term is used for a condition imposed by the Air Pollution Control Officer

(APCO) to ensure compliance with the Best Available Control Technology in Regiation

2-301.

Cumulative Increase: This term is used for a condition imposed by the APCO that limits a
sourcebs operation to the operation described
Regulation 21-403.

Offsets: This term is used for a conditiorpimsed by the APCO to ensure compliance with

the use of offsets for the permitting of a source or with the banking of emissions from a

source pursuant to Regulation 2, Rules 2 and 4.

PSD: This term is used for a condition imposed by the APCO to ensurdamemith a

Prevention of Significant Deterioration permit issued pursuant to Regulation 2, Rule 2.

TRMP: This term is used for a condition imposed by the APCO to ensure compliance with
l'imits that arise from the Districtés Toxi c Ri
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Changes to the proposed renewal permit stemming from changes to existing permit
conditions and/or from incorporating new permit conditions:

BAAQMD Permit condition 4288:
Section 60.104(a)(1) in NSPS J limits emissions of sulfur oxides from any fiebg#ustion
device (including flares) by limiting the H2S content in the gases burnt in them to not exceed
0.10 gr/dscf (162 ppmv on at®ur rolling average). In light of the above, the H2S
concentration limit outlined in part 12.c. was changed fromgi88vd to 162 ppmvd.

BAAQMD Permit condition 5077:
Shel |l 6s ©hi46% 21460, W8 S{79) comply withthe standards in Regulation 8,
Rule 8 via Sections 302.4 & 302.6, and not 302.1. Therefore, the references to Regt8ation 8
302.1 in parts 3, & 9 were deleted.

BAAQMD Permit condition 7382:
S-1005 was demolished and is not an active source. Therefore, the refererid@®iB8 permit
condition 7382 was deleted.

BAAQMD Permit conditions 7618 & 12271:
Sources at Shell operate under two safgaemission bubbles called the "REFEMS" and "Clean
Fuels Permit" bubbles. Emissions from sources
Fuels Projectdo bubbles are governed by per mit
Application 6904, the Btrict adjusted the NOx emissions for sources operating under the above
emission bubbles to reflect the NOx emission reductions required by Regulation 9, Rule 10 and

i ssued Shell a Permit to Operate on flesanuary 2003.
NOx Emi ssions (|l bs/day)o under Table 11 in per mit

Ibs/day, and the combined NOx emissions of 6,770 Ibdfday the three CO Boilers (S1507,
1509, and 1512) under part 86permit condition 12271 was reduced h$18 Ibs/day to 5,452
Ibs/day. However, neither of the above NOXx reductions was reflected in either of the above
permit conditions in the initial permit. In light of the above, each row entry under the column

entitled APounds p e conditiany’618 was redueet by&,12ll Ibs/dayf Asp e r mi t

an example, the row entry of nA18,448.6 | bs/dayo c
of dayso for A28 to 290 was reduced to fill, 327.60

emissions limit for the C@oilers in part 85 was reduced from 6,770 Ibs/day to 5,452 Ibs/day,
and the NOx emissions from a CO boiler with a4fimmctioning NOx CEM was reduced from
2,257 Ibs/day/CO boiler to 1,817 Ib/day/CO boiler in part 86 of permit condition 12271.
Assuming urednjection is not occurring at the normal rate for a given CO boiler, no changes
were warranted to the uncontrolled NOx emission rate of 3,286 Ibs/day/CO boiler in part 86 of
permit condition 12271 because the above rate was derived usingdjysenentalue of

1,799.20 tonsl/yr cited in part 85 of the above condition which was not affected by changes that
were part of Application 6904. i.g1799.2 TPY) x (2000 Ib/ton) / (365 day/yr)]/ [3 CO

boilers]. The ammonia limit cited for-&L61 in Table VHCE was changed frorB0 ppmv dry at

15% O2 to 20 ppmv dry at 3% O2.

BAAQMD Per mi t conditionbés 7878, 14098,
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Changes to the above permit conditions were previously discussed under Application 20070 in
Table 1 in the fBiadokugppenbundod section of t

BAAQMD Permit condition 12271:
Section 60.104(a)(1) in NSPS J limits emissions of sulfur oxides from any fuel gas combustion
device (including flares) by limiting the H2S content in the gases burnt in them to not exceed
0.10 gr/dscf (162 ppv on a 3hour rolling average). In light of the above, the H2S
concentration limit outlined in part 15.b. was changed from 163 ppm to 162 ppm. Changed the
reference to ficorral o in parts 79 and 80 to fibarno.

BAAQMD permit condition 12911:

Background:
Under normal operating conditions, flueld2pases from Shell és

are routed to and are abated by CO boiler$5&7, $1509, & $S1512) and the ESPs {2, A-13,

& A-14). Between October through December 2001, Shell experipnalligéms with its FCCU

and had to bypass the CO boilers & ESPs. As a result, the unabated FCCU emissions were vented

directly to the atmospherevialS4 26 6 s dump st ack. Shell was issued numer ous
by the Districtds Gaoamplfi amde wasErfidorerdementbe in violation
6-1-301, 305, 310, & 311, and®301. On December 11, 2001, District staff authored an internal

policy memo to address emissions emanating from dump stacks/blowdowns. Based on information

containedm t he Districtodos database, it appears permit conditio
during the above timeframe and has not been amended since its inception. On two recent but

separate occasions Shell vented unabated FCCU emissions directly to the aendapghe dump

stack on April 5, 2010 and July 11, 2010. In light of the above, the District finds amendments to

permit condition 12911 as necessary and warranted.

Rationale:

As it currently exists, part 4 of permit condition 12911 requires thdl ®aetain a water seal
upstream of the dump stack, conduct a visible emission inspection when a breakthrough of the
water seal occurs and initiate corrective action to restore the water seal following a breakthrough
of the water seal. Part 5 of permiinciition 12911 requires that a continuous level monitor be
installed on the water seal compartment of the dump stack, and that Shell maintain records
pertaining to the water level in the water seal compartment and also record visible emissions
detected whea breakthrough of the water seal occurs.

Permit condition 12911 in Shelldés permit does not automat.i
Ringelmann No. 1 opacity standard has occurred when ever there is a breakthrough of the water

seal (albeit the fachait the dump stack is not equipped with a COMS). There is also no assurance

as to whether the unabated emissions c-t-mply with emission
302, 305, 310, & 311, 8-301, and 91-310.1. The problem is further compounded beeahe

FCCU is also subject to emission standards in federal rules such as 40 CFR 60, Subpart J (NSPS J)

and 40 CFR 63, Subpart UUU (MACT UUU).

Proposed changes:

% Regulation 61-302: The continuous level monitor/recorder at the water seal is installed in lieu of an opacity CEM.
Therefore, it is impliedhat a water seal breakthrough constitutes a RegulatieBO2 violation.
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In light of the above discussion, permit condition 12911 is amended in the proposed renewal
permit as follows:

Condition # 12911
For S1426, CP Catalytic Cracking Unit (CCU):

1. The Additive Catalyst Storage and Injection System associated with the CP
Catalytic Cracking Unit (CCU) (S1426) shall be abated by the Catalyst Additive
Storage and Injein System for CCU (A1427) Baghouse (A1427). . [basis:
BACT]

2. A visible emission that is darker than No. 0.5 on the Ringelmann Chart, or of such
opacity as to obscure an observer's view to an equivalent or greater degree, shall not
be emitted from the Béguse (which is integral to the Catalyst Storage and
Injection System) for a period or periods aggregating more than three minutes in
any hour. [basis: BACT]

3. The exhaust from S1426 shall be vented to S1507, S1509, and/or S1512, unless allowed
per Condiion 18407. [basis: Regulation62409.2]

4. The water seal of the CCU-{8126) dump stack shall be maintained such that a
water seal exists. If a breakthrough of the water seal at the CT4RE dump
stack is detectedhe District may assume the @ity of unabated emissions vented
via the dump stack (hereinafter bypass event) has exceedohtieémann No. 1
standard (20% opacity) in Requlatiori @02, except where it can be confirmed that
the dump stack was not used or an opacity excess dicdoat. 8Vhen a
breakthrough of the water seal occurs, CARB certified personnel may be
employed/contracted by the owner/operatardonduct a visible emission evaluation
to confirm that the bypass event did not result in an opacity examdite
owner/opertor shallinitiate corrective action to restore the water seal. The
BAAQMD shall be notified within 24 hours if breakthrough of the water seal is
detectedand a report summarizing the root cause of the problem shall be submitted
to the DirectoroftheBit r i ct 6 s Compl i ance & Enforcement Di vision wi't
of the notification dateFor each bypass event, the Causal Analysis report shall
quantify emissions of particulate matter, precursor organic compounds, carbon
monoxide, and sulfur dioxide. In adidih, the Causal Analysis report shall evaluate
compliance with Regulations 5305, 61-310, 61-311, 82-301, 91-310, and the
emission limits/standards outlined in 40 CFR 60, Subpart J and 40 CFR 63, Subpart
UUU. [basis: Regulationl-441, 21-403,6-1-384307

5. A continuous level monitor shall be installed on the water seal compartment of the
CCU (S1426) dump stackncluding continuous data historization for the parametric
level monitor, and maintain the instrument in good operating condition at all
times[basis Regulation-523]. Water level records shall be maintained for a period
of at least 5 years from the date of entry and shall be made available to the APCO

upon requestAny—occurrence—of-visible—emissions—detected—during—water seal

BAAQMD Permit condition 16688:
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The enforceable limits (in MMBTU/day) for-$480, $1481, and 8506 in part 1 of permit
condition 16688 was lowered from 600 MMBTU/day/source to 599MMBTU/day/sotlinee.
reason for making the above change is discussed in detail under permit condition 18265.

BAAQMD Permit conditionés 17532, 22119, and 2426 3:
Changes to the above permit conditions were previously discussed under Application 19465 in
Tabl e Baickgtrlmenflo section of this document.

BAAQMD Permit condition 18265:

Obsolete Effective Dates:

Sources contained in Tables-AZ, AZb, BA, , BD, BG, BL, BZ, CS, & CU are governed by

permit condition 18265 for refinemyide compliance with Regulation9uR e 1 0. The f#AFutur e

Ef fective Datedo of fiJanuary 1, 20050 in the Il ast column o
parts 1, 3, 4,5, 6, 7, 8,9, 10, and 11 was deleted because the date has passed and is no longer
valid. Li kewi se, t bf8epterfbartl, 2004 colfesporaliagto pare2oDat e 0
permit condition 18265 in the above tables has passed and is no longer valid. Parts 17, 18, 19,

and 21 of permit condition 18265 were deleted f
AUntil 2806aryeferenced in the above parts of t
no longer valid.

rom the ab
he per mit

Sources with and without NOx CEMS:

Sources 8480, $1481, $1483, $1506, and 1021 are not equipped with NOx CEMs.

Instead, the above sources are openattn the confines of a NOx Box to demonstrate

compliance with the nefederal NOx limit of 0.033 Ibs/MMBTU in SectionB0-301. As a

result, only certain parts of permit condition 18265 apply to a given source depending on whether
it is or is not equippe with NOx CEMs. Specifically, parts 1 through 7, 9, 10, 12 through 15,

and 20 pertain to sources complying with ranges established in the NOx Box. Please refer to
Tables MAZ & CS and Tables VHAQ & CB. In contrast, sources equipped with NOx CEMs

are siject to parts 1, 2, 8, 10, 11, 13 through 15, and 20. Please refer to TalA&b|\BA,

BD, BG, BL, & CU and Tables VIAQb, AR, AT, AU, AX, BB, & CE. In addition to being

subject to the aforeeferenced parts for sources equipped with NOx CEMs, s&it860 is also
subject to part 16. Please refer to TableBX and VIFBL.

o} of AMMBHO in parts 3.A and 3.B were

pographical errors
e units used to the express the NOx emission factor was
bMBM U0 .

e R
- o<

The following discussion is intended to help explain the changes made to permit 16688 in light
of part 5.A. and the requirements in Regulation 9, Rule 10.
Part 5.A.:

As previously discussed under the Regulation 9, Rule 10 discussion, souteg@rsechbim Tables

IV-AZ, AZb, BA, BD, BG, BL, BZ, CS, & CU are governed by permit condition 18265 for

refinerywide compliance with the above rule. Part 3 of permit condition 18265 categorizes

sources not equipped with NOx CEMS in the above tables badbdipgize (~maximum firing

rate). In lieu of a NOx CEMS, sources with maximum firing rates greater than or equal to 25

MMBTU/ hr are required to comply with an Aequivalento veri
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given source and in order to demonstrateritsssions were considered over its-falhge of
operations, the NOx Box is established using source test results and the following four conditions
as its corners:

1. Low fire/low O2

2. Low fire/high O2

3. High fire/low O2

4. High fire/high O2
The boundaries of tHdOx Box are established by connecting the four corners with straight
lines. As a result, for a given source the emission rate or factor for all operations within the
confines of the NOx Box is either the highest measured rate or factor from any soumreatest
higher emission rate or factor proposed by the facility.

Sources (also referred to as fimediumd units) that operate
demonstrate compliance with the Af@aleral NOXx limit of 0.033 Ibs/MMBTU in SectionB0-

301 arerequired, among other things, to perform Distdpproved NOx, CO, and O2 source

tests on a sen@nnual basis. In contrast, sources with maximum firing rates less than 25

MMBTU/ hr (also referred to as fismalahcéwitahni ts) , are not regqg
Section910-3 01 via a NOx Box. I nstead, fAsmall o units are requir
approved NOx, CO, and O2 source test on an annual basis to demonstrate compliance with the

above section.

In light of the above discussion, sources cioretd in Tables IVAZ (S-1480, $1481, S1483, &
S-1506), and IVCS (S4021) are not equipped with NOx CEMs. The maximum firing rates
outlined in permit condition 16688 for source4 480, $1481, and 9506 are 25
MMBTU/hr/source, and the maximum firingtes for $S1483 and $1021 are 20 MMBTU/hr and

49 MMBTU/hr, respectively. Since the inception of permit condition 18265 and rather than
establish a NOx Box for sourcesl880, S1481, and €506, Shell has complied with part 5.A.

of permit condition 18265ybperforming a Districepproved NOx, CO, and O2 source test on an
annual basis. Going forward and to make the permit conditions in the proposed renewal permit
less ambiguous, the enforceable limit (in MMBTU/day) fet480, S1481, and S.506 in

permit cadition 16688 was changed from 600 MMBTU/day/source to 599 MMBTU/day/source.
Doing so would make the annual source tests conducted by Shell at se48ss S1481, and
S-1506 consistent with not having to establish a NOx Box for the above sources.

It should be noted that though the emission factors (in Ib/MMBTU) cited in part 5.A. of permit
condition 18265 of 0.20 (for-$480 and S1506), and 0.16 (for-$481 and S1483), are above

the NOx limit of 0.033 Ibs/MMBTU, this limit is a facilityide limit and can be met by over

control on other heaters. If Shell exceeds the 0.033 Ib/ MMBTU for the facility, Shell uses
Interchangeable Emission Reduction Credits (IERCs) generated from NOx reductions at its three
CO boilers (81507, $1509, and 91512) to oftet the difference in emissions via an Alternative
Compliance Plan. Though its emission factor of 0.029 Ib/MMBTU in part 5.A. of permit

condition 18265 is below the 0.033 Ibs/MMBTU NOXx limit4301 is required to operate within

the confines of its NOx Bgxo ensure continued compliance with the above limit in the absence
of a NOx CEMS.
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Minor editorial changes were made to part 5.B. to make it less confusing and also highlight the
fact that the three scenarios (low firing rates, startup or shutdowrdpeand periods of
curtailed operation) outlined in it are mutually exclusive.

Part 5.B.:

Part 5.B. of permit condition 18265 in the initial permit stated the following:

APart 5A. does not apply to | ow ofdqualit2%ofat e condi t
the unitdés rated capacity), during startup or shut

(ex. during heater idling, refractory dryout, etc.) lasting 5 days or less. During these conditions
the means for determining compliancihathe refinery wide limit shall be accomplished using
the method described irn1-301.2 (i.e. units out of service &30ay averaging data). o

Part 5.B. was reworded as follows in the proposed renewal permit to make it less confusing:
iPart 5ohapplydoolavdiring rate conditions (i.e., firing rate less than or equal to 20% of
the wunit ds ordaringsthrtup e phatdoivrt perjogs duringperiods of curtailed
operation (ex. during heater idling, refractory dryout, etc.) lastithgyS or less. During these
conditions the means for determining compliance with the refinery wide limit shall be
accomplished using the method described-1301.2 (i.e. units out of service & 3y
averaging data). o

The time period to submitsourtee st results to the Manager of the Di
was extended from 48ays to 6edays in parts 6 and 7 of the permit condition. Rather than

startup sources, that operate either infrequently, and/or for very short periods of time, mand/or o

an unplanned basis, with the sole intent to perform a source test, part 7.A.3 was amended to

i on
dow

s (i
n pe

strictad

clarify that such sources donét have to be source tested.

problems a facility would face in trying to schedule a sourdeotea very short notice.

Consistent with the intent of Regulatiosl@7, which was previously discussed under Regulation

9, Rule 9, and to help identify the sources that exhaust into the atmosphere from a common point
part 11 was amended as discussddvibe

Part 11:

Part 11 of permit condition 18265 in the initial permit stated the following:

AEffective January 1, 2005, the owner/operator shal
(CEM) to measure the NOx and O2 concentrations from the following soilnaieare subject to

this Alternative Compliance Plan. In the case where two or more sources exhaust through a

common stack, a single NOx and O2 CEM may be used to measure the combined concentrations

from all sources that exhaust through the stack.

S148, S1487, S1488, S1490, S1491, S1492, S1493, S1494, S1495, S1496, S1497, S1498,
S$1499, §1500, S1502, S1503, S1504, S1505, S1508, S1510, S1511, S1514, S1515, S1760,

oper

si761, S1762, S1763, S1800, S4002, S4003, S4031, S4141, a

In light of Regulatioril-107, part 11 was reworded as follows in the proposed renewal permit:

AEffective January 1, 2005, the owner/operator shal
(CEM) to measure the NOx and O2 concentrations from the following sources that are subject t

this Alternative Compliance Plan. In the case where two or more sources exhaust through a

common stackChimney # 1 Chimney#2, S-4002 & S400%, and $4031 & S4147), a single

4 TheDCU heaters (8002 and $1003) exhaust through a single exhaust stack.
® The HGHT heaters (8031 and $+141) exhaust through a single exhaust stack.
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NOx and O2 CEM may be used to measure the combined concentrations fsooradls that
exhaust through the stack.

Sources exhausting through Chimney $1486, S1487, S1488, S1490, S1491, S1492, S1493,
S1494, S1495, S1496, S1497, S14981S1499;

Sources exhausting through Chimney 82500, S1502, S1503, S1504, S150%]/S1515.

Sources with dedicated exhaust sta&kb08, S1510, S1511, S1514, S1760, S1761, S1762,
S1763, S1800, and S4161.0

BAAOQMD Permit condition 18618:

The reference to Regulation12234.4 in the preamble to part 1 of the permit condition was
changedo Regulation 21-234.3.

The District authorized Shell to replace3 with S6068 under Application 15774, and sources
S-1409 and 81415 were taken out of service in August 2004. Therefore, references to the above
sources were deleted from part 1toé permit condition. Becausel®24 was modified under
Application 18062, the throughput limit for the above source was deleted from part 1 of the
permit condition, and is instead cited in permit condition 24162. In order to alleviate any
confusion forthdi st ri ct 6s Compliance and Enforcement staff when d
the three CO boilers (5507, S1509, and €512) with their daily and annual firing rate limits

in part 1 of the permit condition, the proposed renewal permit lists the abotgifinérms of

the Lower Heating Value (LHV) and the Higher Heating Value (HHV) of the fuels combusted in
the CO boilersThe reference to Regulatior330 in part 8 of permit condition was changed to
6-1-330.

Parts 12 through 19 of the permit conditimertain to flares and flaring and were intended to

contain the applicable monitoring requirements of Regul at
flares (81471, S1472, S1771, S1772, and S1201). The volumes of vent gas that can be flared

in the procesflares are limited by part 12. Part 13 is a recordkeeping requirement to

demonstrate compliance with the flaring limits in part 12, part 14 defines a flaring event, part 15

outlines the procedures to be followed after a flaring event, part 16 outlinasivispection

options, part 17 contains the recordkeeping requirements for flaring events, VE checks, and etc.,

part 18 contains the weekly VE requirements for the FXG flare, and part 19 contains the types of

gases that can be flared a# 301 and the neprocess flares (A01 through A103).

Parts 14 and 15 apply to flaring events for all process flanetuding the FXG flare (771).

SourceSl 771 does not fismokedo due to the steady fuel delivery
flare, the compositio of flexigas burned in the flare, and the stability of combustion occurring

within the flare. Typically, flares that process vent gas streams with high carbon to hydrogen

mole ratio (> 0.35) have a tendency to smoke and require better mixing (~steaau)sd38c

1771 is not a smoking flare, it is not subject to the monitoring requirements in parts 14 and 15.

Instead, the monitoring requirements fet 571 are contained in part 18 which in turn

part 16 that allows the use of the visual inspeqgtimctedures in part 15.b.ii. as a compliance

option. In light of the above discussion and in order to provide clarity, the following sentence
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was added to the beginni
fol

g of part 14: fAConditions for mo
those flares thatexels i vel y burn i

n
exicoker gas with or without suppl
Per the above discussion, the reference to part 12 in parts 14 and 15 of the permit condition were

replaced with the neflexigas process flares18171, S1472, S1772, and 81201 tohighlight

the fact that 9771 is not subject to the monitoring requirements in either part 14 and/or 15.

Part 19 of the permit condition in the initial permit restated NSPS J Sections 60.101(d) and (e),

and therefore | i mit eatec&ipl@hce Wwith theolp2ppnoviddS limibin d e mo n s t
the rule. Specifically, Section 60.104(a)(1) limits emissions of sulfur oxides from any fuel gas

combustion device (including flares) by limiting the H2S content in the gases burnt in them to

not exceed 0.10rfgscf (162 ppmv on a-Bour rolling average). As it currently exists, no gases

other than fuel gas and process upset gas can be burdP@1SA 101, A102, and A103. In

order to demonstrate compliance with Section 60.104(a)(1), NSPS J requires Shell t

continually monitor the H2S content of gases burnt in the above flares either using a H2S

CEMS, or an EPA approvelternative Monitoring Plan (AMP)In lieu of installing H2S

CEMS, Shell is considering submitting AMPs to the EPA for vent gases b1, A101,

A-102, and A103. Rather than restate the requirements in Sections 60.101(d) and (e) and limit

Shell 6s compliance options under NSPS J, part 19 was amen

19. Effective January 1, 2005, the owner/operator shall operate S4201, A102, and
A103 Flaredo comply withH2S fuel gas limitn 60.104(a)(1and the monitoring
requirements in 60.10& all times except when burninfyel gasthat is released to
the flare as a result of relief valve leakage or other emergency malfugctio

process upset gasas defined in 60.101(el-burn-only-process-upset-gases as

a G0 N a a) o

Regulation 21-403)

With the exception of 4201, norprocess flares A01, A102, and A103 are not subject to
monitoring requirements similar to those found for the process flares previously discussed
because the neprocess flares are not subjézthe requirements in Regulation 12, Rule 11, and
also because the vent gas streams processed by the above flares have low carbon to hydrogen
ratio (~nonsmoking flares). Nevertheless, Sections-801 and 310 are cited as applicable
requirements in Tabk IV-AXa & VII -AO (for A-101 and A102) and Tables NAXb & VII -

AOa (for A-103). For reasons stated above, Table-Xalso shields A01, A102, and A103

from Regulation 12, Rule 11.

BAAQMD Permit condition 19097:
This permit condition was deleted fnothe proposed renewal permit per the Regulation 9, Rule
8 discussion relating to the diesel engines at Shell. Specifically, the operati@0561 $hrough
S-6060 used to be governed by permit condition 19097. Going forward and in light of the
CARBO s ,#& dapstation of the above sources, with the exceptior6068, will be
governed by permit condition 22820.

BAAQMD Permit condition 19748:
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Changes to the above permit condition were previously discussed under Application 18034 in
Tabl e 1 cikgrtohuewdmBasecti on of this document.

BAAQMD Permit condition 20755:
In July 2003, the District issued Shell a Permit to Operate (PO)-iflAunder Application
7771. Neither A771 and/or the permit condition (#20755) that were part of the PO were
included in the initial permit. In light of the above; 71 was added to TableB; parts 1 and 2
of permit condition 20755 were added to TableBY (for S1769); permit condition 20755 was
added to Section VI; and Table MBIG (for S1769). References to sems in Regulation 6,
Rule 1 in permit condition 20755, where applicable, were deemeéederally enforceable in
Tables IVBU and VIFBG.

BAAQMD Permit condition 21671:
References to sections in Regulation 6, Rule 1 in permit condition 21671, \gpécalsle, were
deemed notfederally enforceable in TablesdWX and VII-CZ (for S6061). The initial permit
listed permit condition 21671 out of sequence i.e. before 20762 instead of after it, in Section VI.
This error has been corrected in the proposadwal permit. A new row was added to Table

VI-CZ to include part 2 (coke throughput | imit)

throughput records) to ensure compliance.

BAAQMD Permit condition 21896:
The time period to submitsourcest¢ r esul ts to the Manager of
Section was extended from-days to 6edays in part 1 of the permit condition.

BAAQMD Permit condition 22165:

Fol l owi ng i s an ElecoStatic Precipitator Particelate Mérit@m i a t
Chevron, Shell, Tesoro, Valeron At t a tist of dpplicabiity aid Monitoring

Determinationd8 f r om EPAG6s October 8, 2004 Il etter t
the proposed permits that were submitted to them on August 25, 2004:

AThe District has committed to working with

and develop permit conditions that require Shell, Tesoro, and Valero to monitor ESP
operating parameters. We anticipate that the District will select appropriateonranit
parameter(s) and specific range(s) and revise the permits accordingly.

Four of the refineries operate eleetatic precipitators (ESPs) to control emissions from
fluidized catalytic cracking units (FCCU), carbon monoxide boilers (burning FCCUJ gas)
cokers, and at Valero other units as well ( Tabl& df permitted sources in the proposed
Conoco permit does not list any ESP). These emissions can amount to thousands of tons
per year, if they are not controlled. Bay Area SIP rul84® and €311 limit the

concentration and mass of the particulate emissions from the ESP in each case, but lack
monitoring. Therefore the permits must be revised to include periodic monitoring under
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70.6(a)(3)(B).

The District has added annual testing to permits thaiqusly lacking PM testing for the

FCCU emissions. Annual testing at the ESP outlet, however, is inadequate because there is no
way to determine whether the control device is operating at a level that meets the applicable
requirements during the rest of tyear.

The District has also added opacity monitoring for the opacity limit that is also contained
in Rule 6 where the opacity monitoring was lacking in the permit, and in some cases
appears to cite it as a monitoring requirement for the particulate lffaitinstance, see
Tesoro Table VHV). While we agree that monitoring for the opacity limit is appropriate,
no connection has been established in the rule or in the permit between compliance with
the opacity limit in the SIP and the particulate limits.

The Chevron permit (see Table VII.C.2.1) requires four source tests per year and
parameter monitoring for the applicable New Source Review limit. The District should
either demonstrate that it has already conducted a review that shows that the NSR
monitoling in the Chevron permit is adequate periodic monitoring for the SIP, or conduct
a similar monitoring review for the Chevron permit.

Also, we recommend correcting the monitoring listed in Shell permit Tabl&®&Ifor

63.1654(a)(1)(i), which appears tudicate that meeting the NSPS opacity limit of 30%

will satisfy the monitoring requirements for the Ib PM/Ib coke bafifremission rates.

While opacity could be selected as a monitoring approach for the PM limit, it is incorrect

to assume that complianegth the NSPS Subpart J 60.102(a)(2) opacity limit for these

units assures compliance with the separate PM |Iimit under

Foll owing is an excerpt from Shell ds Revision 2 SOB in re
AThe District deadriegrraguireddodcompliaade with MACT rddUhi$ an

appropriate means of providing a reasonable assurance of compliance with Regulation 6. The

District has added Permit Condition # 22165 to TabBK/ which contains the applicable

requirements for sourc&l507i UTIL CO Boiler 1, S1509 UTIL CO Boiler 2, and S1512

UTIL CO Boiler 3. Permit Condition # 22165 requires the owner/operator to conduct an initial

compliance demonstration that will establish a correlation between chosen parameters

(voltage/curent or opacity) and particulate emissions. The facilities are already required to

continuously measure opacity at these stacks. The permit will be reviewed after the compliance

demonstration to incorporate the results into federally enforceable permithci t i ons . 0

Because Shell conducted the initial demonstration study to develop a correlation between opacity
and particulate matter emissions, and also established an opacity range that would assure
compliance with the Regulation$310.3 particulate mgr limit, parts 2 and 3 of permit

condition 22165 were deleted from the proposed renewal permit. Continuous opacity readings
gathered via the COMS at 22, A-13, and Al4 would assure compliance with the 30% opacity

limit prescribed in 40 CFR 63, Subp&ityU. The opacity readings in turn would serve as a
surrogate to ensure compliance with Regulatidr3.0.3. In light of the above, the requirement

to perform a source test in part 4 was deleted since it would not yield any meaningful

information, nor woud it help correct a violation that has already occured. Because the refinery
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routinely reports all exceedances to the District, part 5 was found to be redundant and was

therefore, del eted. Though Shell 6s dyther el ati on study
COMS at/above 70% would correlate to a grain loading limit higher than 0.15 gr/dscf, the

addition of part 6 conservatively assumes an opacity reading greater than 30% is an exceedance

of the Regulation-d-310.3 limit. The above action is considterth permit conditions found in

other Bay Area refinery permits that have COMS on their CO boiler stacks. Please refer to the

chart in Appendix C that was constructed using data obtained from the initial demonstration

study.

BAAQMD Permit condition 22820:
Changes to the above permit condition were previously discussed under Regulation 9, Rule 8.

BAAQMD Permit condition 23605:
Changes to the above permit condition were previously discussed under Application 15774 in
Table 1 in the ffiadokugppennoundod section o

BAAQMD Permit condition 24162:
Changes to the above permit conditions were previously discussed under Application 18062 in

Table 1 in the fABackgroundod section of this document.

Permit conditions resulting from
Alternative Monitoring Plans (AMPSs) approved by EPA:

NSPS J AMP permit condition for CCU:
Background:
The Fluid Catalytic Cracking Unit (3426) at Shell is not equipped with an amdcontrol device
to abate SO2 emissions. As a result, it is subject to sections 60.104(ld)(2) for sulfur oxides.
Demonstrating compliance with the NSPS J sulfur oxides limit would require Shell to follow the
monitoring requirements outlined in section 60.105(c), the test methods & procedures outlined in
section 60.106(i), and the reporting-&ordkeeping requirements in sections 60.107(b)(2),
(c)(1)(ii), and (c)(5). Source-$426 is abated by three CO boilersi7, $1509, and €512),
which are downstream of it. Each CO boiler stack is equipped with a dedicated opacity, SO2,
NOx, 02, andCO CEMs.

Shell had requested the EPA to approve an AMP that would permit the use of information
recorded by the SO2 CEM at each of the three CO boiler stacks in concert with the appropriate
mass balance calculations in lieu of daily manual testing, Mdatgod 8 (40 CFR Part 60,
AppendixA), to determine compliance with the sulfur oxides (SOx) limit calculated as SO2 of 20
Ibs/ton coke buroff in 40 CFR 60.104(b)(2).

Rationale:

Shell would certify the SO2 CEM at the three CO boiler stacks by PenfamerSpecification 2 in
Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 60, and the CEM would be quality assured through annual relative
accuracy test audits (RATA). The alternative mass balance calculations to estimate SOx would
include adjusting the CO boiler SO2 CEM concatitin data with a correction factor of 1.072 for
unmeasured sulfur trioxide (SO3). Fuels burnt in the CO boilers are generated either within and/or
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outside of the CCU. The CCU produces vast volumes of CO gas, associated with ceid®, lourn

the catalystegeneration step. The CO gas is burnt along with otheC@in fuels such as

refinery fuel gas, flexigas, and liquid hazardous waste in the CO boilers. The information recorded
by the H2S CEMSs, which are in place to demonstrate compliance with sectl®4@&)(1), for the
refinery fuel gas and flexigas, would be converted from an H2S concentration into an equivalent
SO2 value. The SO2 emissions contributed from the hazardous waste combustion is negligible.
The SO2 emissions associated with the refifieel/gas and flexigas would be subtracted from the
total SOx concentration recorded by the SO2 CEMs at each of the three CO boiler stacks. The
corrected SQemissions (excluding contributions from refinery fuel gas and flexigas), the CO

boiler dry stack fow rate, and mass balance assumptions will be used to calculate the equivalent
emission rate of sulfur oxides (calculated as SO2) for every ton of cokelduih i n t he CCUGs
regenerator section to demonstrate compliance with 40 CFR 60.104(b)(2). In aceoxita

section 60.104(c), compliance with section 60.104(b)(2) would be determined dailydaya 7

rolling average basis using the calendar day averages of each measured parameter.

Outcome:
EPA approved Shell s AMP on August 23, 2004.

Permit condion (#24335):

1. Inlieu of the daily testing using Method 8 (40 CFR Part 60, Appeidand for the
purposes of demonstrating compliance with the sulfur oxides (SOx) limit (calculated as
sulfur dioxide) of 20 Ib/ton of coke buaff in Section 60.104(b){2the owner/operator
of the CCU ($1426) shall be permitted to use information recorded by the sulfur dioxide
(SO2) CEMS at each of the three CO boiler stacks located 893 $1509, and 81512
in concert with the appropriate mass balance calculafigresowner/operator shall use a
factor of 1.072 to correct the SO2 CEMS concentration for unmeasured sulfur trioxide
(SOGy). (Basis: Alternative Monitoring Plan, 40 CFR 60.13(i))

2. The owner/operator shall certify the SOEMs at each of the three CO boisacks
located at §1507, $1509, and €512 by Performance Specification 2 of Appendix B of
40 CFR Part 60, and the CEMs will be quality assured through annual relative accuracy
test audits (RATA).
(Basis: Alternative Monitoring Plan, 40 CFR 60.13(i))

3. The owner/operator shall measure oxyges),(€arbon monoxide (CO) and carbon
dioxide (CQ) in the CCU regenerator effas with Q, CO and CQCEMS in place of
using Methods 1,2,3 and 4 in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A. The CEMS data shall be used
to determme the flue gas flow rate and moisture content by nitrogen balance around the
CCU regenerator and fuel combustion stoichiometry. (Basis: Alternative Monitoring
Plan, 40 CFR 60.13(i))

4. The owner/operator shall certify the, @O and CQCEMSs by the approfate
performance specifications in Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 60 and quality assured through
annual RATA. (Basis: Alternative Monitoring Plan, 40 CFR 60.13(i))

5. Credits for the portion of SO2 derived from auxiliary fuels, such as refinery fuel gas and
flexigas, burned in the CO boilers would be determined through hydrogen sulfide (H2S)
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CEMS that are in place to demonstrate compliance with the NSPS J H2S limit. The H2S
measured by the CEMS would be converted into equivalent SO2 value and would be
subtractd from the total SOx. The owner/operator shall use the correctedrii€sion

rates for auxiliary fuel credits, the CO boiler dry stack flow rate, and approved mass
balance assumptions in order to calculate the equivalefig@oke burroff. The

rolling 7-day average SCemission rate from-3426 would be based on using the

calendar day averages of each measured parameter. (Basis: Alternative Monitoring Plan,
40 CFR 60.13(i))

Changes to permit:
Applicable requirements pertaining tel826 contained iparts 1 through 5 of permit
condition 24335 were incorporated into TablesAN and VIFAG.

NSPS J AMP permit condition for S4002, S4003, and $4141:
Background:
The C3/C4 treaters upstream of Caustic Regenerator #2)G&ve H2S removal capacitiav
amine contacting followed by caustic treating. Spent caustic from the caustic treatment step at the
C3/C4 treaters is sent to €R which consists of an oxidation tower and two stages of separation.
The amine treating in combination with caustic tregtllows very little opportunity for H2S to
enter CR2 via the spent caustic. Any remnants of H2S following amine treatment would readily
react with caustic in the caustic treatment step to form sodium sulfide. The sodium sulfide in the
spent caustic seth CR-2 would react with oxygen in the oxidizer column to create sodium
thiosulfate and sodium hydroxide. The above two components would stay in the aqueous phase
and H2S would not be recreated.

The mixing of air in the oxidation column at €Rregenerigs the spent caustic and produces a

vent gas, which is routed 84002 (F13425A) and S4003 (F13425B) in the Heavy Cracked
Gasoline Hydrotreater Unit {8140), and 81141 (F14011) in the Delayed Coking Unit-4®01)

as fuel gas via the GR oxidizercombined vent. Sources4902, S4003, and 81141 are fuel gas
combustion devices (heaters) that are subject to the H2S limit in section 60.104(a)(1) of NSPS J.
One of the requirements of the above section is to ensur@iyiaiel gas burnt imnyfuel gas
combustion device (including flares) does not contain H2S in excess of 0.10 gr/dscf (162 ppmv on
a 3hour rolling average).

Rather than install a CEMS at tiR-2 oxidizer combined verib demonstrate compliance with
the NSPS H2S limit in section 6.104(a)(1)Shell requested the EPA to approve an AMP that
would allow them tdest and review the CR caustic strength once per day.

Rationale:

Shell identified a minimum CR caustic strength of 2 % by wt. sodium hydroxide in the aqueous
phase as &presentative process parameter that can function as an indication of a stable and low
H2S concentration for the vent gas stream that is routed as fuel gas to h&@@?s $4003, and
S-4141. The vent gas is expected to have 0 ppmv H2S, since H2¥ readtk with caustic to

form sodium sulfide as long as free sodium hydroxide is available. The minimu2nc@estic

strength of 2% by wt. sodium hydroxide will indicate that free sodium hydroxide is available to
react with any remnants of H2S in the stnedn other wordsa caustic strength of 2% by wt.
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sodium hydroxide is an indication of compliance with the NSPS J limit, and a H2S concentration
higher than the NSPS J limit would reduce the alkalinity of the regenerated caustic and would
result in readigs below 2% by wt. of sodium hydroxide.

Outcome:
EPA approved Shell s AMP on December 4, 2002.

Permit condition (#24336):

1. For the purposes of demonstrating compliance with Section 60.104(a)(1), the
owner/operator shall test the caustic strength ofdfenerated caustic at tBaustic
Regenerator #2 (GR) once per day to ensure a minimum caustic strength of 2 weight
percent of sodium hydroxide. If the measured value of the caustic is less than 2 percent by
weight of sodium hydroxide the owner/operatball conducDragerTube® sampling at

unit pressure d@MtALolandaline tfi4e® eP¥Yorrective action.

(Basis: Alternative Monitoring Plan, 40 CFR 60.13(i))

2. The owner/operator shall maintain the following records for a period of up to 5 aars f
the last date of entry on site and shall make them available to District representatives for
review upon request:

a. Daily test results of the caustic strength of the regenerated causti€2at CR

b. The time and date of wh@&ragerTube® sampling wasvarranted; th®ragerTube®
sampling test results; the time and date of when the corrective actions were taken; and a
report summarizing the root cause of the problem.

(Basis: Regulation-B-501)

Changes to permit:

Applicable requirements containedgarts 1 and 2 of permit condition 24336 were incorporated
into Tables IVBD (for S4141) and BG (for 2002 and $1003), and the applicable monitoring
requirements were incorporated into TablesAU and AX.

NSPS J AMP permit condition for S1470:
Background:
The LOG LPG Flare (8470) is subject to the H2S limit in section 60.104(a)(1). The above
section requireanyfuel gas burnt imnyfuel gas combustion device to not contain H2S in
excess of 0.10 gr/dscf (162 ppmv on-bdir rolling average). fie section exempts a flare from
the above requirement if it combusts process upset gases or fuel gas that is released to it as a
result of relief valve leakage or other emergency malfunctions. In accordance with part 74 of
permit condition # 12271 vaporssgdlaced from the LPG loading operations at the LOG Pentane
Loading Facility ($4338) are controlled by-$470. Prior to being loaded into railcars, the LPG
vapors are mixed with natural gas. The final products transferred into the railcat338 fll
into one of the following three categories:
i Category#1L PG products with sul fur specifications that
30 ppmv) and are therefore exempt from monitoring such streams for compliance with
section 60.104(a)(1) per section 6G(#)(4)(iv). Examples of products that fall into this
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category are: isobutene, normal butane, and natural gasoline/pentane.

1 Cateqgory #2LPG products with sulfur specifications not specifically exempt per section
60.105(a)(4)(iv) but are inherently am in sulfur are potentially exempt from
monitoring such streams for compliance with section 60.104(a)(1) if the owner/operator
applies for an exemption from monitoring with the Administrator per the guidelines set
forth in section 60.105(b). The owner/ogir is shielded from the monitoring
requirements until such time that the Administrator acts on the exemption request.
Examples of products that fall into this category are: propane, butane/butylenes mix, and
butane.

1 Category #3LPG products withoutudfur specifications that are not specifically exempt
per section 60.105(a)(4)(iv), and for which an owner/operator has not applied for an
exemption from monitoring with the Administrator per the guidelines set forth in section
60.105(b).

Rationale:
Almost all of the LPG products loaded a4338 fall into either Categories 1 or 2. Rather than
continually sample/install a SM,S CEM at the LPG supply/transfer lines to demonstrate
compliance with section 60.104(a)(1) when the LPG flare is processingswvdipplaced during
the loading operations at4838 when loading LPG products that fall under Category #3, Shell has
proposed the following:
1 A single sample would be taken from a fuel gas stream with the highest sulfur specification
once a day just upgtam of V395, the LPG blowdown drum, using a Gastec #4LL H2S
tube. No additional sampling would be warranted, if the single sample taken for a fuel gas
stream with the highest sulfur specification demonstrates compliance with the H2S limit.

Outcome:
Shel 6s AMP is pending EPA approval

Permit condition (#24337):

1. Contingent on EPAOGs approval of their Alternative Moni
purposes of demonstrating compliance with Section 60.104(a)(1) for fuel gas streams that
do not meet the inhemdy low sulfur exemption per 40 CFR 60.105(a)(4)(iv) or have not
applied for an exemption per 40 CFR 60.105(b), the owner/operator shall take a single
sample from a fuel gas stream with the highest sulfur specification once a day just
upstream of V395, he LPG blowdown drum, using a Gastec #4LL H2S tube. No
additional sampling would be warranted, for products with low sulfur specifications, if the
single sample taken for a fuel gas stream with the highest sulfur specification demonstrates
compliance withithe H2S limit.

(Basis: Alternative Monitoring Plan, 40 CFR 60.13(i))

2. For samples taken to demonstrate compliance with Section 60.104(a)(1) in accordance
with part 1 of this permit condition, a detector tube result greater than 162 ppmv shall
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warrant theowner/operator to lower the LPG loading rate in order to minimize
volatilization of H2S, or the owner/operator shall cease the LPG loading operation.

(Basis: Alternative Monitoring Plan, 40 CFR 60.13(i))

3. Fol l owing EPAOGs ap p rtionythelownerfopetatoreshali subiid® appl i c a
permit application to the Distrigter permit revision procedures outlined in Regulation 2

fiPer mitso, Rul e 6 AMajTabl Ead¢ NpetifRp uUReei ewd t o revise
Applicabl e Requi r &ppkcable kinits and ComflianbelMenitorimgl A
Requirementsodo in the Major Faclk4bd3)ty Review permit. (Ba

4. Fol l owing EPAG6s r ej e c ttheownermgeratorishallsuomiéaMP appl i cati on,
permit application to the District to administratiy@imend the Major Facility Review
permit at which timell parts of this permit condition will be deleted from Section VI
APermit Conditionso per permit revision procedures out
Rule 6 fAMajor Facility Reviewo.
(Basis: Reguligon 2-1-403)

Changes to permit:
Applicable requirements pertaining tel870 contained in parts 1 through 4 of permit
condition 24337 were incorporated into Section VI.

NSPS J AMP permit condition for SRU #4:
Background:
Sources,suchas SRU#44S180) , that were reviewed under Shell 6s Cl ean
application #8407 in 1992 are governed by permit condition # 12271. Part 66 of the above permit
condition limits theconcentration of total reduced sulfur (H2S, COS, and CS2) in theyfa@ilg
Claus Offgas Treatment (SCOT) unit exhaust, prior to the SCOT Thermal Oxidizer for Sulfur
Plant 4 (A4181), to not exceed 100 ppm, dry, at 0% oxygen, averaged over 8 hours.

Section 60.104(a)(2)(i) limits the sulfur dioxide emissions-dtl80 to noexceed 250 ppmv

(dry basis) at zero percent excess air. To demonstrate compliance with the NSPS J SO2 limit,
section 60.105(a)(5) requires the use of a SO2 and O2 CEMs. The span values for the SO2 and
02 CEMs are required by section 60.105(a)(5)(i) to@zfpm SO2 and 25 percent O2,
respectively. Shell had requested the EPA to approve an AMP that would allow the SO2 CEMs
to be spanned at 250 ppm and 2,500 ppm.

Rationale:

At the expected operating range of less than 100 ppm, a 0 to 250 ppm analyzgrezdsr
resolution than that afforded by 600 ppm analyzer. Further once the reading exceeds 250
ppm, the analyzer would automatically switch to th&,600 ppm mode, which then would
provide readings up to 2,500 ppm.

Outcome:
EPA approved Shéls AMP on August 27, 2003.
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Permit condition (#24338):

1. For the purposes of demonstrating compliance with the NSPS J SO2 limit of 250 ppmv (dry
basis) at zero percent excess in Section 60.104(a)(2)(i), the owner/operator shall be permitted to
install aSO2 CEM analyzer at SRU #4-380) that shall be spanned at 250 ppm and 2,500

ppm. (Basis: Alternative Monitoring Plan, 40 CFR 60.13(i))

Changes to permit:
Applicable requirements pertaining te4%80 contained in part 1 of permit condition 24338 was
incorporated into Tables NDF and VIFAH.

NSPS J AMP permit condition for S4161:
Background:
Steam methane reformer-S1 6 1) | ocated at Hydrogen Plant #3 is the
three hydrogen plants that is capable of burning Pressure Swiogptibe (PSA) gas. Part 18 of
permit condition # 12271 requires, among other things, that the H2S content of any combination
of fuels burnt in Shell ds Clean Fuel shousr oj ect sources
In addition to using PSA gas a®fuS4161 also burns refinery make gas and flexigas. Source S
4161 is a fuel gas combustion device that is subject to the H2S limit in section 60.104(a)(1). One
of the requirements of the above section is to ensuratlyftiel gas burnt irmnyfuel gas
combustion device (including flares) does not contain H2S in excess of 0.10 gr/dscf (162 ppmv
on a 3hour rolling average). Since no other sources at the refinery use PSA gas as fuel and rather
than continually sample/install a H2S CEM to monitor the comadon of H2S in the PSA gas,
Shell has proposed to employ usbigigertube sampling instead. Per Section
60.105(a)(4)(iv)(C) in the newly amended NSPS J, fuel gas streams such as PSA that are
produced in process units such a1%1 that are intoleramd sulfur contamination qualify as
fuel gas streams inherently low in sulfur content. Therefore, such fuel gas streams are exempt
from Sections 60.105(a)(3) and (a)(4).

Rationale:

Feed to the hydrogen plant passes through the Hydrogenation Reactr(Veld#), two
Desulfurizer Vessels (ALO5A and B), the reformer {&161), the High Temperature Shift (HTS)
catalyst and the Low Temperature Shift (LTS) catalyst. If untreated, sulfur compounds in the feed
stream to the hydrogen plant would poison the D@mperature Shift (LTS) catalyst. Therefore,

it is important that sulfur in the feed be removed via the zinc oxide sulfur removal beds at V
105A & B. A failure of the desulfurizer beds would have to be corrected immediately. Else,
sulfur would break thragh to the LTS and subsequently to the PSA gas, which is generated
during the hydrogen purification step. In order to demonstrate compliance with the H2S limit in
section 60.104(a)(1) and/or part 18 of permit condition # 12271, Shell has proposed to monitor
the outlet of V104 and the zinc oxide sulfur removal beds #t0% A & B once a week using
Drager tubesTheDréagertubes would be capable of measuring H2S concentrations anywhere
between 0.5 to 15 ppmv. An H2S concentration at the outlet of the leatfudiesr Vessel (¥

105A) greater than 90% of the inlet concentration would require the catalyst in the bed to be
replaced. In the event-YO5A is taken out of service, the lag Desulfurizer Vessel(9B)

would abate the H2S.
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Outcome:
The Districtincoc er t wi th EPA approved Shell és AMP on September

Permit condition (#24339):

1. For the purposes of demonstrating compliance with-theu8 H2S concentration limit of 162

ppmv in Section 60.104(a)(1) of NSPS J, the owner/operated@b$ shallmonitor the outlet of
Hydrogenation Reactor Vessel-04), and the zinc oxide sulfur removal beds at Desulfurizer
Vessels (V105 A & B) once a week usirgrager tubesvhich are capable afheasuring H2S
concentrations anywhere between 0.5 to 15 ppmwhdrevent the concentration of H2S monitored

at the outlet of the lead Desulfurizer Vessel is greater than 90% of the inlet concentration, the
owner/operator shall take the vessel out of service and replace the catalyst in its bed. During such
times that V105A is out of service, the owner/operator shall ensure that H2S emissions are abated
by the lag Desulfurizer Vessel which shall serve as the lead vessel until such time the zinc oxide
sulfur removal beds in A\L0O5A are replaced.

(Basis: Alternative Monitang Plan, 40 CFR 60.13(i))

2. The owner/operator shall maintain the following records for a period of up to 5 years from the
last date of entry on site and shall make them available to District representatives for review upon
request:

a. WeeklyDrager tibesmonitoring results taken at the outlet of1\94, \-105 A & B.

b. The time and date when the catalyst #40BA was replacedheDragerTube® sampling test

results that triggered XL05A to be taken out of service; the time and date of when the ¢ogrect
actions were taken; and a report summarizing the root cause of the problem.

(Basis: Regulation-8-501)

Changes to permit:
Applicable requirements pertaining te4361 contained in parts 1 and 2 of permit condition
24339 were incorporated into Tabl®sCU and VIICE.

VIl.  Applicable Limits and Compliance Monitoring Requirements

This section of the permit is a summary of numerical limits and related monitoring requirements
for each source. The summary includes a citation for each monitoririgerequt, frequency of
monitoring, and type of monitoring. The applicable requirements for monitoring are completely
contained in Sections IV, SourSpecific Applicable Requirements, and VI, Permit Conditions,

of the permit.

The District has reviewed athonitoring and has determined the existing monitoring is adequate
with the following exceptions.

The tables below contain only the limits for which there is no monitoring or inadequate
monitoring in the applicable requirements. The District has exartieaghonitoring for other
limits and has determined that monitoring is adequate to provide a reasonable assurance of
compliance. Calculations for potential to emit will be provided in the discussion when no
monitoring is proposed due to the size of a seur
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Monitoring decisions are typically the result of a balancing of several different factors including:
1) the likelihood of a violation given the characteristics of nhormal operation, 2) degree of
variability in the operation and in the control devi€édhere is one, 3) the potential severity of
impact of an undetected violation, 4) the technical feasibility and probative value of indicator
monitoring, 5) the economic feasibility of indicator monitoring, and 6) whether there is some
other factor, suchs a different regulatory restriction applicable to the same operation, that also
provides some assurance of compliance with the limit in question.

These factors are the same as those historically applied by the District in developing monitoring

for applcable requirementsit follows that, although Title V calls for a-examination of all

monitoring there is a presumption that these factors have been appropriately balanced and

i ncorporated in the Districtése ispossiblethat,l e devel opment and
where a rule or permit requirement has historically had no monitoring associated with it, no

monitoring may still be appropriate in the Title V permit if, for instance, there is little likelihood

of a violation Compliance behavicand associated costs of compliance are determined in part

by the frequency and nature of associated monitoring requirements. As a result, the District will

generally revise the nature or frequency of monitoring requirements only when it can support a

conclusion that existing monitoring is inadequate

Table I.D. Summary of changes

Table VII-A Permit condition 18618 contains the Title V throughput lir
for various sources at Shell. Table Mlin the initial permit
used to list all sources subjectttwoughput limits in permit
condition 18618. Rather than list all of the sources under|
table in the proposed renewal permit, the above permit
condition is referenced under a source/group of sources
their own individual pplicable limits and complia®
monitoring requirementsble, with the exception of3, S4,
S-257, S548, S967, S1235, and 8236, which have no
other applicable requirements.

In light of the above and where applicable, parts 1 and 2
permit condition 18618 were added as aygtile
requirements in the following tables of the proposed rene
permit:

Tables VIIDa, Dc, G, H, I, J, L, O, R, X, AD, AE, AH, AK,
BA, BP, BX, CG, CH, and DB.

Table VII-C Back in 1995 during their Clean Fuels Project, Shell had
proposed to modify-83. The proposed modifications wou
have subjected-$3 to NSPS Kb. However, the scope of tf
project to make the required modifications was canceled
the changes that would have triggered the NSPS Kb
applicability were never made. As a result, the E$®
applicable requirements contained in TableAKc of the
initial permit for S13 are not applicable. ThereforelS
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Table I.D.

Summary of changes

was deleted from Tables {XEc and VIFX in the proposed
renewal permit, and the applicable requirements b8 &re
contained in Tales IV-Ec and VItDc of the proposed
renewal permit. All references te18 in permit condition
12271 that was intended to govern sources that were eitl
constructed/modified as part of the Clean Fuels Project w
deleted. In light of the above, Tablel\@ that used to
contain applicable monitoring requirements pertinent to g
45 of permit condition 12271 for-83 in the initial permit
was deleted.

Table VII-Db

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinémpermit condition in Table ViDb
(Parts 1 and 2 of PC 20398 foh34 & S1141) was
consolidated along with other applicable requirements in
Table VII-Da. In light of the above, Table VDb was
deleted.

Table VII-E

Rather than separately list perminditions in various table
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-KIl
(Part D.1.a of PC 7618 f& 14, S20, S483, $S484, S530,
S532, S1139, $1140, S1141, S1751, S1752, S1753, S
1754, $1757, and 9758 was consolidated along thi
other applicable requirements in Tables-BH, Dc, and L.
In light of the above, Table \VEE was deleted.

Table VILF

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta|
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-WII
(Parts 12.a, 2.b.i, 2.b.ii of PC 18646 f&19 and S1139
was consolidated along with other applicable requiremen
Table VII-Da. In light of the above, Table VR was deleted,

Table VII-K

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-KII
(Part D.2 of PC 7618 f&-1076 was consolidated along
with other applicable requirements in Table-VIIn light of
the above, Table VAK was deleted.

Table VI-M

Rather than separately listgnit conditions in various table
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-Mil
(Part 1 of PC 11951 f@-540) was consolidated along with
other applicable requirements in Table-¥ll In light of the
above, Table VHM was deleted.

TableVII-N

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta|
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-MlI
(Part 1 of PC 11850 fa@-544) was consolidated along with
other applicable requirements in Table-¥ll In light of the
abo\e, Table VIIN was deleted.

Table VII-U

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-l|
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Table I.D.

Summary of changes

(Parts 1 & 2 of PC 18153 f&1070 was consolidated alon
with other applicable requiresnts in Table VHDa. In light
of the above, Table \HU was deleted.

Table VIV

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta|
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-VII
(Parts 4 & 5 of PC 7382 f@-1072 was consolidted along
with other applicable requirements in Table-¥ll In light of
the above, Table VWV was deleted.

Table VII-Z

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-¥/II
(Part 2of PC 7215 foiS-1114 & S1115 was consolidated
along with other applicable requirements in TableX/lIn
light of the above, Table \MZ was deleted.

Table VII-AC

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta|
in the permit, the perient permit condition in Table VAC
(Parts A and 51 of PC 12271 811129, S1130, S1131,
and S$S4310 was consolidated along with other applicable
requirements in Tables \AHi, I, and R. In light of the above
Table VIFAC was deleted.

Table VII-AF

Raher than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-XH
(Part C.a. of PC 7618 f& 1420 was consolidated along
with other applicable requirements in Table-XE. In light
of the aboveTable VIFAF was deleted.

Table VIFAG
(Changes resulting from AMP
permit condition for S1426)

On August 23, 2004, EPA a
information recorded by the SO2 CEM at each of the thre
CO boiler stacks in concert with the appropiatass balang
calculations in lieu of daily manual testing, using Method
(40 CFR Part 60, Appendi), to determine compliance wi
the sulfur oxides (SOx) limit calculated as SO2 of 20 Ibs/
coke burroff in 40 CFR 60.104(b)(2). In light of the above
the applicable monitoring requirements of permit conditio
24335 were incorporated into Table MG (for S1426).

Table VII-AFa

The initial permit contained applicable requirements for
various sources including the CRU-1825) in Table VHAE.
S-1425was deleted from Table \VAE in the proposed
renewal permit. Instead, the proposed renewal permit no
contains applicable requirements pertaining to Regulatio
Rules 10, 18, and 28, along with other requirements in T
VII-AFa.

Table VIFAH
(Charges resulting from AMP
permit condition for $4180)

Section 60.104(a)(2)(i) limits the sulfur dioxide emissions
S-4180 to not exceed 250 ppmv (dry basis) at zero perce
excess air. To demonstrate compliance with the NSPS J
limit, section 60.105(a}) requires the use of a SO2 and C
CEMSs. The span values for the SO2 and O2 CEMs are
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Table I.D.

Summary of changes

required by section 60.105(a)(5)(i) to be 500 ppm SO2 al
percent O2, respectively. On August 27, 2003 EPA appra
Shell 8s AMP that woul d need
at 250 ppm and 2,500 ppm. In light of the above, the
applicable monitoring requirement of permit condition 24
was incorporated into Table VAH (for S-4180).

Table VI-AHa

Rat her than separately 1
four SRW s -143F $1432, S1765,and 81 1 8 0 ) i
VII-AHa and AHb, the monitoring requirements were
consolidated into Table \AHa and Table VHAHb was
deleted.

Table VIFAK

Rat her than separately |
three OWS (81465, S1469,and9 77 9) i n -ALa
AM, and BK, the monitoring requirements were consolidé
into Table VIFA K . In I'ight of -ALhe
AM, and BK were deleted.

References to Regulatior88302.4 in the table were replac
by themore recent & stringent vapor tight standard in
Regulation 88-302.6.

An erroneous reference to part 12 of PC 5077, which dog
exist was deleted.

Tables VIFAN, AQ, AQD, AR,
AT, AU, AX, BA, BB, BI, BL,
BR, CB, CE, CG, and CH

Section 60.104(a)(1LhiNSPS J limits emissions of sulfur
oxides from any fuel gas combustion device (including
flares) by limiting the H2S content in the gases burnt in th
to not exceed 0.10 gr/dscf (162 ppmv onlzo8r rolling
average). In light of the above, the H2S caricion limit
referenced in the affected tables was changed from 163
to 162 ppm.

Table VI-AOb

Parts 14, 16, and 17 were added to part 15 under the
AiMonitoring Requirement C
Regulations 61-301 and 310 in Table \WAODb (for S1471
andS1472) . I'n addition, a n
Limito citing parts 12 (a
the Monitoring Requirement Citation) was added to Table
VII-AOb.

Table VII-AOc

Rather than separately list applicable requiremientarious
tables in the permit, the pertinent requirements in Table
AOc (60.18(c)(2) fols-1471) was consolidated along with
other applicable requirements in Table-¥ADb. In light of
the above, Table VMAAROc was deleted.

Table VII-AS

Rather than gmrately list permit conditions in various tabl
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-X8
(Part E.2 of PC 7618 f#-1486, S 1487, $S1488, $1495,
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S-1496, $1497, and 9508 was consolidated along with
other applicable requiremerits Table VIFAR. In light of
the above, Table VAAS was deleted.

Tables VIFAU and AX
(Changes resulting from AMP
permit condition for $1002, S
4003, & S4141)

In lieu of installing a CEMS at théR-2 oxidizer combined
ventto demonstrate compliance tvithe NSPS B2S limit
in section 60.104(a) (1),
December 4, 2002 that would allow thentéet and review
the CR2 caustic strength once per daylight of the above,
the applicable monitoring requirements of permit conditio
24336 were incorporated into TablesAU (for S-4141)
and AX (for S4002 & S4003)

Table VIFAV

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta|
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-X\f
(Parts A & C.d of PC 7618 f®#-1494, $1502, $1503, S
1505, $1515, and 9761 was consolidated along with
other applicable requirements in Table-¥U. In light of
the above, Table VAV was deleted.

Table VIFAW

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-VII
AW (Part E.2 of PC 7618 f8-1494, S1505, S1515, and
S-1761) was consolidated along with other applicable
requirements in Table VMAU. In light of the above, Table
VII-AW was deleted.

Table VIFAY

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-XN
(Parts A, C.d, C.e, & E.1 of PC 7618 11500, S1504,
and S1763 was consolidated along with other applicable
requirement$n Table VIFAX. In light of the above, Table
VII-AY was deleted.

Table VIFAZ

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta|
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-XH
(Part E.2 of PC 7618 f@&-1504, and 8763 was
consolidated along with other applicable requirements in
Table VII-AX. In light of the above, Table \AAZ was
deleted.

Table VI-BA

The daily and annual firing rate limits for the three CO
boilers (1507, S1509, and 8.512) are expressed in the
proposedenewal permit in terms of the Lower Heating
Value (LHV) and the Higher Heating Value (HHV) of the
fuels combusted in them.

Table VII-BF

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta|
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in TaMII-BF
(Part C.b of PC 7618 f@-1759 was consolidated along
with other applicable requirements in Table-¥E. In light
of the above, Table VABF was deleted.
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Table VII-BG

In July 2003, the District issued Shell a Permit to Operatg
(PO) for A771 wnder Application 7771. Neither-&A71
and/or the permit condition (#20755) that were part of the
were included in the initial permit. In light of the above, p
1 and 2 of permit condition 20755 were added to Table V
BG (for S1769) in the propose@mnewal permit.

Table VII-BI

Partsl16 and 17 were added
Requirement Citationo-180ir
and 310 in Table ViBI (for S-1771).

Table VII-BJ

Parts 14, 16, and 17 were added to part 15 under the
AMonngoREequirement Citati
Regulations 61-301 and 310 in Table \\BJ (for S1772).

Table VII-BO

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-BOD
(Part 1 of PC 4298 fd8-1805 was consolidated along with
other applicable requirements in Table-Yll In light of the
above, Table VIBO was deleted.

Table VII-BV

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta|
in the permit, the pertinent permit conditionTable VIFBV
(Part 1 of PC 6503 fd8-2013 was consolidated along with
other applicable requirements in Table-RIl In light of the
above, Table VIBV was deleted.

Table VI-BW

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the germit, the pertinent permit condition in Table \BW
(Parts 1, 2.a, 2.hb.i, 2.b.ii of PC 6707 $®2445 & S2446
was consolidated along with other applicable requiremen
Table VIIP. In light of the above, Table VBW was
deleted.

Table VIFBY

Ratter than separately list applicable requirements in var
tables in the permit, the pertinent requirements in Table
BY (60.104(a)(1), Part E.2 of PC 7618, Parts A, 15, 18.a
36, and 37 of PC 12271 f8&4002 & S4003 was
consolidated along withtleer applicable requirements in
Table VIIAX. In light of the above, Table \UBY was
deleted.

Table VI-BZ

Changed the reference to

Table VII-CA

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertient permit condition in Table \ACA
(Parts A, N, and 11 of PC 12271 #4001, $4020, S4050,
S-4080, $4140, and 81160 was consolidated along with
other applicable requirements in Table-¥E. In light of the
above, Table VHCA was deleted.

TableVII-CD

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta|
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-€D
(Part E.2 of PC 7618, Parts A, 15, 18, 35, 36, and 37 of |

93



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis:

Site [#}, [Site nameg §8idress]

Table I.D.

Summary of changes

12271 forS-4031 and $+141) was consolidated along with
otherapplicable requirements in Table MAU. In light of
the above, Table VACD was deleted.

Table VII-CDa

Rather than separately list applicable requirements in va
tables in the permit, the pertinent requirements in Table
CDa (60.104(a)(1) fos-4141) was consolidated along with
other applicable requirements in Table-¥U. In light of
the above, Table VACDa was deleted.

Table VII-CE
(Changes resulting from AMP
permit condition for $4161)

In lieu of installing a CEMS to demonstrate complemgth
the NSPS H2S limit in section 60.104(a)(1) for PSA gas
burnt at $4161, the District in concert with EPA approved
Shell 6s AMP on September
Dragertube sampling instead. In light of the above, the
applicable monitoring guirements of permit condition
24339 were incorporated into Table M3E (for S-4161).

Table VII-CJ

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-&1
(Parts A and 55 of PC 1227dr S-4210 was consolidated
along with other applicable requirements in TableAdl In
light of the above, Table \ACJ was deleted.

Table VII-CM

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinent permit condit in Table VIICM
(Parts N and 51 of PC 12271 8#311, $S4329, and S
4330 was consolidated along with other applicable
requirements in Table \ACL. In light of the above, Table
VII-CM was deleted.

Table VIFCQ

Rather than separately list permit ddions in various tables
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-Z{0
(Parts A and 51 of PC 12271 1814322 was consolidated
along with other applicable requirements in Table®/lIn
light of the above, Table VACQ was deleted.

Table VII-CR

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-ER
(Parts A, 45, and 51 of PC 12271 #4334 was
consolidated along with other applicable requirements in
Table VII-X. In light of the above, Table \ACR was
deleted.

Table VII-CTb

Rather than separately list permit conditions in various ta
in the permit, the pertinent permit condition in Table-VII
CTb (Part 1 of PC 20042 f& 17095 was consolidated
along with otheapplicable requirements in Table MRl In
light of the above, Table \ACTb was deleted.

Table VI-DA

Added a new table for LOG Wastewater Junction Boxes
2010 whose applicable requirements are listed in Table |
CJ.
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Table I.D. Summary of changes
Table VII-DB Added a new table faasphalt tank $068 whose applicable
requirements are listed in Table-DVY.
Table VII-DC Added a new table for fixed roof tank568 whose

applicable requirements are listed along w835 S355,
and S432 in Table V.

Table VI-DD Added a newable for individual drain systems subject to
NSPS QQQ whose applicable requirements are listed in
Table IV-DQ.

Table VII-DE Added a new table for bitreaters and biglarifiers at ETP 1
and 2 whose applicable requirements are listed along in
Table IV-DZ.

Table VI-DF Added a new table for wastewater equalization ponds wh
applicable requirements are listed in TableHX.

Following is a summary of emission limits and monitoring not previously discussed.

NOX Sources

Emission Limit Federally Enforceable
S# & Description Citation Emission Limit Monitoring
Combustion source§ BAAQMD 9-10-303 0.20 lbs/IMMBTU None.
cited und Combustion sources

IV-AZ, AZb, BA, BC,
BD, BG, BL, BZ, CS,
& CU

cited unde|
AZ, AZb, BA, BC, BD,
BG, BL, BZ, CS, & CU
comply with more
restrictive limits in the
rule by either operating|
within the confines of a|
NOx box, or having
their emissions
monitored via CEMs.
Pl ease ref|(
VII-AQ, AQb, AR, AT,
AU, AX, BB, BL, CB,
and CE.
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NOX Sources

Emission Limit Federally Enforceable
S# & Description Citation Emission Limit Monitoring
CO boilers ed under| BAAQMD 9-10-304 150 ppm, dry at 3% oxygen, Continuous.
Table IV-BK based on an operatirtay Exhaust stacks located
average downstream of each of

the three CO boiler/ES
pollutant trains are
equipped with NOx
CEMs.

NOXx Discussion:

Sources S480, $S1481, $1483, S1506, and 81021 are not equipped with NOx CEMs.

Because 9480, $1481, $1483, & S1506 are rated at less than 25 MMBTU/hr, compliance
with the NOx emission factors outlined for the above sources in part 5.A of permit condition
18265 is verified via annual source tests. In contragi)&l is operated within the confines of a
NOXx Box to demonstrate compliance with the fiederal NOx limit of 0.033 lbs/MMBTU in
Section 910-301. In light of the above, only certain parts of permitdition 18265 apply to a

given source depending on whether ibligs not equipped with NOx CEMSs. Specifically, parts 1
through 7, 9, 10, 12 through 15, and 20 of permit condition 18265 pertain to sources complying
with emission factors/ranges establiglie the NOx Box. Please refer to TablesA¥ & CS and
Tables VIFAQ & CB. Sources equipped with NOx CEMs are subject to parts 1, 2, 8, 10, 11, 13
through 15, and 20. Please refer to TablesA¥b, BA, BC, BD, BG, BL, & CU and Tables I
AQb, AR, AT, AU, AX, BB, & CE. In addition to being subject to the afoeferenced parts for
sources equipped with NOx CEMs, soure28B0 is also subject to part 16. Please refer to Table
IV-BZ and VIFBL.

CO Sources
Emission Limit Federdly Enforceable
S# & Description Citation Emission Limit Monitoring
Applicable to existing] BAAQMD 9-10-303 400 ppmv, dry at 3% oxygen, Continuous,
boilers, steam based on an operatitay Semiannual source tes|
generators, and average annual source test
process heaters.

CO Discussion:

Combustion units abated by SCR/SNCR and/or that are rated at greater than 200 MMBTU/hr
and/or that are rated between 25 to 200 MMBTU/hr (equipped with NOx and O2 CEMS) are
required to perform a semannual source tests to demonstrate thattineentration of CO

measured is 400 ppmv or less, dra%t oxygen, based on an operatiay average. Likewise,
sources operating under a NOx box (for exampli®31)are also required to demonstrate
compliance with the above limit on a seaminual basisThe requirement to install a CO CEM

under the above scenarios is warranted if two or more tests performed at a given source within a
5-year period indicates CO concentrations above 200 ppmv, dry at 3% oxygen, based on an
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operatingday average. For exangplthe CO boilers (2507, S1509, and S81512) demonstrate
compliance with Regulation-20-303 via CO CEMs. Sources rated at less than 25 MMBTU/hr
that (for example 8480, $1481, $1483, & S1506)are required to perform an annual source

test to demonsate compliancevith the CO limit.

SO, Sources

Emission Limit

Federally Enforceable

permitted to combus
liquid fuels cited

under Table IVDNa

BAAQMD 9-1-304

weight

S# & Description Citation Emission Limit Monitoring
All combustion BAAQMD 9-1-301 | Ground level concentrations o None
sources SO2 shall not exceed: 0.5 pp
for 3 corsecutive minutes AND
0.25 ppm averaged over 60
consecutive minutes AND 0.0
ppm averaged over 24 hours|
All combustion BAAQMD 9-1-302 300 ppm (dry) None
sources
Combustion sourceg Sulfur content of fuel < 0.5% b None
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Sulfur pit at SRU#1.:
S1578

SRU #2: 1432
Sulfur pit at SRU#2:
S1579

SRU #1, #2, and pitg
collectively abated b

and recovery system that
removes and recovers: 95% (
H2S from refinery fuel gas, 959
of H2S and ammonia from
process water streams (sulfu
recovery is required when a
facility removes 16.5 ton/day 0|
more of elemental sulfur)

SO, Sources
Emission Limit Federally Enforceable
S# & Description Citation Emission Limit Monitoring
SRU #1: 81431 BAAQMD 9-1-313.2 | Operation of a sulfur removal None

A-1501 & A-1517

SRU #3: 81765
Sulfur pit at SRU#3:
S-1766

SRU #3 abad by
A-2023

SRU #4: $4180
Sulfur pit at SRU#3:
S-4347

SRU #4, and pits at
SRU #3 and #4
collectively abated b
A-4181

SO2 Discussion:

BAAQMD Regu-1-301 & H3@s 9

Facilities such as Shell are subject to the &@ssion limitations in District Regulation 9, Rule

1 (groundlevel concentration and emission point concentration). In ¢odgemonstrate
compliance with the ground level $€oncentration requirements of Regulatioh-301 i.e. less
than or equal to 0.ppm continuously for 3 consecutive minutes or 0.25 ppm averaged over 60
consecutive minutes, or 0.05 ppm averaged over 24 hoursn@&tiethins and operates Ground
Level Monitors (GLMs).

Most sources at Shell are either subject to the limitationsdtidds 91-304 through 91-312,
and/or are subject to limits that are more stringent than 300 ppm (dry) liRégulation 91-
302.

BAAQMD Regulation 91-304

98



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §Slitiress]

Per CAPCOA/ARB/EPA Agreement, certification by the fuel supplier for each fuel delivery of
diese delivered to thenine stationary reciprocating internal combustion engiSes61 through
S-6057, $S6059, & S6060) would assure compliance with Section 304. Specifically, the fuel
supplier would certifygach purchase lot, and the certification recerdsld be crosseferenced

to a given purchase lot number. Because diesel sold in California has sulfur content at/below
0.05 %, by weight it is reasonable to state that the vendor fuel oil certification would suffice.

It should be noted that though soes cited under Tables4BA, BG, and BL cite Regulation-9

1-304 none of the heaters cited under the above tables combust liquid fuels. It is unclear whether
the above limit applies to liquid wastes combusted in the CO boilers cited under T-die IV
Assuming the limit applied, the CO boilers would demonstrate compliance with Regulation 9

304 via SO2 CEMS located at exhaust stacks downstream of theAEBR#\:13, & A-14

abating them.

BAAQMD Regqulation 91-313.2

The District deleted permit conditisrtontained in the local refinery permits related to

monitoring for compliance with-2-313.2 in a previous permitting action. Regulatieh-313

allows three options for compliance, but is complied with at all Bay Area refineries through
section 313.2, wich requires operation of a sulfur removal and recovery system that achieves
95% reduction of H2S from refinery fuel gas. Permit conditions warranting monitoring for
compliance with Regulation-9-313.2 were established in the 2003 issuance of thesétp&om
periodically verify that a 95% reduction was being achieved. Though details varied amongst the
five refineries, all permits required some form of compliance demonstration, generally involving
inlet-outlet source testing. The refineries consisyenitiected to these conditions, noting that
source testing for H2S reduction is, on the one hand, costly and a significant safety risk, and on
the other, unlikely to yield data useful to determining compliance. Having reconsidered the
issue, the Districtleleted the permit conditions.

The monitoring in all five refinery permits was established pursuant to Regula6id®2.2,

which provides that, where the applicable requirement does not contain periodic monitoring or
testing, At he giedicmonitoring bufidieht tog/ieldreliable datagrom the

relevant time periods that is representative of t
provision was established in Regulation 2, Rule 6
foundin 40 CFR 70.6(a)(1)(iii), commonly known as the periodic monitoring requirement. The

District has consistently applied a balancing test to determinations of periodic monitoring,

considering, among other things, the likelihood of a violation during dapeaation, variability

in the operation and in the control device, the technical feasibility and probative value of the

monitoring under consideration, and cost. Applying these factors to Regulti8a®2, the

District now believes that compliancétiwvthe above section is sufficiently assured without the

addition of Title V monitoring.

he sourc
to sati

A periodic monitoring determination should take as its starting point the intent of the underlying
requirement. While some District regulations impose a reducfiizieacy with the intent that it

be measured on an ongoing basis, other regulations use reduction efficiency to describe the
requisite design of equipment to be installed. The latter are sometimes referred to as design
standards.
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Regarding Regulatio®-1-313.2, both the rule language and contemporaneous explanations of

the rule suggest that the 95% reduction requirement was intended as a design standard.
Furthermore, the target of 95% was aimed at ensuring that no significant fuel gas stream went
untreated, rather than acting as a performance standard for treatment systems. RegiHation 9

313 prohibits operation of a refinery of a certain size unless one of three conditions is met, one of
whi ch (A 3theBe.isZsulfui removialtarad recoffesystem that removes and recovers,

on a refinery wide basis, 95% of H2S from refinery fuel g
places primacy on the presence of a system capable of achieving a reduction, rather than
achievement of the reduction. Moreavamnother of the three possible methods of compliance

with Section 313 (§ 313.3) allows (prior to a certain date) compliance merely by way of an
enforceable commitment to construct such a system. This third compliance option reinforces the
inference thathe primary intent of Section 313 was to require operation of a sulfur recovery and
removal system.

Regulation 91-313 was adopted in 1990, at a time when all but one Bay Area gasoline

producing refinery were alread.yTheorgminigt i ng Sul fur Recovery
gasolineproducing refinery, Pacific Refining (which has since closed), was instead using a

caustic scrubbing system, and had a history of causing odor problems in the community due, in

part, to high H2S levels in fuel gas. The 1990 fisstaff reports evidence that the primary

purpose of the rule was to require installation of an SRU at this facility. This also happens to be

the purpose of the Section 313.3 compliance option. The staff reports do not evidence a concern

withensurinpp certain | evel of performance at facilities with e
reports characterize Section 303 as being in any way intended to fulfill a requirement of the

federal Clean Air Act. The 1990 staff reports indicate that Bay Arearefiees wi t h SRU®s wer e

known at the time to be reducing sulfur content in fuel gas to well below applicable regulatory

standards.

In 1995 the District revised Regulatiofri®13.2 to add a requirement that a refinery removing
more than 16.5 tons of elemahsulfur per day must install a sulfur recovery plant or sulfuric

acid plant. The content of the accompanying staff report suggests that, once again, this
rulemaking was directed at one facility, Pacific Refining. The caustic scrubbing system in use at
Pacific Refining had not resolved the odor problem at the refinery. The rule revision was
intended to require Pacific Refining to install a sulfur plant. Of relevance for the purposes of this
discussion is the fact that the staff report includes a statehagnwhile a caustic scrubbing

system can be expected to achieve a 95% H2S reduction, reduction at an SRU typically exceeds
99%.

The language of Regulation19313.2 and District staff reports are consistent with the view that

the intent of the rule veato require Bay Area refineries to install and operate an SRU. Though
there is an expressed assumption that reduction of better than 99% can be achieved by an SRU,
there is no mention in the rule or in the staff reports of how a 95% reduction couldfiee vm

an ongoing basis. This is consistent with the characterization of section 313.2 as a design
standard that is satisfied by installation and operation of an adequately designed system.

The discussion that follows explains why periodic monitoviagild not be appropriate even if
the 95% reduction requirement of section 313.2 is characterized as a performance standard.
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Although the following discussion can stand alone as a justification for not imposing additional
monitoring, it can also be viewed overlapping with discerning the original intent of the rule.

The technical considerations weighing against establishing monitoring through Title V are
synonymous with the policy reasons for why monitoring was not included in the rule as adopted
in 1990 and why that rule is most accurately viewed as a design standard.

The District believes that monitoring to verify a 95% reduction is not appropriate. The

monitoring would be costly and burdensome. To attempt measurement of inlet and outlet

concentrabns would require that samples be taken from multiple points simultaneously. The

refineries have asserted this is not possible. The District acknowledges that doing so is at the

|l east costly, complicated, and,Thettaskistmfade Di stri ct s knowl ed
more difficult due to the risks of exposure to H2S during sampling, particularly at inlet

concentrations. Safety precautions would requiBep2rsonnel at each sample point, and

additional precautions during sample transport and handiiecause the standard is expressed

as a refinenwide standard, samples would need to be taken simultaneously at each fuel gas

treatment system in order to determine compliance.

A monitoring regime may be burdensome and yet still justifiable iGrapother things, results

are accurate and probative regarding compliance with the standard. This is not the case regarding
the 95% reduction goal of section 313.2. The accuracy ofonki#t source testing would be

hampered by the limits of availabieethods for analyzing H2S samples at these levels of

dilution. Moreover, many of the other sulfur species present interfere with measurement of

H2S, and as a result routine fluctuation in sulfide species will tend to confound calculations
comparing inleand outlet H2S concentrations. There is no recognized method for quantifying

and taking this into account.

Moreover, the District believes the margin of compliance with the 95% reduction goal is likely
very large. Of course, due to the considerataissussed above, this cannot be verified with
significant accuracy. However, each refinery has regulatory and operational reasons for
employing an SRU to maintain H2S concentrations at very low levels. NSPS Subpart J, for
instance, requires that fuel gaentain no more than 230 ppm H2S. Concentrations at the Bay
Area refineries are typically far below this level in all gas combusted as fuel. While the actual
percentage of reduction would depend on the inlet concentrations, the low concentrations found
postSRU fuel gas yields a safe assumption that reductions well in excess of 95% are occurring.

In summary, Regulation-2-313 was adopted primarily to force installation of an SRU at a single
refinery that no longer operates. Though not stated istétfereports, the expression of a 95%
reduction goal was likely inserted in the rule to ensure that any SRU installed would address fuel
gas comprehensively, not merely in part. H2S reduction efficiency for an entire fuel gas system
can be estimated boannot be accurately measured. The District believes there is a high degree
of certainty that when all fuel gas is processed in an SRU, an H2S reduction efficiency well
above 95% will be achieved. However, monitoring for this result would entail hitgh arod

safety risks for measurements insufficiently exact to be relied on as a measurement of
compliance. Such monitoring is therefore not justified for a District regulation that has no
historical and no direct functional relationship to a federal CAéaAct requirement.
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PM Sources

S# & Description

Emission Limit
Citation

Federally Enforceable
Emission Limit

Monitoring

Gaseous fuefired
sources

Flares $1471,
S1472, S1771,
S1772, and 81201

BAAQMD Regulation
6-1-301

Ringelmann 1.@or no more thar

N/A

3 minutes in any hour

Video monitoring per

Regulation 1211-507;
parts 14, 15, 17 of

permit condition 1861¢

engines cited under
Table IV-DNa

6-1-3031

minutes in any hour

Al so, ref ¢
VII-AOb, BI, BJ, and
Cl.
Stationary diesel | BAAQMD Regulation | Ringelmann 2 for no more than| None

Process Heaters
S1480, S1481,
S1483, S1486, S148
S1488, S1491, S149
S1493, S1495, S149
S1497, S1498, S150
S1504, S1506, S150
S1510, S1511, S176
S1763, S1490, S149
S1494, S1502, S180
S1504, S1505, S151
S1761, S1762, S180
S4002, S4003, S402
S4031, S4141, S416

S4191, and S4193

BAAQMD
6-1-304

During tube cleaning,
Ringelmann No. 2 for 3 min/hr|
and 6 min/one billion BTU in 24
hours

Part 6 of permit
condition 18618

All sourceswith
particulate emissions

BAAQMD
6-1-305

No nuisance particulate fallou

None.

Stationary diesel
engines cited under
Table IV-DNa

BAAQMD Regulation
6-1-310

0.15 gr/dscf at 6% O2

None

Process Heaters
S1486, S1487, S148
S1491, S1492, S149
S1495, S186, S1497
$1498, S1500, S150
$1508, S1510, S151

S1763, S4002, and
S4003

S1650, S1767, S176
and S1769

BAAQMD Regulation
6-1-310.3

0.15 gr/dscf at 6% O2

Part 3 of permit
condition 18618

Part 5 of permit
condition 18618

PM Discussion:
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Visible Enissions

BAAQMD Regulation 6301 limits visible emissions to no darker than 1.0 on the

Ringelmann Chart (except for periods or aggregate periods less than 3 minutes in any

hour). Visible emissions are normally not associated with combustion of gaseasus fuel

such as natural gas. , Therefore, no additional monitoring is required to assure

compliance with this limit for sources that exclusively burn gaseous fuels, per the EPA's

June 24, 1999 agreement with CAPCOA and ARB titled fASu
Monitoring Recommendati ons for Generally Applicable Require

BAAQMD Requlation 61-303.1

The operation of the nine diesel engines, summarized under Tabidyfor reliability
and testing purposes is limited by permit condition 22820 to not e2€eed
hours/year/engine. Becaus&@1 through $057, S6059, & S6060 aresolely used on
an intermittent basis as a standby source of motive pmvemergency standby
generators that they are part of, visible emissions from the engines are not monitored

BAAQMD Regulation 61-304

Tube cleaning is periodically performed on furnaces that burn liquid fuels, to remove soot
build up from the outside of furnace tubes. If improperly performed, these cleaning
operations can result in visible emissions. Houidjble observations of the stack for a

given combustion source during tube cleaning would ensure any improper tube cleaning
methods used are detected and corrected. Compliance with part 6 of permit condition
18618 would assure that Ringelmann No. 2 stahidanot exceeded.

BAAQMD Regulation 61-305

Regulation 61-305 only applies if visible particles fall on real property other than that of

the person responsible for the emission. As a rakidtregulation is not violated unless

the source is a nuisee. No monitoring is necessary since a violation can only occur if,
among other things, the particles emitted cause annoyance to persons outside the refinery.

Particulate Weight Limitation

BAAQMD Regulation 6310 limits filterable particulate (F@missions from any source

to 0.15 grains per dry standard cubic foot (gr/dscf) of exhaust volume. Section 310.3

l'imits filterable particulate emissions from fAheat tr a
6% O,. These are the Agrain |l oadingodo standards.

Aspreviously discussed ulr3doe3r. 1fioB A ACMD nH engeu | daitei soenl 6
engines at Shell are intermittently allowed to operate inemargency mode for 20

hours/year/engind2er CAPCOA/ARB/EPA Agreement, adequate monitoring for

combustion of liquid fuls is a visible emissions inspection after every 1 million gallons

diesel combusted, to be counted cumulatively oveyeab periodAs a result and for the

interim, it is unlikely that any additional monitoring is required/warranted.
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Unlike the dieseéngines discussed above, S1486, S1487, S1488, S1491, S1492, S1493,
S1495, S1496, S1497, S1498, S1500, S1504, S1508, S1510, S1511, S1650, S1763,
S1767, S1768, S1769, S4002, and S4003 are also capable of burning liquid fuels in
addition to diesel. If a vislb emissions inspection, as required by parts 3 & 5 of permit
condition 18618, documents opacity, a method 9 evaluation is to be completed within 3
working days, or during the next scheduled operating period if the unit ceases firing on
diesel fuel withinthe 3 working day time frame. Parts 3 and 5 of permit condition 18618
contain requirements to monitor visible emissions after every 1 million gallon of fuel is
combusted. The above monitoring frequency, it appears, was selected by balancing the
likelihood of coming across significant opacity related fwmmpliance issues versus the
expense of requiring more frequent monitoring. The cost to monitor sources that use
liquid fuels either infrequently or in negligible quantities was not justifiable. As a result,
the cost of conducting method 9 evaluations was determined to not be a prudent use of
resources. This was especially true if previous visible emissions inspections concluded
that a source either had not emitted/does not have the potential to emit sneoke wh
burning liquid fuels.

POC Sources

Emission Limit Citation Federally Enforceable
S# & Description Emission Limit Monitoring
Oil Water Separatory| Parts 1, 4, and 7 of permil Design rated capacity Records
$-1465, S1469, and condition 5077 S14650 3, 400 Part 2 of permit
$1779 S1469 O 6,04 condition 18618
S1779 O 3,00
SIP 95% recovery of gasoline vapo
Regulation 87-301.2
BAAQMD 98% or highest vapor recery
Regulation rate specified by CARB
8-7-301.10
BAAQMD Fugitives< 0.42 1b/1000 gallon
Regulation
Non-Retail GDF 8.7.313.1 None
S1598 BAAQMD Spillage
Regulation <0.42 1b/1000 gallon
8-7-313.2
BAAQMD Liquid Retain + Spitting
Regulation <0.42 1b/1000 gallon
8-7-313.3
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PO

C Sources

S# & Description

Emission Limit Citation

Federally Enforceable
Emission Limit

Monitoring

Part 1 of
permit condiion 7878

600,000 gallyr
gasoline throughput

Records
Part 2 of permit
condition 18618

Exempt storage tank

BAAQMD

TVPO 0.5 ps

Permit condition 2076

cited und Regulation &-117
IV-A, Ca, & DW
Gas turbine/HRSG Part 25.b. of permit 0.013 Ib/MMBTU Annual source test pe
pairs condition 12271 part 114 of permit
S-4190/S4191 & condition 12271
S4192/S4193

POC Discussion:
S-1598:

According to CARB, uncontrtéd emissions due to tank filling, vehicle fueling, and minor

spillage are approximately 21.2 pounds of VOC per 1000 gallons of gasoline dispensed. In light
of the above guidance, the uncontrolled emissions frdfi%8 assuming an annual throughput

of 600000 gallons is 12,270 Ibs/yr. The controlled emissions are estimated by multiplying the
uncontrolled emissions calculated above by the percent redgction 9 8 %) ac hi ev e d

compliant Phase Il system required by Regulatidh3®1.10. Therefore, the controlled

emissions from 8598 are 0.1272 TPY. Because emissions frebf%® are low, no additional

monitoring is required to demonstrate compliancéWegulation 8/-301.2, 301.10, 313.1,

313.2, and 313.3.

Discussion of Other Pollutants:

Sulfuric Acid Mist (SAM)

Emission Limit

Federally Enforceable

S# & Description Citation Emission Limit Monitoring
BAAQMD Regulation | Concentration of S®or H2S™,
Sulfur Recovery Unitg 6-1-330 or both, expressed as 100%| Source test each SRU
51431, 51432, SIP Regulation H2SM4, exceeding 183 mg pe annually
S1765, & 54180 6-330 dscm (0.08 gr/dscf) of exhaus] Part 8 of permit

gas volume

condition 18618

Sulfur Recovery Unit
S1765

Part 13 of permit
condition 19748

SAM O 7. 47

Annually source test
A202306s ¢
Part 14 of permit
condition 19748
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VIIL.

Ammonia

S# & Description

Emission Limit
Citation

Federally Enforceable
Emission Limit

Monitorin g

CO boilers
S-1507, S1509, &
S1512

Part 2 of permit
condition 17533

Ammonia exhaust outlet
concentratio
at 3% 02, averaged over 3 ho|

Annual source test
Part 8 of permit
condition 17533

Furnaces with SCR
S-4002, S4003,
S4031, & S4141

Part 37 of permit
condition 12271

SMR at HR3 Part 31 of permit
S-4161 condition 12271
Gas turbine/HRSG Part 26 of permit
pairs condition 12271
S4190/S4191 &
S-4192/S4193

Ammoni a

of ammonia, dry, corrected to 3

oxygen

Annual source test
Part 111 of permit
condition 12271

slip

Annual source test
Part 112 of permit
condition 12271

Annual source test
Part 113 of permit
condition 12271

Test Methods

This section of the permit lists test methods that are associdtegtandards in District or other
rules. Itis included only for reference. In most cases, the test methods in the rules are source test
methods that can be used to determine compliance but are not required on an ongoing basis.

They

ar e

noeqfiappimeaabklbe as

-6-202. i

ned by

Regul ati on

If a rule or permit condition requires ongoing testing, the requirement will also appear in Section
IV of the permit.

Changes to permit:

| 1 Added test methods pertaining to BAAQMD and SIP (where applicRggllations:

6-1-311; 82-301; 83-302 & 304, 84-302 & 302.3; 85-301, 303.2, 306, 307, 320, 321,

322,328.1.2, 601, & 602:8-301, 301.3, 302, 302.3, 303, 304, 305.2, 306.2, 307.2, 602,

& 603; 8-18; 845-305, 603, & 604; 94-304, 313, & 604; and-20-301, 303, & 305.

1 Added test methods pertaining to 40 CFR 60 Subparts A, Db, J, Kb, GG, VV, QQQ;
40 CFR 61 Subpart FF; and 40 CFR 63 Subparts A, CC, & VV

1 Added CARB test methods pertaining td.598.
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IX. Permit Shield:

The District rules allow two typesf permit shields. The permit shield types are defined as
follows: (1)A provision in a major facility review permit explaining that specific federally
enforceable regulations and standards do not apply to a source or group of sourcés, or (2)
provision in a major facility review permit explaining that specific federally enforceable
applicable requirements for monitoring, recordkeeping and/or reporting are subsumed because
other applicable requirements for monitoring, recordkeeping, and reportinggartné will

assure compliance with all emission limits.

The second type of per fiNhite Papbr2 forllndproved al | owed

permit shield for bstreamlining of monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements in

by

| mpl ement ati on of t he P arThe Distiict Bgs¢he setcondriygeoP er mi t s

EPAGS
Program. 0

Title V permits. The Districtds program does not allow o

permits.

This facility has the first and second types of permit shield.

| Changs to permit:
1 Table IXA-la:

Sources 8765, and 81180 are existing affected sources as defined under Section
63.1562(e). Because the above sources are subject to the emission standards & applicable
reqguirements in NSPS J fdemonsBdldhdeguiremertshe i ni ti al compl i a

outlined in MACT UUU for the above sources don't apply, and were therefore, deleted
from Table MAQa (for SRU's 1 through 4). Therefore, the permit shield was deleted.

1 Table IXA-2:
Amended the explanation to clarify the apgtitiay of the permit shield for the LPG flare
(S-1470).

1 Table IXA-4:
Amended the explanation to clarify the applicability of the permit shield.

1 Table IXA-6:
Deleted the table because Regulation 8, Rule 46 was deleted on December 7, 2005.

1 Table IXA-7:
Amended the explanation to clarify the applicability of the permit shield.

1 Table IXA-8:
Clarified that the permit shield applies to sources listed under TableZ lahd EA.
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1 Table IXA-9:
The current norSIP approved version of Regulation 8, Rule 8, Whiecame effective in
September 2004, contains 32 subsections (201 through 232). One new subs2@8th 8
includes fiprocess drainso under the definition
Therefore, the permit shiel-fishodongerivgdid ocess dr ai
and has been deleted. The process drains are subject to and are expected to comply with
Regulation 8, Rule 8 (Section8313 and others).
 Table IXA-11:
Amended the explanation to clarify the applicability of the permit shield.
i Table 6 s -1P ¥ ¥3 (nonRegulation 1211 related)
All flares, including the flexigas flare, are subject to section 60.104(a)(1). Therefore, the
tables were deleted.
1 Table IXA-14:
Amended the explanation to clarify the applicability of the permit shield.
1 Table IX-A16:
CO boilers (81507, S1509, and-$512) meet the definition of a hazardous waste liquid
fuel boiler because they are capable of burning liquid hazardous waste in concert with
gaseous fuels in them. Since MACT EEE was revised after Saglissued its initial
Title V permit on December 1, 2003 the CO boilers, which were previously shielded from
above rule by the permit shield in Table IX& are subject to the above rule in the
proposed renewal permih light of the above discussion, thgplicable MACT EEE rule
requirements were incorporated into TableBK and the permit shield in Table IXA6
was deleted.
T Tabl eds?2&B:XB
Corrected the reference to the reporting and recordkeeping requirements in MACT CC
from 63.654 to 63.655 ilight of the June 30, 2010 amendments to the above rule.
X. Glossary
Changes to permit:
Added RICEI Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engine
XIl. Appendix A - State Implementation Plan

This section has been deleted. The address for EPA's wishsie found in Sections Ill and

V.

D. Alternate Operating Scenarios:

No alternate operating scenario has been requested for this facility.
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E. Compliance Status:
Pl ease refer to Appendix A to review. the BAAQMDO6s Compli a

F. Differences between the Application and the Proposed Permit:

This facility received its initial Title V permit under Application 16467 on December 1, 2003.
The initial permit wasdministratively amended on May 27, 2004 and July 28, 2004. Thétperm
was reopened under Appl i c-assuedonBesembBeRl1®,200dand 12430 and was r
May 17, 2007, respectivelJhe version of the permit reopened under Application 12430

included Authorities to Construct issued under applications 3930, 4105, 44888, 4695, 6745,
9504, 10053, 11157, 12473, 12732, 13078, 13086, 13410, and 14224. In addition to the above,
the permit also included the final action taken on the following Title VV applications: 9699,
11158, 12731, and 13085. The permitsgued orMay 17, 2007 was amended the following

year to incorporate changes stemming from a minor revision to the permit under Application
15599. The amended permit was lateissued on April 4, 2008.

Following the issuance of the April 4, 2008 permit, the fizistssued Shell Authorities to
Construct and/or Permits to Operate under applicafidd87,15482, 15774, 16726, 17633,
18034, 18062, 19373, 19465, 20070, and 20868. Changes stemming from the issuance of
Authorities to Construct and/or Permits to Openaider the above applications resulted in the
installation of the following new sources/abatement devic&Q68 (which replaced-32) and
A-2023 (which replaced A518). The Authorities to Construct and/or Permits to Operate issued
under the above appétions also resulted in alterations/modifications to the following
sources/abatement devices1&4, $1430, S1486,S5-1490, S1491, S1492, $1493, S1494,
S-1495, $1496, $1497, $1498, $1499,S-1507, S1509, S1512, S1514, S159851760, S

1763, S1765, S1772, $2010. Changes resulting from the above permitting actions are reflected
in the proposed renewal permit (# 18239) and are discussed in this document.

Equilon Enterprises LLC was recently determined to be a support facility of the Smalryefi

As a result, Equilon Enterprises LLC, which is a bulk storage and loading terminal located
adjacent to the Shell refinery, submitted an application to obtain an initial Title V permit from

the District on February 17, 201@lthough Equilon Enterpsies LLC and the Shell refinery are
considered to be the same facility, a separate Title V permit will be issued to Equilon Enterprises
LLC.

In addition to addressing the applicability of District and Federal rules to sources operating at this
facility, this document also discusses complex applicability of the above rules relating to the:
1 Applicability of 6-1-311 to ESP Exhaust Abating Emissions from FCCUs and CO Boilers
1 Applicability of Regulation &-114 exemption to cooling water towers
9 Applicability of the flare design requirements in NSPS 40 CFR 60.18 and NESHAP 40
CFR 63.11
9 Applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart R, National Emission Standards for Gasoline
Distribution Facilities (Bulk Gasoline Terminals and Pipeline Breakout Stations) to
Equilon Enterpses LLC
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1 Applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart YYYY, National Emission Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants for Stationary Combustion Turbines

1 Applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart ZZZZ, National Emissions Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants for StationariReciprocating Internal Combustion Engines

1 Applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart GGGG{ational Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants: Site Remediation

1 Applicability of 40 CFR 64, Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM)
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APPENDIX A
BAAQMD COMPLIANCE REPORT
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COMPLIANCE & ENFORCEMENT DIVISION
Inter-Office Memorandum
Decamber 16, 2009
TO: BRIAMN BATEMAN — DIRECTOR OF ENGINEERING
FROM: KELLY WEE ~ DIRECTOR OF ENFORCEMENT
SUBJECT: REVIEW OF COMPLIANCE RECORD OF:

SHELL OIL PRODUCTS, U.S. - SITE # A0011

Background

This review was initiated as part of the District evaluation of an application by

Shell Oil Products, U, 5. for a Title V Permit Renewal. It is standard practice of the
Compliance and Enforcement Division to undertake a compliance review in advance of
a renewal of a Title V Permit to Operate. The purpose of this review is to assure that
any non-compliance problems identified during the prior five-year permit term have
been adequately addressad by returning the facility to compliance, or, if non-
complisnce persists, that a schedule of compliance is properly incorporated into the
Title W permit compliance schedule. In addition, the review checks for pattems of
recurring violation that may be addressed by additional permit terms,  Finally, the review
is intended to recommaend, if necessary, any additional permit canditions and limitations
to improve compliance. .

i
Compliance Review

Staff reviewed Shell Qil Products, U, 5. Annual Compliance Certifications for December
1, 2003 to September 30, 2009 and found no ongaing non-compliance and no recurring
patitermn of violations, which have not already been correcied.

The District has conducted a compliance review of 83 Notices of Violation (NOVs)
issued to Shell Ol Products from December 1, 2003 to Septermnber 30, 2009, While tha
patroleum refining facility received a number of violations over this 5.8-year period, for
facilities as large, complex, and heavily-regulated as a petroleum refining facility within
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's jurisdiction, violations are likely to ocour.
It s important to note that all of the violations associated with the NOVs were in
compliance at the time of this review. Furthermore, the District's analysis of the NOVs
for the 5.8-year period indicated that there are no ongoing violations or pattern of
racurring violations that would currently require a compliance schedule.

HTitle V Cert\Shell\Shell- TV-Permit-Renewal- AT Rev 3 12 16 09.60cm
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REVIEW OF COMPLIANCE RECORD OF:
Shed Ol Products US - SITE #a0041
December 18, 2009

Page 2 of 4

Understanding how the District handlas the violations associatad with the NOVs is
important to understanding how the District evaluated the facility’s compliance stalus.
Whenever the District discovers a violation, it begins a two-step process. The first step
is to end the violation and bring the alleged violator back into compliance. Once
compliance is achieved, the second step is to proceed with penalty assessment. Itis
District policy to not proceed with panalty assessment until compliance has bean
achieved. If a facility has not achieved compliance in a timely fashion, the District
proceeds with additional enforcement action. The vast majority of Notice of Violation
penalties are resolved through setflement negoiiations.

The results of the District's compliance review are shown in Table |. As stated above,
the 95 violations associated with the 83 NOVs were in compliance at the time of this
review. In 8449 of the violations, compliance was achieved within 1 day of occurrence.
In the: remaining 16% of the violations, the violations achieved compliance shortly aftor
discovery but did not represant angoing violafion that would require a compliance
schedule in a Title V permit. There were several sources that had multiple violations.
The violations did not indicate recurrent patterns of violation because investigations into
the cause of the violations revealed unrelated causes.

Of the 83 NOV's issued, approximately 84% of the violafions resulted from the facility
self-reporting, pursuant to District Regulations and Title-\ requirements. Based on this
review and analysis of all the viclations for the 5.8-year period, the District has
concluded that no schedule of compliance or change in permit terms is necessary
beyond what is already conlained in the petroleum refining facility's Title W permit, as
the record showed that the violations returned to compliance, were intermittent or did
not evidence on-going non-compliance, there are no patterns of recurring violation, and
the facility was in compliance at the time of this review.

The violation details associated with the 83 Noticas of Violation (25 violations) are
summarized below and detailed in Table 1.

Ermzsaions Relaed 63
.-111.1.l1inislmli\'|: i1
Permit-to-Ciperade T 0
TOTAL | L]

H:ATile W CertyShell Shell-TV-Permit-Renswal-AD] Rev 3 82 16 09.dosm
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Shell il Products US - SITE #A0011
December 16, 2000
Page 3 of 4

District Staff has conducted a compliance review of 11 Notice to Comply (NTC's) issued
to Shell from Decamber 1, 2003 though September 30, 2008, The District may use the
NTC to achieve compliance by using enforcement action approprigte to the severity of
the violation. In most cases, thesa violations involve procedural, administrative, or
recordkeeping omissions that did not conceal a violation or were de minimis emissions.
During this reporting period none of the NTC's resulted in the issuance of a Notice of
Violation for failing to correct a minor NTC violation.

Staff alzo reviewed additional District compliance records for Shell Oil Products U, 5.
for December 1, 2003 to September 30, 2009. During this pericd the Shell refinery
aclivities known to the District include:

The District received ninety-one (31} air pollution complaints alleging the Shell refinery
as the source. Nineteen (19) of these complaints were confirmed,

The District received three hundred and fifty-two (352) notifications for Reportable
Compliance Activity (RCA)": eleven {11) breakdown requests, one hundred and twenty-
five (125) indicated monitor excesses, five (5) pressure relisf device releases, and two
hundred and sixteen (216) in-operative monitor reports. Thirty-eight (38) of the RCAs
resulled in NOVs,

The District entered into two (2) enforcement agreements with Shell Oil Products- U. S,

+ The first enforcement agreement was associated with the compliance of violation
A47754. The agresment stipulates that Shall maodify the fuel combustion
sources to bring sulfur emissions under the permit condition and to seek a
modification to the permit for these same combustion sources.

« The second enforcement agreement was associated with the compliance
schedule for violation A48930. Due to the magnitude of the initial emission,
Compliance with the limit for the rolling average for carbon monoxide was
achieved within 12 menths. :

The District processed one (1) docket for a variance and permit appeal, before the
District's Hearing Board.

+ Docket # 3450 was filed as an appeal to the varous revisions of the Titla-V
Permit. These matters were continued and handled through resolution of issues
with the parmit.

! Repareable Compliance Activity (RCA), also known as “Episode” reporting, |s the reponting of eompliance
activities invelving a fecility as onthined m Distrier Regulations and State Law. Beporting covers hreakdown
requiests, indicated moslos exceses, pressuze nelief devics raleases, inoperative menior reporis amd flare
rnomilorimg,

HiTitle V Cerf Shell Shell-TV-Permit-Renewal-A0011_Rev 3 12 16 09.docm
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REVIEW OF COMPLIANCE RECORD OF:
Shell Qil Products US - SITE #A0011
Decamber 16, 2000

Page 4 of 4

Conclusion

The Compliance and Enforcemeant Division has made a determination that for the
review period Shell Oil Products U. 5. was in intermittent compliance. Thers s no
evidence of on-going non-compliance and no recurring pattern of violations with the
exception of violations that are being addressed through a compliance and enforcement
agreement, that would warrant consideration of a Title V permit compliance schedule or
additional permit terms,

B WHCIGE PG

115



PermitEvaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site name], [Site address]

116

Bay Area Air Quality Management District SHELL REFINERY
Review of Compliance Record (AQO11)
l S# I Oceur I Issue I Reg |violation Comments c::m::::‘) Basis for No Compliance Schedule
] . This violation was corrected the same day after operators cleared the hydrocarbon
A13946A 1765 = 12/13/2003  2/9/2004 9-1-307 E-04A87 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr. 121132003 contaminated DEA and regained control of the unit and SO2 levels fell below 250 PPM
! ‘over 1 hour.
| . Thls is an administrative violation for no continuous records of thermal oxidizer
AATTSIA 2001 | 1M412004  THYI2005 26307 y:z'gg?ﬁ'f“”ds for leading events; P/C 1114 66/26  |operation for regulated loading events that took place on 1/14/04 and 6/26/04. Shell
B _ I ‘nuw has oxidizer temperature on its computer trend data system. o
i "This viclation was corrected the same day after operators reestablished the proper ratiof
A13948A 1765 | 2/1/2004 3/29/2004 9-1-307  E-04B88 $02 >250 ppm clk hr. 2/1/2004 of hydrogen to natural gas at the SCOT section of the unit, and SO2 levels fell below
: 3 i I 250 PPM over 1 hour.
AB27TB. 1114 | 322004  6/7/2004 0 111121:(:;?;’;(:‘;“"'”9 > 500 ppm, Reg 10-KB) 30004 This violation was corrected within two days after Shell repaired the leaking PRV.
1469 P ) " Failure to report API Separator Leaks within This is an administrative violation for failure to report. Shell report a 10-day deviation
4 -6-
AMG2TBB | 1779 | 3212004 GTI2004 | 28307 |45 gays per PIC 5077-3 | lon 417104 for AP| 1469 (2124104 & API-1779 (3/2/04).
| ! H . E-04C91 NOx > 5 ppm, Condition 12271 This viclation was corrected the same day when operators re-established ammonia
A4627&A_ 4.1 93 3/31/2004 | 6/17/2004 . 2-6-307 item 24c 3/31/2004 flow to the CoGen #2 ement device.
i ; . | This was an administ violation for failing to submit an initial process vessel list on
A46294B 41 60 4j2/2004 | 1/11/2005 . 8-10-401 ‘Fallure to submit initial reporl 4/2/2004  |or by April 1. 2004, Air Product submitted the list on 12/14/04,
’ Open ended line >100 ppm on Tk-1151 This violation was correcled the same the same day after the water drain line was
AT3950A " 1151 A/ar2004 41912004 8-18-301 (10,000 ppm leak water drain line.) 4',8"2004 _|blinded and remonitored.
i This violation was correcled the same day after opaﬂimrs reestablished lean MDEA
A4B279A 4180 5/18/2004 i 6/21/2004 9-1-307 E-04D96 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr 5/18/2004 flow to the SCOT absorber, and SO2 levels fell below 250 PPM over 1 hour.
A46286A 4180 5/20/2004 i 8/27/2004 2.6-307 E-04E03 SO2 >100 ppm 24hr avg, Condition’ 5/21/2009 [This violation was corrected within two days after operators cleared the analyzer and
i #12271 Part 68 . reestablished control. |
A46283A 4180 5/21 i2004 81412004 9-1-307  |E-04E02 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr 5/21/2009 :;;:;I;:oeg v:s:hc-::lnected the same day after operators cleared the analyzer and
- » I This was an administrative v n, related fo the late reporting of a manitor excess
4
ﬁﬂ_?(_}___ﬁ'sﬂ EI’H2004 9121!2004 i 1-522.7 Late Reporting E~04E49 S 6/7/2004 Though it was late, the indicated monitor excess was re d to the District,
. E-04E49 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr. (6/7/04) ‘Thls violation was corrected the on each day (6/7 & 6/9) after operators reestablished
AAB2BTA | 1759 8712004 | 8212004 9-1-307 E-04E50 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr. (6/9/04) 6/9/2004 contm\ of the Flexsorb unit. Intermittent upsets at the unit continued until 6/18/04.
A46280A 1149 6/8/2004 7/15/2004 §-5-307 Tk-1149 PRV leaking > 500 ppm 6/10/2004 | This violation was cowecled within three days when the valve was repaired by Shell.
A46281A 1150 | 6/8/2004 | 7/15/2004 85307  Tk-1150 PRV leaking > 500 ppm | 6/10/2004  This violation was corrected within three days when the valve was repaired by Shell.
Page 1 of 10
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District SHELL REFINERY
Review of Compliance Record (AD011)
Vi I S# Occur I Issue I Reg Iviolaﬁnn Comments Corm?llance Basis for No Compliance Schedule
Achieved
‘ This violation was corrected within three days after operators reestablished control of
A4E2BTB . 1758 6/6/2004 912112004 28307 | E-D4E55 $02 > 260 ppm olk fr 6/10/2004 Ihe Flexsorb unit on 6/10/04. Intermittent upsets at the unit continued until 5118104
A46282A 1781 6/8/2004 715/2004 8-5-307 | Tk-1341 PRV leaking > 500 ppm 6/10/2004 ‘Thls violation was corrected within three days when the valve was repalred by Shell.
A46284A 1149 7113/2004 8/4/2004 8-5-307 | Tk-1149 PRV leaking > 500 ppm | 7/15/2004 Thls violation was corrected within three days when the valve was repalned by Shell.
S S — A —
Ad46285A 1150 7/1312004 8/4/2004 8-5-307  Tk-1150 PRV leaking > 500 ppm | 7/15/2004 Thls violation was corrected within three days when the valve was repaired by Shell.
[ ——. ) T aan T o - o 7‘There was no voc monitoring records available of a vessel depressurization that
§46294C ] 1178:377 ?{23!2004 1/11/2005 . B 1_() 503 Faliura“ln maintain records 7123l200{ |oceurred on 7/23/04. Lost records. (Air Products)
H i i This violation was corrected the same day when operators brought the foaming MDEA
A46289A 4180 9/4/2004 | 11/19/2004 . 9-1-307  E-04G15 S02 > 250 ppm clk hr 9/4/2004 under control with the addition of antifoam agent, and SO2 levels fell below 250 PPM
i SN SO S _ over 1 hour.
i I E-04G70 H2S > 80 ppb 3 mins, Mt. View | This violation was corrected the same day when the coke drum stopped venting. Coke
A48288A ! 4001 ) ”101“512004 ; 1162004 82301 gy 10/5/2004 |drurn venting takes about 15 minutes so the source of H2S stopped.
! 'Thls violation was corrected the same day after operators brought the Clause Unit
A4B292A - 4180 | 10/23/2004 ' 12/17/2004 | 9-1-307  |E-04H20 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr 10/23/2004  |under control and SOZ2 levels fell below 250 PPM over 1 hour. The upset was caused
i by operator error.
A46293A 1047 | 11/29/2004 . 1/6/2005 8-5-307  Tk-1047 PRV leaking > 500 ppm 11/30/2004 iolation was corrected within twa days after the valve was repaired by Shell.
: : . as an administrative violation, related to the late reporting of an inoperafive
A46206A 1507 | 12/16/2004  2/24/2005 15224 lrLate reporling of InOp 04445 12182004 | Though i was late, the Inoperative monitor was reported to the Distict,
| This was an administrative violation, related to the late reporting of an |noperal|ve
A46297§ 4180 | 12/20/2004 . 2/24/2005 1-522.4 ILate reporting of InOp 04J64 12/20/2004 monitor. Though it was late, the inop monitor was reported to the District.
i |Failure to perfurm 2004 annual inspection of . This is an administrative violation Air cts, (HP3), did not inspect their inaccessible
- |
A4B295A 4160 1/1/2005 1/11/2005 i 8-18-4013 | PRD's, (HP3 Air Products) 1/1/2005 |PRD's in 2004. They did in 2005.
| This viclation was corrected the same day when operators controlied the foaming of the|
i 10 | Flexsorb solution. Shell had a series of excesses caused by Flexsorb solution foaming
A45TODA 1759 . 1/16/2005 = 4/29/2005 40CFR60.104 E-04K30 H2S > 160 ppm 3 hr avg. 1/16/2005 in June of 2004. This was associated with the initial start up of the Flexsorb unit and
(a)1) did not persist after the start up peried.
This violation was corrected on the same day. This source test is a one-day snapshot
9 O2-
AdS609A 4141 | 2110/2005 | 4/29/2005  2-6-307 g";%‘*:égf ”2?“;‘;’;‘ @ 3% 02 ref 2110/2005  |of emissions, and only documents a violation for one day. A compliant source fests for
| - roug ammonia slip was conducted on 3/17/05.
Page 2 of 10
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District SHELL REFINERY
Review of Compliance Record (AD011)
V# I S# I Occur I Issue I Reg IVioIation Comments C:l;::;:::;e Basis for No Compliance Schedule
: — et

e
This viclation was corrected within 98 days when Shell stopped burning Flexigas in
5/26/2005 ‘some of its combustion sources per Enforcement Agreement by May 2005. This
reduced the TRS to comply with permit conditions. e
This violation was corrected on the same day. This source test is a one-day snapshot
3/11/2005 of emissions, and only documents a violation for one day. A compliant source test for

agrrsan 4092 opepnos 7212005 26307

PC# 1227118, rolling TRS > 70 ppm annual
4003 avg. |

Source Test CO > 50 ppm @ 3% 02; ref

A4TTSTIA 4021 3/11/2005 = 5/26/2005 2-6-307

. ST #08-983 carbon monoxide was conducted on 3/16/05. )
| i This violation was correcled the same day when operators reduced foaming of the
H A4TTS2A 4180 4/12/2005 © 6/29/2005 9-1-307  |E-04M23 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr { 4/12/2005 MDEA (Methyl Diethyl Ammine) soluticn at SRU #4.
i : S — _— . - S S —
A4TTSGA 4180 | 5M5/2005  8/30/2005  0-1-307  |E-04M84 SO2 >250 ppr clk hr 5Hs2005 | NS violation was corrected the same day when operators reduced foaming of the

MDEA at SRU #4.

[E-04N59 NOx > 5 ppm/3 hr avg; PIC #1271
{(24c)

| This violation was corrected the same day when the load on the gas turbine was

PATTSTA | 4192 ireduced and a steam injection valve was replaced.

6/30/2005 9/8/2005 2-6-307 6/30/2005

A77SBA 4003 1112005 9/8i20052-6-307 |C-04N76 NOx> 10 ppm 3 hr avg; P/C

|

| . :
i I #12271 (38) 711/2005 This violation was corrected the same day when NOx decreased to below 10 ppm/3 hr.
1 - | 1

_|average limit. The amm ection was cooled using water mist.

This violation was correc er review and the 26 components were tagged with a
unique identification code and entered into the data base following the issuance of the
external audit report.

|

A4TT59A 32102 712/20056  9/29/2005 | 8-18-402.1 i23 Components Not ID'd per LDAR self audil; 7/12/2005
|

|

|

|

|

Tk-1333 PRV leaking > 500 ppm

| This violation was corrected the same day when valve was replaced and rechecked
‘ 8/25/2008 Shell.

A4TTSSA . 1754 | 8/25/2005 = 8/25/2005 8-5-306

i T ‘ e - : _—
A4TTEIA 1772 | 9M/2006  11/30/2006 40CFRED.104|E-04P78 H2S > 160 ppm 3 hr avg | 97212005 ‘m; violation was corrected within two days after the H2S level dropped below the

B ) )] |

{E-04Q80 H2S > 162 ppm 3 hr avg,
:combustion sources

| This violation was corrected the same day after éber;alors re-established steam flow to
10/29/2005 DEA treater #1 and H2S-in-fuel-gas average concentrations fell below regulatory and

A4T339A 1763 ' 10/29/2005 = 4/27/2006 2-6-307
. i 'permit condition limits.

E — ﬁ ——— — i
AATI30B 1763 | 10/20/2005  4/27/2006 CFR4060.104 = 04QE0 H2S > 162 ppm 3 hr avg, | 1012972008  |see above
| a)(1) combustion sources |

Page 3 of 10
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Review of Compliance Record

SHELL RE

FINERY

(A0011)

| s

Occur I Issue I Reg

IViaIaﬁnn Comments

Compliance
Achieved

IBasis for No Compliance Schedule

A4T7B0A

A4T338A

AAT338B

|
f
4% A47337A
!
3 A47336A
AATINA

A4T342A

A47343A

A4T345A

1426

1431

1431

1763

4002

11/8/2005

12/1/2005

12/1/2005

9 confirmed oil fallout complaints- refinery

11/10/2005 accident

1-301

4/6/2006 91307 |E-04R42 S02 > 250 ppm clk br

10
CFR4060.105 E-04R42 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr
(a)(13)e(4)

4/6/2006

12012005

12/1/2005 |

4/6/2006  CFR4060.104 E-04R43 H2S >163 ppm H2S in fuel gas
G

E-04R45 H2S > 50 ppm/24 hr in clean fuels

4/6/2006 fuel gas

2-6-307

1431

1765

4180

1765

119/2006

2/3/2006

3/23/2006

4/9/2006

. 510/2006

5/10/2006 9-1-307 _E- 043837 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr

9-1-307  E-04S61 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr

5/10/2006 9-1-307  |E-04T45 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr

| :
6/9/2006 9-1-307  |E-04T81 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr
|

11/8/2005

12/2/2005

12/2/2005

12/1/2005

12/1/2005

1/19/2006

2/3/2006

3/23/2006

4/9/2006

as the hot oil release was contained and feed was taken out of the CCU.

' SWS #6 and the SO2 concentration fell below the regulatory limit.

‘A Public Nuisance violation resulting from the release of a hot oil from a component
within the Cat Cracker Unit {CCU) gas plant. A fallout of oil impacted the surrounding
community, creating a public nuisance. The incident occurred and cleared on 11/8/05

This violation was corrected within two days after operators brought the sulfur recovery
system under control and SO2 concentrations fell below regulatory limits. The Reg &

| excess lasted for 9 hours from 1700 on 12/1/05 to 0200 on 12/2/05. NOV's A47336,
A47337, A4T338A and A47338B are all part of the same event. o

This violation was corrected within two days after operators brought the sulfur recovery
system under control and SO2 concentrations fell below regulatory limits. This
occurred at 0300 hrs on 12/2/05 per Technical Evaluation for the Regulation 10
violation. The Reg 10 excess lasted for 12 hours from 1500 on 12/1/05 to 0300 on
12/2/05. NOV's A47336, A47337, A47338A and A47338B are all part of the same
event.

This violation was corrected the same day after operators brought the sulfur recovery
syslem under control and H2S levels fell below 163 PPM over 3 hours. A heavy rain
sed the upset.

Tms violation was corrected the same day after operaturs brought the sulfur recovery
system under control and H2S levels fell below 50 PPM over 24 hours. A heavy rain
event caused the upset.

This violation was corrected on the same day after operaiors skimmed the hydrocarben|
out of the sour water stripper, and brought the sulfur recovery system under control with|
502 concentrations below regulatory limits.

This violation was corrected on the same day after operators skimmed the hydmmrbon
out of the DEA flash and skim drum. This action re-established proper oxygen levels in
'the SRU and the SO2 concentration fell below the regulatory limit.

| -
‘Thls violation was corrected the same day after operators re-established the proper
|level of DEA in the DEA flash and skim drum and the SO2 concentration fell below the

| This wolauun was corrected the same day after operators regained proper operation in
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Review of Compliance Record

SHELL REFINERY
(A00D11)

vi# S#

Compliance
Achieved
e

IBasls for No Compliance Schedule

AAT344A 4201

A4T348A 1772

A4T346A 2001

Qccur I Issue I Reg IVioIation Comments

5/15/2006 ~ 5/31/2006  12-11-502.2.3 No analysis of a required flare sample

10 i
40CFR60.104 [E-04V35 H2S >162 ppm 3 hr avg.
(a)1)

6/5/2006 9/20/2006

EMarine loading leak test not done before
120% loaded. Late reporting of deviation.
i

6/7/2006 7/20/2008 2-6-307

A4T3ATA 32102

A4T340A 4180

A48926A 32102

fReguIated components not ID'd, not in

7I5/2006 ‘database per LDAR seif audit.

7/20/2006  8-18-402.1

9/15/2006 ~ 12/4/2006 9-1-307  E-04W76 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr

Internal LDAR audit 3rd and 4th quarter 2006

11/1/2006 no ID'd components.

3/21/2007  8-18-402.1

A47350A 1471

Flare sample no taken within 30 minutes of

12-11-502.3 .
flaring.

1/12/2007 3/8/2007

5/15/2006

6/5/2006

6/7/2006

71512006

9/15/2006

11/1/2006

11212007

incident.

During analysis of the flare sample a mechanical or electronic problem with the GC
resulted in no sample results. The procedure for analyzing flare samples was changed
to take into account analyzer upsets. Samples will be held longer so that if the analysis
fails there will be another chance to run it again.

This violation was corrected the same day after the Flexicoker was re-started and the
Flexsorb Unit re-established H2S removal of Flexigas. The Flexicoker went into a
sudden unplanned shutdown resulting from operator error during a test of the protective
instrument system. This is an isolated incident. .

{There are 2 violations of Title V permit conditions. The first violation came into
.compliance at the time the emission survey was completed on 6/7/06. The second
violation came into compliance when the deviafion was reported. Leak check during
Marine Loading event did not take place before 20% cargo loaded. Need better
communication so leak check can take place earlier in loading event. This is an isolated

This violation was administrative for fugitive emission components not tagged and open
ended lines. Internal audit by Shell revealed components were not identified and open-
ended lines with no cap or plug on the end. The components were identified and
included in the fugitive component data base on the same day as discovery. Open-
\ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found.

| . .
| This violation was corrected the same day after operators re-established the proper gas
'flow in the MDEA absorber column. This situation was brought on by a sequence of
iacﬁuns associated with the planned shutdown of the Delayed Coker.

‘This viclation was admini for fugitive companents not tagged and open|
ended lines. Internal audit by Shell revealed components were not identified and open-
ended lines with no cap or plug on the end. The components were identified and
included in the fugitive component data base on the same day as discovery. Open-
ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found.

Shell failed to take a flare gas sample for the 1/12 event. The flaring event was short
-duration so there was only one sample required. They don't know what went wreng.
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District SHELL REFINERY
Review of Compliance Record (A0D11)
v I S# I Occur I Issue | Reg |violation Comments c:cm'::i::::e Basis for No Compliance Schedule
This violation was corrected on the same day. This source test is a one-day snapshot
S
asozsn 9902 | anapoo7  mzimoor  2-ea07  SourceTest CO > 50 ppm @ 3% O, 211412007 of emissions, and only documents a violation for one day. Shll re-tested the same
4003 Condition 12271 part 36- OS-1850 | '
—— R | source on 2/16/07, and passed. e
A leak in the 650 pound steam header, and subsequent errors during the repair aftempt
'along with mechanical failures forced the refinery to continue to operate the FCCU
without abatement. As per the wording in the Shell incident report, simultaneous
. o human error and two mechanical failures resulted in the shutdown of all 3 CO boilers
|Excessive CO emissions at FCCU-and CO | [ . " P "
A4B930A 1426 | 2007  4/26/2007  2.6-307  Bollers- PC #7618 and 12911 and CFR sec. | 3152008 | "ile the FCCU remained online at minimum rales. The CO boilors shutdown

‘beginning on 3/9/07 resulted in the only REFEMS condition violation since the permit

‘ (63-1363 |was issued in 1984. The FCCU came into compliance with the Federal limit of 500
| ppm carbon monoxide averaged over 1 hour at 1200 on 3/19/07. The refinery

| H ! ! achieved compliance with Permit Condition #7618 on March 15, 2008 as per
1 Enforcement Agreement.

: |A leak in the 650 pound steam header, and subsequent errars during the repair attempt
B | i islnng with mechanical failures forced the refinery to continue to operate the FCCU
H i I without abatement. As per the wording in the Shell incident report, simultaneous
A48930B ¢ 1426 | 3/9/2007 4/26/2007 | Reg 10 40 CFR sec. 63-103 (FCCU operations) 3/15/2008 human efror and two mechanical failures resulted in the shutdown of all 3 CO boilers
i | |while the FCCU remained on-line at minimum rates. The CO boilers shutdown began
lon 3/9/07. The FCCU came into compliance with the Federal limit of 500 ppm carbon
imonoxide averaged over 1 hour at 1200 on 3/19/07.

:This violation was administrative for fugitive emission components not tagged and open
ended lines. Internal audit by Shell revealed components that were not identified and

412712007 open-ended lines with no cap or plug on the end. The components were identified and
included in the fugitive component data base on the same day as discovery. Open-
ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found.

Intemnal LDAR audit 1st quarter 2007-

A43931A: 32102 | 4/24/2007  7/12/2007 | B8-18-402.1 y
i i i |components not ID'd.

This violation occurred for 16 days. This excess was the result of a mislabeled
calibration gas. The normal operation of the HGHT furnace was not enough to reveal
the periodic excess condition and only the calculated emissions following a source test

E-05B42- bad calibration gas. Days of revealed the inconsistency. When the inconsistency was revealed, prompt trouble

AB933A | 4031 | 28 iolai ¥
i | S/ei2007 i 11152007 . 26-307 :g’_l:gcn May 9, 10, 1518, 21, 22, June 7, 8, 6haf2007 :shootin discovered source to be the mislabeled calibration gas. The days of excess
i | : }end on 6/18/07 but the problem with the mislabeled calibration gas was not corrected
| i |until the source test calculations were completed sometime after 7/17/07.
| |
| |
B
Page 6 of 10
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Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §Slitiress]

Bay Area Alr Quality Management District

SHELL REFINERY

Review of Compliance Record {ADO11)
i Vi I S# I Occur I Issue I Reg [Violation Comments Comp_llance Basis for No Compliance Schedule
Achieved
| This violation was corrected the same day. An anaerobic condition along with the
H wmng size circulation pump in effluent treatment pond #6 was the source of H2S
A48332A 1468 6/25/2007 9/12/2007 92301 E-05A87, H2S > 30 ppb 1 hr. ACE GLM 9/12/2007 Tregistered at the ACE Hardware GLM. The pond was fitted with a proper size
! \circulation pump to fix the condition that generated the H2S.
i This violation was administrative for fugitive emission components not tagged. Internal
‘Internal LDAR audit 2nd quarter 2007- audit by Shell revealed components that were not identified. The components were
32102 -
AdBE34A TRO2007 1472007 8-18-402.1 .components not ID'd. 713012007 identified and included in the fugitive component data base on the same day as
| discovery.
i :This violation was administrative for fugitive emission components having open-end
A48934B 32102  T7/30/2007  11/1/2007 10 |40CFR-60 Sub GGG - open ended lines. 713012007 lines. Internal audit by Shell revealed components open-ended lines with no cap or
i ! plug on the end. Open-ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found.
. o i This violation was corrected the same day when operators re-established adequate
AMB935A | 4190 | BI7I2007 | 1IMR007 26307 fffﬁ NOx>Sppm3hrd&>8pemNOX | 57007 |ammania flowto the CoGen #1 abatement device and the exceedance cleared by 1600
A ——— _on 8/7/07. .
| ; This violation was corrected the same day after flaring stop. Flaring was caused by
| | compressor maintenance. There was no plant upset. A large flow of sour gas
| overwhelmed the one compressor that was on-line at the LOP flare gas header and
71 | /200 - A
A48936A 14 i 9/2 7 11/1/2007 9-2-301 iE-OEB‘JS H2S > 60 ppb 3 min, ACE GLM 9/2/2007 triggered a short flaring event. Enough H2S passed through the flare to register an
! | H2S excess at the ACE GLM.
i S  p— b - — | — _— . . :
i AAGIGA 1149 | 10242007 10242007 86307 Th-1149 PRVlesking> 500 ppm 10/25/2007 ';*:Swvéfj:*:s"::lsa ;:;’ec“’“ within two days after the leaking pressure relief device on
A49433A 1150 © 10/24/2007  10/24/2007 8-18-301 Dpen-ended line leaking > 100 ppm (2,000 10/24/2007 This violation was corrected the same day it was discovered. The leaking equlpment
H i ‘ppm) was removed and the vaive blinded off.
This violation was administrative for fugmve emission components not tagged and open|
" ended lines. internal audit by Shell revealed components that were not identified and
A48937A 32102  12/52007  2/5/2008  B-18-402.1 'c"‘)':qma'n;?t‘:ﬁ ;‘:3;3“’ quarter 2007- 12/512007 |open-ended lines with no cap or plug on the end. The components were identified and
! po {included in the fugitive component data base on the same day as discovery. Open-
! \ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found.
% This violation was comected the same day after operators re-established the steam
A48938A 4180 | 12/14/2007 = 3/6/2008 9-1-307  E-05D21 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr 12/14/2007  irace to the eductor line and the sulfur plug cleared from the system, {burned through).
i |
Page 7 of 10
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Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis:

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Review of Compliance Record

Site [#}, [Site nameg §8lidress]

SHELL REFINERY
(AC011)

w [

Occur I Issue I Reg

IViolation Comments

I Compliance
Achieved

Basis for No Compliance Schedule

AA4B939A

A503278

AABIAGA

A48942B

A48940A |

1432

32102 |

32102

1432

A4B944A

A48943A

A48943B

A48946A

A4BOAIA

4180

1/14/2008

2/4/2008

2/5/2008

2/5/2008

2/18/2008

2/18/2008

4/4/2008

5/1/2008

| 6/26/2008

| 61172008

3/6/2008 9-1-307

3/3/2009 10

4/15/2008  8-18-402.1

4/15/2008 10

41812008 9-1-307

4/8/2008 9-1-307

8-5-306

8-18-402.1

|E-05D66 502 > 250 ppm clk hr

.40 CFR 60 SubGGG- open-ended lines

lInternal LDAR audit 4th quarter 2007-
|components not ID'd

40CFR- 60 Sub GGG, open-ended lines

|
|
|
|
|
|

E-08E36 SO2 > 250 ppm clk hr
|

1/14/2008

2/4/2009

2/5/2008

2/5/2008

2/18/2008

E-USE36 SO2 > 250 ppm ok hr

Tk-610 component leaking >500 ppm for >
48 hours

Internal LDAR audit 1st quarter 2008-
components not ID'd.

51/2008

8/19/2008

G112008 10

10/16/2008 | 8-18-402.1

40 CFR 60 SubGGG- open-ended lines

Internal LDAR audit 2nd quarter 2008-
icomponents not ID'd

i 2/18/2008

{ This violation was corrected the same day after operators restored stripping steam to
ithe MDEA regeneration tower and the built-up load of H2S in the MDEA was removed
1and passed through the oxidizer. An Interruption in stripping steam fiow to the MDEA
regeneration tower triggered a SO2 excess.
| This violation was administrative for fugl‘ave emission components having open-end
llines. Internal audit by Shell revealed open-ended lines with ne cap or plug on the end.
‘Dpen—ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found.
|This violation was administrative for fugitive emission components not t tagged. Internal
audlt by Shell revealed compenents that were not identified. The components were
identified and included in the fugitive component data base on the same day as
discover

“This viulatlun was administrative for fugmve emission components having upan-end

lines. Internal audit by Shell revealed open-ended lines with no cap or plug on the end.

| Open-ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found.

Thls viclation was corrected on the same day after operators closed the bypass
butterﬂy valve and the elemental sulfur in the Scot plant passed through. A partially
‘open Scot bypass vaive friggered an SO2 excess.
| This viclation came into compliance on ‘the same day after operators discovered and
|unplug@d the sample line going to the tail ga

4/8/2008

5/1/2008

This violation was correct within 7 days Shell discovered an expmsmn hatch assembly!
on tank 610 leaking in excess of 500 ppm. They replaced the leaking hatch assembly
|and confirmed that it was vapor tight but did so more than 48 hours after discovery.
|Shell staff confirmed that the new explosion hatch assembly was vapor tight at 0900 on
4f8:'08

Thls violation was administrative for fugitive emission components not tagged. Internal |
audit by Shell revealed components that were not identified. The components were
identified and included in the fugitive component data base on the same day as
discovery.

5/1/2008

8/19/2008

This violation was administrative for fugitive emission oomponenls having open-end
lings. Internal audit by Shell revealed open-ended lines with no cap or plug on the end.
Open-ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found.

This violation was administrative for fugitive emiss| omponents not tagged. Internal
‘audit by Shell revealed components that were not identified. The components were
iidentiﬂad and included in the fugitive component data base on the same day as
idiscovery.
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Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §Slitiress]

| Bay Area Air Quality Management District SHELL REFINERY
1 Review of Compliance Record {ADD11)
| S# I Occur I Issue I Reg {Violation Comments C:ﬁm:i:::dce Basis for No Compliance Schedule
' i | | This viclation was administrative for fugitive emission components having cpen-end
| A48946B 32102  8/19/2008 © 10/16/2008 10 40 CFR 60 SubGGG- open-ended lines 1 8/19/2008 Ilnes Internal audit by Shell revealed open-ended lines with no cap or plug on the end.
R o S e R | 'Open-ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found. .
i | This violation was corrected within 17 days. The coke handling facility was in cperatmn
i - from 9/17/08 to 10/7/08 without operating the abatement device as required by permit
AdSO4SA 4005 | 72008 12/4;2008 26307 oY oendiion #2271 part7e- coke barn 10/7/2008  |condifion. The coks pile was wet throughout the breakdown period. This violation is
: . | o more administrative than emission based. Shell staff and contractors did not
i S | R N S — communicate regarding regulatory requirements. ___ .
i | | This violation was corrected within two days. District staff measured a butane leak
A4B94TA 1149 | 10/23/2008 = 10/31/2008 8-5-307  Tk-1149 PRV leak >500 ppm, {4200 ppm) 1012412008 >500 ppm at the PRV relief horn on 10/23/08. Shell repaired the relief horn and
| | i confirmed that it was vapor tight on 10/24/08.
| H This violation was administrative for fugitive emission components not tagged. Internal
| 948 Internal LDAR audit 3rd quarter 2008- audit by Shell revealed components that were not identified, The components were
| ALB 32102 | 10/29/2008 11118/2008  8-16-402.1 ‘components nat ID'd 10/29/2008 identified and included in the fugitive component data base on the same day as
| ‘ R discovery.
| ' ; This violation was administrative for fugitive emission components having open-end
| A48948B - 32102  10/29/2008  11/18/2008 10 ‘40 CFR 60 SubGGG- open-ended lines 10/29/2008 lines. Internal audit by Shell revealed open-ended lines with no cap or plug on the end.
| | I [ _|Open-ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found.
! ‘ ‘ ‘This violation was corrected the same day when District staff found 2 valves open at
A50326A - 1134 ; 2132009 2/11/2009 8-18-301 Tk-1134 open-ended line > 500 ppm 2/3/2008 the base of a pressure vacuum valve located on top of a cone roof tank containing
: i gasoline. Both valves were closed immediately upon discovery by District Staff.
| —
| This violation was administrative for fuy fugluva emission components not tagged. Internal |
| ! 412 31312 ! Internal LDAR audit 4th quarter 2008- auwdit by Shell revealed components that were not identified. The components were
ASO327A | 32102 | i 2 9 009 | 8-18-402.1 components not 1D'd 2402009 identified and included in the fugitive component data base on the same day as
N i _ discovery. [ B |
Operating a gasoline dispensing facllity wio
Asnﬁﬁh_a___l_sfﬁm_ ) 4/1/2009  5/28/2009 | ,,EI 307271 certified Phase Il system L Administrative NOV. The Phase Il _“fff'ﬁ_'_‘e was E)d_efnde,? 77777
i | | This violation was administrative for fugitive emission components not tagged. Internal |
i ! " Internal LDAR audit 1st quarter 2009- | audit by Shell revealed components that were not identified. The components were
A30328A ; 32102 i 4120/2009 | SM212008 | 8-18-402.1 .components not ID'd % 2912008 ‘Identified and included in the fugifive component data base on the same day as
] B R - - ‘d‘swverv R S
} Th|s violation was adminisfrative for fugitive emission components having opanend
AB0328B 32102 | 4/29/2009 5/12/2009 10 140 CFR 60 SubGGG- open-ended lines 4/29/2009 llines. Internal audit by Shell revealed components open-ended lines with no cap or
! | plug on the end. Open-ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found.
Page 9 of 10
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Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §Slitiress]

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

IBaais for No Compliance Schedule

‘This violation was corrected the same day after District staff discovered a leaking hatch
ver on the AP oil/water separator.

| This violation was corrected the same day when electrostatic prec:pitator (ESP),
resumed operaticn once power to the ESP grid was restored. Excess at Carbon
‘Monoxide Boiler #2, (COB)

'Th\s violation was administrative for fugmve emission components not |agged Internal |
laudlt by Shell revealed components that were not identified. The components were
identified and included in the fugitive component data base on the same day as
discovery. o
| This violation was administrative for fugmva emission Dompcnsnls havnng open—end
Ilnes Internal audit by Shell revealed open-ended lines with no cap or plug on the end.
‘Open-ended lines were fitted with a plug or cap as they were found.

IThis violation was corrected on the same day when operators relit the funace and
|stabilized feed to the Heavy Gas Hydrotreater and NOx concentration dropped below

SHELL REFINERY
Review of Compliance Record (A0011)
| . Compliance
Vit I Si# Occur I Issue l Reg jolation Comments Achieved
AS0331A 1489 = 7M6/2009  7/23/2009  8-8-302 ’:g:;ap”“’"" > 500 ppm leak around hateh 74615009
AB0334A 1509 7/23/2000  10/27/2009  6-1-302  [E-OSN38- Opacity >30% 3 min clk hr 71232009
AS0332A 32102 | 802000  B/20/2009  8-18-402.1 | Mtemal LDAR audit 2nd quarter 2009- 8/10/2009
=c:mmmnerms not ID'd
— — R
AS0332B 32102 | 8/10/2008  8/20/2009 10 |40 CFR 60 SubGGG- open-ended lines 8/10/2008
|
I i
AS0336A 4031 | 97/2000 1012772000  2-6:307 T .0oP02NOx>10ppm 3hravg. PG 91712009
#12271 part 35
Page 10 of 10
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Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §8lidress]

ENGINEERING EVALUATION
Shell Oil Products US i Martinez Refinery, Plant: 11

Application: 14497

Background
Shell Oil Products US i Martinez Refinery (Shell) has submitted this application to obtain a Permit to

Operate (PO) to perform certain alterations at the following existing flare:

S-1772 OPCEN® Hydrocarbon Flare

Shell has proposed to route its routine (non-significant vent gas relief/flaring event) vent gas flows, which
otherwise would have been flared at S-1772, to two existing Flare Gas Recovery Compressors (FGRCSs)
to be recovered as Refinery Fuel Gas (RFG), that serve the following existing flare:

S-4201 DC’ Clean Fuels Flare

As it currently exists, S-1772 does not have a flare gas recovery system i.e. it is not equipped with /[ Formatted
FGRCs. As aresult, ventgas containedinS-17726s fl are header is not recovered a
Flaring information posted on the Districtés website for t
December 2005, indicated that S-1772 flared every day in year 2005. Specifically, 53.6 Million Standard

Cubic Feet (MMSCEF) of vent gas was routed to S-1772 during the above time period and resulted in 7.46

TPY, 29.68 TPY, and 0.27 TPY of Methane, Non-Methane Hydrocarbon, and Sulfur Dioxide emissions,

respectively. Please refer to the attached Requlati on 12, Rul e 11 #AFlare Monitoring at Petroleum
Refineriesd monthly reports that were compiled for the purposes of th
submitted by Shell to the Districtdéds Compliance & Enforcement Divisio

followi ng |l ocation on the Districtés website: http:// www. baagmd. gov/ enf /

d 1 s routi
€

n
h ti me per

When implemented, the vent gas recovered by the FGRCs at S-4201 will be sent to the vent gas treaters
to remove hydrogen sulfide (H,S), and then to the refinery fuel gas system. The refinery fuel gas system
supplies the RFG which is combusted as fuel in various refinery heaters and boilers. . Combustion of the
RFG in these heaters and boilers will result in lower SO, emissions, than had the untreated vent gas been
combusted in the S-1772 OPCEN Hydrocarbon Flare. In similar fashion, combustion of the treated vent
gas in well designed and operated burners, could lead to significantly lower CO emissions, than had the
untreated vent gas been flared in S-1772.

At the present time, combustion units at Shell combust gases, such as RFG that are generated at the /[ Formatted ]
refinery, as well as natural gas purchased from outside vendors. The recovery of the routine vent gases by
the FGRCs at S-4201 will result in an increased supply of RFG, and will therefore reduce the demand for

natural gas.

Emissions Calculations //{Formatted ]
The project to route the routine vent gas flows from S-1772 to the FGRCs at S-4201 will involve the
installation of a new water seal vessel, interconnecting piping, valving, and related instrumentation. The
water seal vessel, which will be approximately 30 feet (from tangent to tangent) in height with an
approximately 10 foot diameter, will be installed downstream of the existing liquid knockout pot (V-1074)
that serves S-1772. The new piping and components, summarized in the Table 1 below, will connect the
S-1772 flare header to the S-4201 flare header to enable routing of routine vent gas flows from S-1772 to
the FGRCs at S-4201.

® OPCEN 8 Operation<ertral
7DC 0 Delayed Coking
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Table 1
Emission POC, POC, POC, | POC,
Typelservice Number of factor Ib/hr Ib/day Ib/yr TPY
components® (Ib/hr/
component)?
Valves/Gas/Light Liguid 48 0.0000231 0.0011 | 0.0266 | 9.71 0.005
FIanges/AII3 86 0.00017 0.0146 0.3509 | 128.07 | 0.0640
Totals 134 _ 0.0157 | 0.3775 | 137.78 | 0.069
Note:
1) Component counts estimated by Shell. “ [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering J

2) Emission factor (~ leak rate) furnished in Application 1821, developed from Martinez Refinery 1999
inspection and monitoring data using CAPCOA revised EPA correlation equations.

3) Flange counts include connectors. Based on previous installations, a ratio of 1.78 flanges/valve was
assumed.

Source S-1772 controls emissions resulting from process upsets, maintenance, startups and shutdowns,
and routine operations at the following OPCEN sources that are upstream of it: S-1759, S-1764, S-1765,
S-1774, and A-1751. In similar fashion, S-4201 controls emissions resulting from process upsets at the
following DC sources that are upstream of it: S-4001, S-4020, S-4050, S-4080, S-4140, S-4160, S-4180,
S-4190, S-4191, S-4192, S-4193, S-4211, S-4212, S-4310, S-4329, and S-4330. For safety reasons, the
flare gas header systems at S-1772 and S-4201 must be isolated from one another when process units
upstream of either of the flares experiences an upset that could lead to a significant flaring event. To
address this problem, Shell has proposed to install an isolation valve between the two flare gas header
systems that will prevent gas flow from S-4201 to S-1772 when S-4201 experiences a significant flaring
event. When S-4201 is active, the isolation valve will close and flaring could occur at both S-4201 and S-
1772. During such times, routine vent gas flows from S-1772 cannot be recovered when S-4201 is in
operation and will be flared at S-1772. In similar fashion, the isolation valve will close when an upset at
OPCEN units upstream of S-1772 leads to a significant flaring event at the flare. Since S-1772 is not
equipped with FGRCs, Shell continuously monitors the H2S concentration vent gas sent to the flare via a
continuous emission monitor. Per Regulation 12-11, both the OPCEN and DC flares have flare flow
meters and sampling systems. Shell does not plan to deviate from this arrangement when the isolation
valve is closed and S-1772 is active.

Please refer to the attached process flow diagram that details the existing and the proposed process ,//’/{Forma“ed ]
Jmodifications discussed in the preceding paragraphs. [ Formatted }

Toxic Risk Screen Analysis

Shell maintains a database containing speciation information for various process streams at the refinery.

This data is used for a variety of reports, such as the Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) reports among others.

I n order to ensure the air toxics release data is consistently report
database has been used in this evaluation to estimate the Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and non-TAC

emissions from the new fugitive components. These emissions are summarized in Table 2 below.
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Table 2
Chemical Name N%er % Ib% 3 isicgns
- wt. % Qs/cay. TPY

1,2 4-trimethylbenzene 95-63-6 0.0003% 1.14E-06 2.08E-07
1,3-butadiene 106-99-0 0.0003% 1.14E-06 2.08E-07
Benzene 71-43-2 0.0023% 8.74E-06 1.60E-06
Carbon monoxide 630-08-0 1.0000% 3.80E-03 6.94E-04
Cumene 98-82-8 0.0003% 1.14E-06 2.08E-07
Cyclohexane 110-82-7 0.0032% 1.22E-05 2.22E-06
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 0.0003% 1.14E-06 2.08E-07
Ethylene 74-85-1 5.0000% 1.90E-02 3.47E-03
Hydrogen sulfide 7783-06-4 2.0000% 7.60E-03 1.39E-03
Propylene 115-07-1 4.0000% 1.52E-02 2.77E-03
Toluene 108-88-3 0.0019% 7.22E-06 1.32E-06
Xylene (mixed isomers) 1330-20-7 0.0002% 7.60E-07 1.39E-07

Table 3 compares the TAC emissions summarized in Table 2 above, to their corresponding TAC Trigger
Levels in Table 2-5-1 of Reqgulation 2, Rule 5 if District Acute and Chronic Trigger Levels have been
defined.

Table 3
;ag'f Table Do TAC
CAS m Acute 2—5—1_ emissions exceed

TAC Number Emissions Triager Chronic Ta_ble 2-5-1 TAC

e (Ibs/yr) Al Level Trigger Levels?

— (Ib/yr) (Yes, No, NA)®
(Ib/hr) —
1,3-butadiene 106-99-0 4.16E-04 NA 11 No
Benzene 71-43-2 3.19E-03 2.9 6.4 No
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 4.16E-04 NA 77,000 No
Hydrogen sulfide 7783-06-4 2.774 0.093 390 No
Propylene 115-07-1 5.548 NA 120,000 No
Toluene 108-88-3 2.64E-03 82 12,000 No
Xylene (-m) 1330-20-7 2.77E-04 49 27,000 No

Total s.325 [

® For example, the daily emissions of -trithylbenzene can be estimated as follows:

= (0.0003%) x (0.38from Table 1) = 1.14H6 Ibs/day.

9 For example, the annual emissions of-tti)dthylbenzene can be estedads follows:

= (1.14E06) x (365) / 2000 = 2.08® TPY

10To compare the hourly TAC emissions to the acute TAC trigger level divide the Ibs/yr TAC estimated by 8,760 hrs/yr
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It can be seen from Table 3 above, that a Toxic Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) is not warranted.

Requlation 2-1-128.21 Exemption /,,,/[ Formatted j
Regulation 2-1-128.21 states the following:

2-1-128 Exemption, Miscellaneous Equipment: The following equipment is exempt from the requirements
of Sections 2-1-301 and 302, provided that the source does not require permitting pursuant to Section 2-1-
319.

128.21 Modification, replacement, or addition of fugitive components (e.g. valves, flanges, pumps,
compressors, relief valves, process drains) at existing permitted process units at petroleum refineries,
chemical plants, bulk terminals or bulk plants, provided that the cumulative emissions from all additional
components installed at a given process unit during any consecutive twelve month period do not exceed
10 Ib/day, and that the components meet applicable requirements of Requlation 8 rules.

It can be seen from the emission calculations presented in Table 1 above that the cumulative emissions ///[ Formatted ]
from the 134 additional fugitive components that will be installed at process units (~ flares) that are part of
this application are below 10 Ib/day i.e. 0.38 Ib/day. The fugitive components, summarized in Table 1 will

meet the requirements of Requlation 8, Rule 18 AEqui pment Leakso and
Leak Detection and Repair (LDAR) program. Therefore, it is safe to conclude that the addition of the

fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above qualifies for the exemption under Requlation 2-1-

128.21.
Regulation 2-1-316 through 2-1-319:
1__Regulation 2-1-316: A { Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
The Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP) or TAC emissions from the additional fugitive components and
the proposed alterationst0S-1 772 summari zed in Tableds 2 and 3 above, wi || neith

emission of 2.5 TPY or more of a single HAP emissions, or 6.5 TPY or more of a combination of
HAPs. Please refer to Table 3 above.

1__Regulation 2-1-317:
The operation of fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above, which are designed to
minimize emissions are subject to the inspection and maintenance programs in Regulation 8,
Rule 18. Therefore, for the purposes of the exemption it is unlikely they will cause any public
nuisance.

1 Regulation 2-1-318:
None of the hazardous substances listed in Regulation 2-1-318.1 through 2-1-318.8 will be
emitted from either the additional fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above.

1 Regulation 2-1-319:
It can be seen from Table 1 above that the annual emissions of POC i the regulated air pollutant
of interest, from the additional fugitive components is below 5 TPY i.e. 0.069 TPY.

BACT

Per Regulation 2, Rule 2, Section 301, BACT is only triggered if emissions from a new source or an

increase in emissions from a modified source has the potential to emit 10 Ibs or more per highest day of

POC (pollutant of interest in this appliceatl2®2d) . As previously discus
Exemptiond discussi on a ldscsunenarizedindable U above arevegempt éramp o n e n

permitting per Requlation 2-1-128.21. Therefore, BACT is not triggered.

On an unrelated topic (for the purposes of BACT), Shell voluntarily embarked on this project to recover
routine vent gas flows, which otherwise would have been flared at OPCEN flare (S-1772), by rerouting
them to the FGRCs at the DC flare (S-4201). If any, the proposed project would reduce routine flaring
emissions at S-1772 from existing levels. In addition, Shell clarified that during a significant flaring event at
either S-1772 or S-4201, a minor amount of routine OPCEN vent gas that is not recovered by the FGRCs
at S-4201 will initially flare at the DC flare until the isolation valve between the above flare headers closes.
However, Shell has contended that this minimal flaring of un-recovered OPCEN vent gas which could

cause some increased flaringatS-4 2 01 wi | | not compromise the companyds ability to com
monthly and annual emission limits outlined in Tables A.1land A2inPart A under fGeneral Per mit
Conditionso of permit condition 12271, governing the operation of the
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Cumulative Increase & Offsets

Shell is an existing facility. Since the additional fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above are
exempt under Regulation 2-1-128.21, the OPCEN hydrocarbon reroute project will not result in a
cumulative increase in criteria pollutant emissions. Therefore, offsets are also not warranted. Tables 4 and
5 summarize data relating to the cumulative increase in criteria pollutant emissions and offsets at Plant 11
for information purposes only.

Table 4
Cumulative Increase
Increase in plant . Increase in plant Cumulative increase in
o - Increase in plant — ==
EmIssions prior emissions since emissions emissions
Pollutant to —_— 1 associated with (Post 4/5/91 + Current
—_ . 11 April 5, 1991 - — - 3
April 5, 1991 ™Y this application application increase)
(TPY) I (TPY) (TPY)
NOX 0 0 0 0
POC 25.86 0 0" 0
CcO 0 298.00 0 298.00
PM 0.05 0 0 0
PM10 0.11 0 0 0
S02 0 O 0 0
NPOC 11.00 14.70 0 14.70
Table 5
Offsets
Increase in Total emissions [F -~
o A /Hiﬂh r f : B ormatte
Permitted plant Actual | plant v s Regulation 2-
emissions (TPY) — = Permitted/Actual
Pre-April 5 p_lan_t emissions T Emissions + 2-302 and 2-2-
Pollutant —ple—‘ emission | associated S 303
E— 1991 + 7 - - Emissions oyl
Post-April 5 = with this associated with this Oz
- — . . . - -
(TPY) application —— 5 Triggers (TPY
1991 (TPY) application )
(TPY)
NOX 0 1783.89 0 1783.89 > 35
POC 25.86 1743.83 0 1743.83 > 35
CcO 298.00 708.90 0 708.90 NA
PM 0.05 0 0 0.05 NA
PM10 0.11 425.85 0 425.85 >1
SO2 0 1605.80 0 1605.80 >1
NPOC 25.70 0 0 25.70 NA

11 |n PSDP do the following to obtain emissions data at thepptartio April 5, 1991: option A option 2.

12 |n PSDP do the following steps to get data on the aggregate sum of all increases as defire@linaRegA@ril

5, 1991: option A type of pollutant (options 3 through 8).

13per 22-212, the cumulative increasemissions considers only the permitted emission increageés/BbstThe
Pre4/5/91 permitted emission increases will be considered when determining whether Offsets are warranted.

14 Since the increase in emissions associated with the addittoreatugponents is exempt per Rey128.21, there

is no cumulative increase in emissions.

15502 emissions listedés310

161f permitted increases attributable to sources that were permitted prior to April 5, 1991 have been archived, exclude
their enissions when considering whether Offsets are warranted.

17 Db A g2ApA all

18 For the purposes of determining whether Offsets are warranted, add the higher of the permitted ermAgsibns (Pre
5, 1991 + PosApril 5, 1991) and the actual emisdiotiseincrease in emissions resulting from the source that is part
of the current application.
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It can be seen from Table 5 above that the actual emissions of NOx, POC, CO, PM10, and SO2 are
above the permitted emissions for the above pollutants. This is so because most sources at
refineries are grandfathered (Pre-1971 sources). In light of the above, and for the purposes of
determining whether offsets are warranted, only those emission increases, which occurred after
April 5, 1991 (0 TPY) are considered.

Statement Of Compliance

The fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above will be subject to Sections 301, 302, 304,
306, and 307 in Regulation 8, Rule 18 AEQqui pment Leakso. Sections 301
among other things, that organic compound leaks, not exceed 100 ppm for general components,
valves, and connections. Section 8-5-306 limits the percentages of non-repairable equipment
allowed. Section 8-5-307 requires that leaking equipment not be used unless the leak discovered
by the operator, is minimized within 24 hours and repaired within 7 days.

Regqulation 11, Rul e 7BdimHaegme @ oluismiPtod | ulhe@né mi ssi on of benzene from sou
(such as pumps, compressors, pressure relief devices, sampling connection systems, open-ended valves

or lines, valves, flanges and other product accumulator vessels, and control devices) intended to operate

in benzene service. Requlation 11-7-2 07 defines @Al n Benzene servicedo to be any equi pment
contains or contacts a fluid (liquid or gas) that is at least 10 percent benzene by weight. The proposed

project will not involve process streams, which will either contain or contact a fluid that is at least 10

percent benzene by weight. Therefore, Requlation 11, Rule 7 does not apply to the OPCEN hydrocarbon

flare gas recovery project.

Regulation 12, Rule 11 AFlare Monitoring at Petroleum Refinerieso req
emission data for flares at petroleum refineries. The District expects Shell to comply with the requirements

of Requlation 12, Rule 11, which was adopted on June 4, 2003, when the OPCEN hydrocarbon flare gas

recovery project is implemented. The Districtés CED posts monthly rep
demonstrate compliance with the above rule at the following | ocation
http://www.baagmd.gov/enf/flares/

On July 20, 2005, the District adopted Regulation 12, Rule 12 and amended the rule on April 5,

2006. The purpose of the above rule is to reduce emissions from flares at petroleum refineries by

minimizing the frequency and magnitude of flaring. In order to comply with the above rule, Shell

wi || be submitting a Flare Minimization Pl alg40FMP) to the Districtos
on or before August 1, 2006. The FMP will address the four process flares at Shell. The OPCEN

hydrocarbon flare gas recovery project, which is aimed toward eliminating routine flare emissions

fromS-1772, wi || be an integral part o f Shell 6s FMP. Shell wi || monitor
pressure of the new water seal that will be installed as part of the OPCEN hydrocarbon flare gas

recovery project in accordance with Regulation 12-12-501.

Flares S-1772 and S-4201 are subject to 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart J "New Source Performance Standard
for Petroleum Refineries" (NSPS J). As it currently exists, process units in the OPCEN area are not
subject to 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart GGG "Equipment Leaks of VOC in Petroleum Refineries" (NSPS
GGG) because none of the OPCEN units were constructed or modified after January 4, 1983. However,
Shell has voluntarily agreed to make the process units in OPCEN subject to NSPS Subpart GGG by
12/31/06 as part of the Consent Decree entered between Shell and the EPA. As a result, the OPCEN units
will be required to comply with the standards outlined in 860.592. 860.592(a) of NSPS GGG references
8860.482-1 to 60.482-10 in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart VV "Standards of Performance for Equipment Leaks
of VOC in the Synthetic Organic Chemicals Manufacturing Industry”" (NSPS VV). §60.482-10(d) in NSPS
VV requires that flares such as S-1772, which will become subject to the above subpart, comply with
860.18 in 40 CFR 60, Subpart A "General Provisions" (NSPS A). The District expects S-1772 to comply
with the requirements outlined in 860.18 when the OPCEN hydrocarbon flare gas recovery project is
implemented.

40 CFR 88 60.100(b) and 60.104 (a)(1) in New Source Performance Standard for Petroleum Refineries,
40 CFR Part 60, Subpart J, (NSPS J) prohibit any affected fuel gas combustion device, including a flare,
built or modified after June 11, 1973 from combusting any fuel gas that contains H,S in excess of 230
mg/dscm (0.10 gr/dscf). To monitor for compliance with the above H,S limit, 40 CFR 88§ 60.105 (a)(3)-(4)
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require the use of continuous monitors. The H,S limit, does not apply during times when fuel gas is
combusted in a flare because of process upset or as a result of relief valve leakage or other emergency
malfunctions. The H,S limit in NSPS J applies to S-1772, which is equipped with H,S Continuous
Emission Monitoring System (CEMS), because it is not equipped with FGRCs.

The fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above are potentially subject to the requirements of

NSPS GGG, and NSPS VV. However, when4 0 CFR Par t 6 NatiorallEmipsens tStan@atds A
for Hazardous Air Pollutants fromP et r ol eum Ref i n eoverlapswith othdf AeQuiatios Gych
as NSPS GGG and NSPS VV, 863.640(p) allows equipment leaks that are also subject to the provisions

of 40 CFR Parts 60 and 61 to comply only with the provisions specified in the MACT. Therefore,

equipment leaks from the new fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above will only be subject to
MACT CC, which is discussed below.

The Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards in 40 CFR Part 63 applies to toxic

air emissions emanating from specific source categories at facilities, which are major sources of

HAPs. The MACT standards that potentially are applicable to the OPCEN Hydrocarbon flare gas

recovery project are 40 CFR Part 63, Sube&art A fAGener al

MACT CC applies to various refinery operations including miscellaneous process vents storage vessels,
wastewater streams and treatment operations, equipment leaks, gasoline loading racks, and marine
vessel loading operations. Emission sources of relevance (in light of MACT CC) as it relates to the
OPCEN hydrocarbon flare gas recovery project include wastewater streams and equipment leaks. The
proposed project does not involve miscellaneous process vents, storage vessels, gasoline loading,
wastewater treatment operations, or marine vessels for the following reasons.

Per MACT CC, a miscellaneous process vent means a gas stream containing greater than 20 parts per
million by volume organic HAP that is continuously or periodically discharged during normal operation of a
petroleum refining process unit meeting the criteria specified in §63.640(a). However, the definition of a
miscellaneous process vent under 863.641 explicitly does not include gaseous streams routed to a fuel
gas system. The very intent of the OPCEN hydrocarbon flare gas recovery project is to route routine vent
gas flows, which otherwise would have been flared at S-1772, to two existing FGRCs at S-4201 to be
recovered as RFG.

MACT CC defines storage vessels to mean a tank or other vessel that is used to store organic liquids that
are in organic HAP service. The new water seal vessel that Shell plans to install will not be used to store
organic liguids as intended in the above definition.

Equipment leaks are defined in MACT CC to mean emissions of organic HAP from a pump,

compressor, pressure relief device, sampling connection system, open-ended valve or line, valve, or
instrumentation system Ain organic HAP serviceo.

An organic hazardous air poll ugfalows: serviceo is defined
fimeans that a piece of equipment either contains or contacts a fluid (liquid or gas) that is at least 5 percent

by weight of total organic HAP&6s as determined according

this part and table 1 of this subpart. The provisions of § 63.180(d) of subpart H also specify how to
determine that a piece of equipment is not in organic HAP service.0

The following HAPs are listed in Table 1 of MACT CC:

benzene, biphenyl, 1,3-butadiene, carbon disulfide, carbonyl sulfide, cresol (m-, 0-, p-, and mixed
isomers), cumene, 1,2-dibromoethane, 1,2-dichloroethane, diethanolamine, ethylbenzene, ethylene
glycol, hexane, methanol, methyl ethyl ketone, methyl isobutyl ketone, methyl tert butyl ether,
naphthalene, phenol, toluene, 2,2 4-trimethylpentane, and xylene (m-, 0-, p-, and mixed isomers).

It can be seen from Table 2 above that the OPCEN hydrocarbon flare gas recovery project will
result in emissions of benzene, 1,3-butadiene, cumene, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylene (mixed
isomers). Therefore, the fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above must comply with
MACT CC if they will be used in organic HAP service.
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PSD is not applicable to this project because there is no cumulative increase in emissions at the
plant, since the modifications/alterations to process units that are part of this application are
exempt from Regulation 2-1-301 per Requlation 2-1-128.21.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):
Per Section 2-1-311 of the District Rules and Regulations, a permit application for a proposed new or
modified source will be classified as ministerial and will accordingly be exempt from the CEQA
requirement of Section 2-1-310 if the District's engineering evaluation and basis for approval of the permit
application for the project is limited to the criteria set forth in Section 2-1-428 and to the procedures, fixed
standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's Permit Handbook and BACT/TBACT
Workbook. The method for determining whether a given permit application will be classified as ministerial
is set forth in Section 2-1-427.

Per Section 2-1-427, if the District determines that its evaluation of the permit application is covered by the
specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's Permit
Handbook and BACT/TBACT Workbook, the District's evaluation of the permit application is classified as
ministerial and the engineering evaluation of the permit application by the District will be limited to the use
of said specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements. For such projects, the District
will merely apply the law to the facts as presented in the permit application, and the District's decision
regarding whether to issue the permit will be based only on the criteria set forth in Section 2-1-428 and in
the District's Permit Handbook and BACT/TBACT Workbook.

For this permit application, the District determined that its evaluation of the permit application is covered

by the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's Permit
Handbook Chapter 3.4 fiPetroleum Refinery Fugitive
(Document #6s: 78.1; dated January 138.1dat2dJanGary18 35 .
2006). Since the District classified this permit application as ministerial pursuant to Section 2-1-427, and

as a result of its evaluation of the permit application, the District determined that all of the criteria for

approval of ministerial permit applications pursuant to Section 2-1-428 were met, the issuance by the

District of an Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate for the proposed project is a mandatory

ministerial duty and is accordingly exempt from the CEQA requirement of Section 2-1-310.

In addition to the ministerial exemption determination above, the District has also determined that the
CEQA categorical exemptions of Sections 2-1-312.7 and 2-1-312.11 of the District Rules and Regulations
and the CEQA "Common Sense Exemption" apply.

CEOQA Categorical Exemptions and CEQA "Common Sense Exemption":

Though the District concludes that the modifications/alterations that are part of this application are
ministerial, it also concludes that, even if it were not ministerial, certain other exemptions from CEQA
apply (see CEQA Guidelines § 15300.1). Section 2-1-312 of the District Rules and Requlations sets forth
specific types of projects, which have been determined by the District to be categorically exempt from
CEQA.

Per Section 2-1-312.11, permit applications for a new or modified source or sources or for process
changes, which will satisfy the "No Net Emission Increase" provisions of District Requlation 2, Rule 2 and
for which there is no possibility that the project may have any significant environmental effect in
connection with any environmental media or resources other than air quality, are exempt from the CEQA
review. The reason for this exemption should be apparent on its face: if a facility is given legal permission
to emit more air pollutants from certain points while at the same time being disallowed permission for an
equivalent amount of the same type of emissions from other points at the facility, then there is deemed to
be no net effect on the air environment, and therefore no possibility of a significant effect under CEQA,
provided no-air impacts are also examined and deemed to be of no possible significant conseguence.

Also, per the CEQA Guidelines in Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Article 5, Section
15061(b)(3), a project is exempt from CEQA if the activity is covered by the general rule that CEQA
applies only to projects, which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment. This
is commonly known as the "Common Sense Exemption". Where it can be seen with certainty that there is
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no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is
not subject to CEQA. The #1r302.11hie é¢ssentiallg a speaificecodifielx e mpt i on of
instance of the Common Sense Exemption.

Installation of the fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above is exempt from Regulation 2-
1-301 per Regulation 2-1-128.21. As a result, the 0.069 TPY (~ 137.78 Ibs/yr) increase in POC
emissions summarized in Table 1 above will not be counted toward the cumulative increase in
emissions at Shell. Therefore, the District has determined that the project satisfies the "No Net
Emission Increase” provisions of District Regulation 2, Rule 2. Shell has completed and submitted
to the District CEQA Appendix H, Environmental Information Form, for the project.

e s

t e

The District has reviewed the CEQA Appendix H form. Shel l only checke
AUse or disposalr doofusp onmaetnetriiaalllsy, hsawzcah as toxi c substances, fl ammabl
Al l other items on the form were checked ANoodo. Shell responded to
AThe new piping wild/l route the flare headerlaregas to either the fuel

Flare header gas is a combustible material and contains traces of toxic substances. There are no
explosives associated with the proposed project. Note that the new piping will reroute the same materials
as the existing piping; no new hazardous materials will be stored or used at the refinery as a result of the

proposed project. o

In_addition to responding to the above form, and in efforts to address specific CEQA related
questions posed by the District in previous applications, Shell submitted the following additional
supplemental information in order for the District to determine the project's possible significant
effects.

ga

1. Please provide a completed Appendix H, Environmental Information Form, which contains sufficient«— [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

)

information for the District to complete the CEQA Initial Study of the project. For responses in the
above form that are either marked fAYesd and/ or ANAO,
detail.

Shell has followed the guidelines in the Appendix H, Environmental Information Form provided in the
preceding pages of this Appendix D.

pl ease

f

u l

y

2. Please describe any new equipment, including pumps and piping that will be installed for this project.«— [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

Will any new piping be installed aboveground?

The project involves the installation of a new water seal vessel, interconnecting piping, valving, and
instrumentation. The new piping will be installed aboveground and visually inspected. There will be
no piping installed below ground.

Bullets and Numbering

3. To determine potential impacts to groundwater and surface water quality, please respond to the<——— [Formaned:
following:
a. Will this project result in an increase in the risk of a spill with potential for impacting«— [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

surface water and groundwater? Please explain.

There is minimal potential for the OPCEN Flare Gas Recovery Project to increase the risk of a
spill that would impact surface water or groundwater. The contents of the new water seal vessel
will be primarily water. An oil skim of up to 2 inches in height may be present as well. The
dimensions of the new water seal vessel will be approximately 30 feet in height (from tangent to
tangent) and 10 feet in diameter. The normal liquid level will be about 10 feet, 8 inches from the

tangent line.

The filling system is designed to prevent overfilling. The new water seal vessel will be equipped
with a high level alarm which will automatically shutdown pumps and stop fill pipe flow when the
liquid level reaches 11 feet. The liquid in the new water seal vessel will be used as a water seal
only and therefore water will be added infrequently and at low levels as the water in the vessel

evaporates.
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b. What spill prevention measures and monitoring are in place at Shell to limit the potential«— [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

risk of a spill due to this project.

The project does not involve the storage of any hazardus material, thus spill prevention is not
required. However, the filling system is designed to prevent overfilling. The new water seal
vessel will be equipped with a high level alarm which will automatically shutdown pumps and stop
fill pipe flow when the liquid level reaches 11 feet. The liquid in the new water seal vessel will be
used as a water seal only and therefore water will be added infrequently and at low levels as the
water in the vessel evaporates.

Shell 6s program of oignemit@dtianrandtresgonse is Ibaged onmpreventienn t
of environmental impacts, and will further reduce the risk of a spill. Shell has prepared and
implemented a SWPPP and a SPCC to prevent water quality contamination. Storm drains are

closedbydefault,and col |l ected storm water is sent to the Martinez Refi

treatment plant.

ner

C. Will the water seal vessel be equipped with a high level alarm which will automatically <« [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

shutdown pumps and stop filling line flow when a pre-determined vessel level is reached?

Yes, the new water seal vessel will be equipped with a high level alarm which will automatically
shutdown pumps and stop fill pipe flow when the liquid level reaches 12 feet.

d. To address runoff at the site, does Shell have a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan<—— [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

and Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan? If so, please submit copies of the

Shell has prepared the SWPPP and SPCC Plan, as required. The plans are available onsite for
inspection during normal business hours in accordance with the applicable regulations.

e. How frequently does Shell conduct groundwater monitoring and how often are the<- ""[Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

analytical results submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Board? Please provide the
latest results submitted to the water board.

Shell performs guarterly groundwater monitoring as required by Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDR) Order 95-234, issued by the SFBRWQCB. Results are submitted to the SFBRWQCB
twice a year. The test records are available onsite for inspection during normal business hours in
accordance with the applicable regulations.

Additionally, Shell is required to perform a capture zone analysis on the facility. The WDR order
requires that an ongoing hydraulic groundwater capture program be installed, operated, and
maintained. Groundwater extraction systems are installed at the perimeter of the facility and
serve to capture the groundwater before it leaves the site.

f. What is direction of the groundwater flow beneath the Shell refinery site? “ [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

The new water seal vessel will be located in the Central Valley groundwater basin of the facility.
Groundwater flows from South to North at a velocity of approximately four feet per year.

4. To determine potential impacts due to diesel-fueled trucks associated with the project, please respond<— [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

to the following:

a. _How and from where will water be delivered to the new water seal vessel? - [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

Utility water will be delivered to the new water seal vessel through new piping and pumps.

b. Would the installation of the new water seal vessel result in an increase in existing diesel-+ [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

fueled truck traffic to and from the truck loading racks?
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No new truck traffic will occur as a result of the proposed project.

c. For construction, how many diesel-fueled trucks will be used for mobilization, construction,« - [ Formatted:  Bullets and Numbering J
and demobilization of the project?

The mobilization, construction, and demobilization activities related to the OPCEN Flare Gas
Recovery Project will require up to about three months. During this time, approximately five
diesel-fueled truck deliveries of materials will occur. During construction, the following diesel-
fueled equipment will be on site:

One backhoe i _up to six days 3 [ Formatted:  Bullets and Numbering ]
One drilling rig T_up to six days

Two cranes i _up to 30 days, combined

Four concrete trucks i up to six days, combined

o33

Demobilization, which consists of the removal of construction materials, will require approximately
one diesel-fueled truck.

d. What is the likely route that the diesel-fueled trucks will take from the nearest freeway to the<— [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
Shell gate?

The most likely route for delivery of construction materials to the OPCEN Flare Gas Recovery
Project construction site will be via Highway 680 to Marina Vista Avenue. The diesel-fueled trucks
will enter the refinery through Gate 75.

The District finds the above assertions and arguments to be credible. Thus, the District concludes that the
permit application is exempt from CEQA because it is ministerial, it is categorically exempt from CEQA,
and the project qualifies for the "Common Sense Exemption" of Subsection (b)(3) of the State CEQA
Guidelines.

Based on the information contained in the Appendix H form submitted a
supplemental questions regarding possible water impacts and the number of diesel-fueled truck trips

associated with the project, the District does not expect either to be significant. Based on all of the

information before the District and the District's review of the information submitted, the District has

determined that there is no possibility that the project may have any significant environmental effect.

The District has considered whether the installation of the fugitive components/alterations to S-

1772 that are part of this application are part of a larger project for CEQA purposes, and has

concluded that it is not. Although other Shell refinery permitting applications have been acted on

or are currently pending before the District, the construction and operation of S-1772 and S-4201 is

not necessarily linked to any of these. Specifically, the recovery of routine vent gas flows from S-

1772 to the FGRCs at S-4201 is not necessary in order for Shell to proceed with other permit

applications, nor are any changes proposed in this application a foreseeable consequence of

other permit applications. In reaching this conclusion,the Di stri ct is relying in part on Shell 6s
responses to the supplemental questions.

On a general level, the stated purpose of the OPCEN Hydrocarbon Flare gas recovery project does
not imply any necessary relationship to other projects, in the sense of being prerequisite to other
projects or a foreseeable conseguence of them.

PERMIT CONDITIONS
No new permit conditions will be added to govern the operation of S-1772 and/or S-4201. However, the
following discussion is limited to discussing permit conditions that currently govern the operation of the
above flares.
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The DC flare (S-4201) was permitted under Application 8407i Shel | 6s Cl ean Fuels Project (CFP).

Sources that are part of Shellés CFP are governed by permit condition
annual emission limits for CEP sources are outlined in Tables A.1 and A.2 under Part A, entitled
NGeneral Conditionso. As previously discussed in the preceding sectio

a significant flaring event at either the OPCEN hydrocarbon flare (S-1772) or S-4201, a minor
amount of routine OPCEN vent gas that is not recovered by the FGRCs at S-4201 will initially flare
at the DC flare until the isolation valve between the above flare headers closes. Shell has clarified
that this minimal flaring of un-recovered OPCEN vent gas which could cause some increased

flaringatS-42 01  wi | | not |l imit the companydés ability to comply with the mort
emission limits outlined in Tables A.1 and A.2. It should be noted that SRU #4 (S-4180) though
permitt ed under Shell éds CFP is physically located in the OPCEN area as o
Vent gas emissions from S-4180 are conveyed to the FGRCs at the DC flare by an existing flare
header. Shell 6s proposal under thi sgasfiowd, that @heiwgse i s to recover routine

would have been flared at the OPCEN hydrocarbon flare, by connecting to the existing flare header
that serves SRU #4.

Part 12 of permit condition 18618 limits the quantity of vent gas flared in S-1772 and S-4201 to not exceed
510,000 Ibs/hr and 2,000,000 Ibs/hr, respectively. Shell has clarified that the OPCEN hydrocarbon flare
gas recovery project wildl not compromise the companyds ability to con

RECOMMENDATION
Waive the AC, and issue Shell a PO to perform alterations at the following equipment:

S-1772 OPCEN Hydrocarbon Flare
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ENGINEERING EVALUATION
Shell Oil Products USH Martinez Refinery, Plant: 11
Application: 15482

Background
Shell Oil Products UBMartinez Refinery (Shell) has sutedithis application to obtain a Permit

to Operate (PO) to perform certain alterations at the following source:

S$2010.0G Wastewater Junction Boxes
Equipped with lowpressure water seals on select atmospheric

vents
As part of Shelsltdsatcewer adilt hc dRepgluilaaideon 8, Rul e 8 o0Wast ewa
Separation Systemsod, t he-pessumpuaienseal @sals)prtteposed to instaldl

atmospheric vents a810, which are located throughout the refinery. Shell has already

implenented and continues to implement a number of pollution prevention measures aimed at

mi ni mizing/eliminating sources of hydrocarbon that tie in
of the seals atB10 would serve as a backup control measureeietiitethe pollution prevention

measures at the source are not completely effective.

The seal will serve as a simple water scrubber and will consist of a vent line block valve, a scrubber,
an air purge connection, and a connection that would allowferifigtallation of an activated

carbon adsorption drum if needed. In the event the seal proves ineffective, the activated carbon
adsorption drum will be installed to comply with applicable limits in Regulation 8, Rule 8.

Following is a simplified procegetch of a refinery wastewater collection and separation system as
it relates to this application:

Process Atmosptherlc
unit ven
v - - -
Process Junction API Qil A!r Floatation
. > > Water » Units/Secondary
unit Boxes
Separator Treatment
7'y

Process . .
unit Liquid organic compounc
laden wastewater strearn

It can be seen from the above discussion that the installation of the sl atilEnot result in

an increase initeria pollutant emissions i.e. Precursor Organic Compounds (POCQC). Instead the

seals wild/l help contain (~passively abate) POC emissions.
Review requirements i.e. Air Toxics, BACT, Cumulative Increase, and Offeets@gened.
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Statement Of Compliance

Source2 010 i s subject to and is expected to comply with Reg:!l
Collection and Separation Systemsoé. Section 312 requires
of the junction boxealready meet the requirement (perhaps due to the concentration of organic

compounds in the wastewater). Shell will install the control devices on the junction boxes that

cannot comply without control, such that all junction boxes will be-tigapibby the April 30,

2007 deadline for compliance in Section 403.

The seals that will be installed on the atmospheric vei28141 ®ill meet the requirements

contained in Section 232 of the above rule. Shell adopted the compliance schedule outlined in

Setion 403 to install controls (~ seals) on wastewater collection system component26aéh as S

which were uncontrolled as of January 1, 2005. Installation of any necessary controls (~ seals) on

previously uncontrolled wastewater collection system mentpsuch asZ910 ensures that the

components will meet the "vapor tightdé requirements in Se

Asitcurrently exists, Table®/J i n Shel |l 8ds Title V Revision 2 permit cont a
of Reqgulation 8, Rule 8ths applicable requirements f&t080. When the District issues Shell a

PO to perform the alterations a?@L0 under this application (Application 15482R portion),

source £010 will no longer be an uncontrolled wastewater collection system cbrimpligien

of the above, Sections 312, 505, and 603 which pertain to controlled wastewater collection system

components wil | be added to the above table in Shell s Ti
15483 (Title V portion).

alterationsto-8 01 0 dondt qgqualify as either a constru
source as defined in New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) Sutparnfe r a | Provi s
(except fl ar es 2010 waA hegher.constructed/reconstoucted/medifies after

May 4, 1987, the installation of the seals on the atmospheric v@0thlaisShot subject to NSPS
Subpart QQQ 6St anfdr¥®GEnissiohs FR® PdtraaumRefinery
Wastewater Systemso.

The installation dhe seals at&)10 will not result in an increase in POC emissions. Therefore, the
ruction/ reconst
i i ons

PSD is not applicable to this project because there is no cumulative increase in emissions at
the plant. since the alterations to 2010 will not result in an increase in POC emissions.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):
Per Section-2-311 of the District Rules and Regulations, a permit application for a proposed new
or modified source will be classified as ministerial and will accordingly be exempt from the CEQA
requiremenof Section A-310 if the District's engineering evaluation and basis for approval of the
permit application for the project is limited to the criteria set forth in Set#@8 2nd to the
procedures, fixed standards and objective measurementi setHferDistrict's Permit Handbook
and BACT/TBACT Workbook. The method for determining whether a given permit application
will be classified as ministerial is set forth in Seeiid2?2.

Per Section-2-427, if the District determines that its evminaf the permit application is covered

by the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's
Permit Handbook and BACT/TBACT Workbook, the District's evaluation of the permit

application is classified as ntémial and the engineering evaluation of the permit application by the
District will be limited to the use of said specific procedures, fixed standards and objective
measurements. For such projects, the District will merely apply the law to therésetistad m

the permit application, and the District's decision regarding whether to issue the permit will be based
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only on the criteria set forth in Sectiehh428 and in the District's Permit Handbook and
BACT/TBACT Workbook.

For this permit applicatiothe District determined that its evaluation of the permit application is

not covered by the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the
District's Permit Handbook. Therefore, the District cannot classify thisgmoiction as

ministerial pursuant to Sectich-227. As a result of its evaluation of the permit application, the

District has determined that all of the criteria for approval of ministerial permit applications

pursuant to Section12428 weraot met.In light of the above, the issuance by the District of a

Permit to Operate for the proposed alterations (~ project) does not qualify as a mandatory
ministerial duty and is therefom exempt from the CEQA requirement of Sectidr320.

CEQA CategoricalExemptions and CEQA "Common Sense Exemption":

Though the District concludes that the alteration®2@il 8 ar@ot ministerial, it also concludes

that certain other exemptions from CEQA apply (see CEQA Guidelines § 15300.1)-1S@tfion 2

of the Distri¢ Rules and Regulations sets forth specific types of projects, which have been
determined by the District to be categorically exempt from CEQA. Specifically, the alterations to S
2010 qualify under the CEQA categorical exemptions of Se«tidhg.2, 21-312.6, and-2-

312.11 of the District Rules and Regulations and the CEQA "Common Sense Exemption".

Following is a textual description of the above referenced sections:

2-1-312 Other Categories of Exempt Projecti addition to ministerial projects, fhéfowing

categories of projects subject to permit review by the District will be exempt from the CEQA
review, either because the category is exempted by the express terms of CEQA (stibsections 2
312.1 through 312.9) or because the project has noghdeemtausing a significant adverse
environmental impact (subsectioiis 212.10 and 312.11). Any permit applicant wishing to qualify
under any of the specific exemptions set forth in this Sedt®h?2must include in its permit
application CEQAelaed information in accordance with subsectibd26.1. In addition, the
CEQA-related information submitted by any permit applicant wishing to qualify under subsection 2
1-312.11 must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the APCO that the proposed pnogect ha

potential for resulting in a significant environmental effect in connection with any of the
environmental media or resources listed in Section Il of Appendix | of the State CEQA Guidelines.
312.2Permit applications to install air pollution contraelb@tement equipment.

312.6Permit applications relating exclusively to the repair, maintenance or minor alteration of
existing facilities, equipment or sources involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that
previously existing.

312.1Permit apptations for a proposed new or modified source or sources or for process changes
which will satisfy the O0No Net Emission Increase" provisi
for which there is no possibility that the project may have any sigaifidantmental effect in
connection with any environmental media or resources other than air quality. Examples of such
projects include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following:

11.1Projects at an existing stationary source for which there molinet increase in the emissions

of air contaminants from the stationary source and for which there will be no other significant
environmental effect;

11.2A proposed new source or stationary source for which full offsets are provided in accordance
with Requlation 2, Rule 2, and for which there will be no other significant environmental effect;
11.3A proposed new source or stationary source at a small facility for which full offsets are
provided from a small facility bank established by the APCO ptwdRagtilation-2-414, and

for which there will be no other significant environmental effect;
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11.4Projects satisfying the "no net emission increase" provisions of District Regulation 2, Rule 2 for

which there will be some increase in the emissionstokigir contaminant, but for which the

District staffés health risk screening analysis shows tha
defined in Reqgulation52206) greater than 1.0 in a million@l8nd will not result in a chronic

hazad index (as defined in Regulatiéh2D8) greater than 0.20, and for which there will be no

other significant environmental effect.

As previously discussed under the o6Backgrounddé section, t
devices by containingetPOC emissions emanating from atmospheric vents at junction boxes

located throughout the refinery. Therefore, the project to-8l8@0S3s categorically exempt from

CEQA perSection 21-312.2. In addition to the above, installation of the sea20# Qualifies as

a minor alteration of an existing source involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond existing

levels. ThereforegpSection 21-312.6he minor alterations te2910 are categorically exempt

from CEQA

Per Section-2-312.11, perrapplications for a new or modified source or sources or for process
changes, which will satisfy the "No Net Emission Increase" provisions of District Regulation 2, Rule
2 and for which there is no possibility that the project may have any significenmental effect

in connection with any environmental media or resources other than air quality, are exempt from the
CEQA review. The reason for this exemption should be apparent on its face: if a facility is given
legal permission to emit more air fatits from certain points while at the same time being

disallowed permission for an equivalent amount of the same type of emissions from other points at
the facility, then there is deemed to be no net effect on the air environment, and therefore no
possility of a significant effect under CEQA, provideginémpacts are also examined and

deemed to be of no possible significant consequence.

Also, per the CEQA Guidelines in Title 14, California Code of Requlations, Chapter 3, Article 5,

Section 15061 (b)(3& project is exempt from CEQA if the activity is covered by the general rule

that CEQA applies only to projects, which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the

environment. This is commonly known as the "Common Sense Exemptiore'.it Wérebe seen

with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on

the environment, the activity is not-lsubject to CEQA. Th
312.11 is essentially a specificfieddinstance of the Common Sense Exemption.

The proposed alterations to £010 will not result in an increase in POC emissions, implying
that there will be no cumulative increase in emissions at Shell. As a result, the District has
determined that the poject to alter $2010 satisfies the "No Net Emission Increase”
provisions of District Requlation 2, Rule 2. Lastly, Shell has completed and submitted to the
District CEQA Appendix H, Environmental Information Form, for the project.

The Districthasreve wed t he CEQA Appendix H for m. Shel l has not <che«
the items in the above form, i mplying all items are check
permit application is exempt from CEQA because it is categorically exempt frome€EQA p

Sections4-312.2 and-2-312.6. In addition, the project also qualifies per Sedtidh211 for

the "Common Sense Exemption" of Subsection (b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Based on all

of the information before the District, it can be concltlibtdhere is no possibility that the

alterations t0-8010 will have any significant environmental effect.
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PERMIT CONDITIONS

None required.

RECOMMENDATION
Issue Shell a PO to perform alterations at the following equipment:

S2010LOG Wastewater Jutien Boxes
Equipped with lowressure water seals on select atmospheric vents
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ENGINEERING EVALUATION
Shell Oil Products US3 Martinez Refinery, Plant: 11

Application: 15774

Background
Shell Oil Products USMartinez Refinery (Shell) has sititewh this application under the auspices of

Requlation42-1 06 O Accel erated Permitting Programé to obtain a Per mit
nevequipment:

S6068Asphalt Tank
Heated? Vertical Fixed Roof Tank

Tank height: 30 feet; Tank diameté&t4.50 feet
Total volume: 55,100 bbl; Annual throughput: 1,983,600 bbl/yr

Source S6068 will replace S#? aging and owff-service 55,100 bbl heated vertical fixed roof asphalt tank

that currently exists at a tank farm covering 2.13 acres irthfessbpart of the refinery. When

constructed, S6068 will occupy 10,300%8g.ftand wi | | be erected at S2206s existing | ocat
proposed to install any new pumps or piping under this application.

This will result in a minor revision oéthitle V permit because:
1 _The change is not considered a major modification under 40 CFR Parts 51 (NSR)+or 5’1 Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
(PSD).
9__The change is not considered a modification under 40 CER Parts 60 (NSPS), 61
(NESHAPS), or Section 112 of the Clean Air Act (HAP).

1 There imo significant change or relaxation of monitoring. Periodic monitoring in
accordance with BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 6, Sect®A622.2 and-@503 will be
imposed.

No term is established to allow the facility to avoid an applicable requirement.

No caseby-case determination has been made.

1 No facilityspecific determination for ambient impacts, visibility analysis, or increment
analysis on portable sources has been made.

1_No new federal requirement has been imposed.

=]

=]

1 Heating coils will be used to heat6B68 in order to maintain the temperature of the asphalt betwe@if 280
320°F.
2 Area of constructior /4 d 10,300 sq. ft.; where d = 114.5 feet
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Emissions Calculations

US EPA TANKS4.0.9d program was used to estimate the VOC (~ P@Lemissions from the new

tank using the following inputs:

{__The asphalt would be stored at temperatures up to 320°F, and will have a liquid density of 9 | Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering

Ibs/gal.

€ The liquid and vapor molecular weight of tle asphalt would be 345.69 Ib/lbmol and 50
Ib/lb -mol, respectively.
1T The 0A6 and o0B6 constants used in the OAntoineds Equation
would be 75350.06 and 9.00346, respectively. In other words, the vapor pressure of the
asphalt wouldbe 0.016 psia at 320°F.
1__The percent of total liquid weight of toluene and xylene-fn) in the asphalt would be
0.000028% and 0.000032%, respectively. The above percentages are based on speciation
information Shell maintains in a database for various processeams at the refinery.
Table 1 summarizes results from the TANKS 4.0.9d program.
Table 1
PostProject Emissions from S6068
Component Working Loss Breathing Loss| Total Emissions
(Tbs/yr) (Ibs/yr) (Ibs/yr)
Toluene 10.23 0.00 10.23
Xylene (m) 5.13 0.00 5.13
Unidentified 1.570.95 0.00 1,570.95
Components
Total 1,586.31 0.00 1,586.31
Though asphalt is a solid at less than 100°F, most heavy components contained in it have a melting point
greater than 200°F and a boiling point greater than 5008Ralgl¢hat would volatilize from S6068, with
the exception of toluene and xylen®,(will most likely condense as particulate matted) (Pivdn vented
to the atmosphere. Partitioning the above VOC emissions (22%nBM8% POC) summarized in Table
1 above using the methodology proposed by David C. Trumbore with the Asphalt Technology Laboratory at
Owens Corning in a technical paper entitled OEsti mates of Ai
Truck L oadiianddPOC entissians fidrivithew asphalt tank are 349 Ibs/yr and 1,237 Ibs/yr,

respectively.

Using the above methodology, the net increase in Pivand POC emissions were calculated by

subtracting the PreProject emissions associated with the operation of S22 from the expected

PostProject incre

ase in PMoand POC emissions

associated with the operation o

S6068. In

accordance with t

he procedures outli

ned in Requ

ation-2-605 and

based on infor

mation

submitted by She

| in their annual

nformation upd

ates to the District for yeai2004

, 2005,

and 2006, the asphalt throughput

or the above time periods were 84,048 bbl, 0

bl, and 0

bbl, respectively.

21POCJ PrecursoQrganicCompound

145

r

(



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §8lidress]

Table 2 summarizes results from the TANKS 4.0.9d program for year 2004.

Table 2

2004 Emissions from S22

Component Workinﬁ Is_/c\>/sr;s Breathi(r?bgsll_\?gs Total EWE)SSS/{2?5
Toluene 0.32 0.00 0.32
Xylene (m) 0.18 0.00 0.18
Unidentified 38.26 0.00 38.26
Components
Total 38.75 0.00 38.75

It can be seen from Table 2 above that the average combingah(PRODC) erssions from S22 from

2004 through 2006, was equal to 12.92 Ibs/yr (38.75+0+0/3). In other words, using the Owens Corning

partitioning methodology the averageHrogect PMhand POC emissions from S22 were 2.84 Ibs/yr and

10.08 Ibs/yr, respectively. THere, the net increase in Rhd POC emissions associated with the

installation of S6068 is 346.15 Ibs/yr (3482084) and 1,227.24 |bs/yr (1,233.2D.08), respectively.

Toxic Risk Screen Analysis

Asphalt contains Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocar{f@AHs). Based on speciation information Shell

maintains in a database for various process streams at the refinery, the asphalt stored in S6068 will contain

0.00012% of benzo(g.h.i)perylene and 0.00198% of benzo(a)pyrene. Consistent with footnbte &9 in Ta

51

n Reqgul at.

on 2, Rul e

5

oONew Source

Revi ew

equal to benzo(a)pyrene. In other words, the asphalt stored in S6068 will contain 0.0021% of PAHs

expressed as benzo(a)pyrene. Though benzo(ylerime not referenced under footnote#9 in Tablé 2

because it is a Polycyclic Aromatic Compound (PAC). it is conservatively included as a PAH for the purposes

of estimating the Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) from the new asphalt tank. PAH emissipmessed as

a percentage of Rbémissions. Therefore, the PBebject PAH emissions from S6068 are equal to 0.0073

Ibs/yr (0.0021% x 346.15).

Table 3 summarizes the TAC emissions from S6068.

Table 3

Net Increase in TAC Emissions

TAC CAS Number TAC Emissions TAC Emissions
(Ibs/yr) (Ibs/hr) 22
Toluene 108883 7.66 0.0009
Xylene {m) 1336207 3.82 0.0004
PAHs expressed as 50328 0.007 0.0000008
benzo(a)pyrene
Total 11.49 0.0013

2 Based on 8,760 hours/yr of operation.
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Table 4 compares the TAC emissions summarized in Table 3 dbevedoresponding District TAC
Trigger Levels (TTL) in TabléA of Regulation 2, Rule 5.

Toluene 82 No 12,000 No

Xylene {m) 49 No 27,000 No

PAHs expressed 4 NA NA 0.011 No
benzo(a)pyrene

Asphalt produced at the refinery will leveyed to S6068 via existing piping and péinmslying there

will be no deliveries of asphalt to S6068 via diesel fueled delivery trucks. A memo from Dr. &len Long
Supervising Air Quality Engineer, Toxics Evaluation Section to BarrydYéanager, &mit Evaluation

Section dated October 27, 2005 states that an increase of Zfipalieskel fueled delivery trucks per day

(42 oneway trips) corresponds to a maximum lifetime cancer risk of 10 in a million and a maximum chronic
hazard index of 0.0060herefore, an increase in diesel fueled truck traffic below the 2fripodiedel

fueled delivery trucks per day threshold will not exceed the lifetime cancer risk of 10 in a million, implying a
detailed sitepecific Health Risk Screening Analy$&kS@ is not required for such projects.

As previously discussed under the o0Backgroundé section above,
S22 currently exists. Shell has estimated that the demobilization, mobilization, and constructioifi activities w
span over 180 days, during which time there will be at least 25 deliveries of construction related materials via

diesel fueled delivery trucks. The demobilization activities, which will mostly entail the removal of
construction materials i.e. steabcoete, etc., will require approximately 5 diesel fueled delivery trucks. Shell

plans to employ the services of a diesel fueled crane for at least 75 days i.e. installation of the roof, etc. Based
on the 7@year average expositres unlikely that theyilwhave any lonterm health impacts significant
enough to warrant a HRSA, or change the findings of Dr. Longos

In light of the above, and given the fact there will no diesel fueled delivery truck traffic (besides construction
relatedraffic) to S6068, a HRSA is not warranted.

BACT

Per Requlation 2, Rule 2, Section 301, BACT is triggered if emissions from a new source or an
Increase in emissions from a modified source has the potential to emit 10 Ibs or more per highest
day of PMipand POC (pollutants of interest in this application).

Because most of the emissions occur from loading, the tank triggers BACT. If it is assumed that
1,237 Ib POC/vr will be emitted during the loading of 1,983,600 bbl/yr of asphalt, then

approximately 0.000624 [b POC will be emitted per barrel loaded. The capacity of the tank is 55,100
barrels. If 55,100 barrels are loaded in one day, about 34 Ib POC would be emitted in one day.

To avoid the BACT requirement, the applicant has proposed to limit themount loaded into the
tank at one time. The applicant has submitted tank calculations fo show that the emissions are
914.50 Ib/yr if the system is at 30 and 1,208. 76 if the system is at 3 _If emissions are 78%
POC, the POC emissions would beIB and 943 [b/yr, respectively. If the applicant is allowed to
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emit 9.5 Ib POC/loading event (day), the applicant could load more when the system was cooler as
shown below:

Tank Total VOC PM10 VOC Asphalt
Temperature Emissions Emissions Emissions Emission Throughput in
Factor barrels @ 9.5

Ib/day
Deg F Iblyr Iblyr Iblyr
300 915 713 201 0.00036 26.400
310 1.209 943 266 0.00048 20,000
320 1.586 1.237 349 0.00062 15,200

The applicant has proposed a different limit depending on the temperature of tBgstem. Both the
liquid in the tank and the liquid loaded must be at or below each temperature limit for each loading
limit.

Since the emissions of particulate are onguarter of the emissions of POC, the particulate
emissions will also be below the BAC Trigger.

Cumulative Increase & Offsets
Shell is an existing facility. Table 5 summarizes the cumulative increase in criteria pollutant
emissions that will result at Plant 11 from the operation of S6068.

Table 5
Cumulative Increase
Increase in plant | Increase in plant | Increase in plant | Cumulative increase in
emissionsprior to | emissionssince emissions emissions
Pollutant April 5, 19983 April 5, 19924 associated with | (Post 4/5/91 + Current
(TPY) (TPY) this application application increase@s
(TPY)25 (TPY)
NOx 0 0 0 0
POC 26.09 024 0.61 0.61
CcoO 0 298.00 0 298.00
PM 0.05 0 0 0
PM10 0.11 0 0.17 0.17
S0O2 0] o8 0 0
NPOC 11.00 14.70 0 14.70

23 |In PSDP do the following to obtain emissions data at thepptarip April 5, 1991: option 8 option 1A option

2.

24 In PDP do the following steps to get data on the aggregate sum of all increases as defin2e ir? &gy April

5, 1991: option 8 option 1A type of pollutant (options 3 through 8).

% Thenet increase in Ryand POC emissions associated with thedlation of $5068 is 346.15 Ibs/yr (3489.84)
and 1,227.24 Ibs/yr (1,2378P0.08), respectively. Refer to Tables 1 and 2 above.

26 Per 22-212, the cumulative increase in emissions considers only the permitted emission inetfd9&s Huest
Pre-4/5/91 permitted emission increases will be considered when determining whether Offsets are warranted.
# pOCemissions listed &8.001

28502 emissions listedcs310
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Table 6
Offsets
Increase in
Actual plant Total emissions Regulation
Permitted plant plant emissions (Higher of 2-2-302 and
emissions (TPY) | emissions| associated Permitted/Actual 2-2-303
Pollutant Pre-April 5, 30 with this Emissions + Emissions Offset
19979+ (TPY) application associated with this Triggers
PostApril 5, (TPY) application )3t (TPY)
(TPY)
NOx 0 1699.24 0 1699.24 >35
POC 26.09 1698.61 0.61 1,699.22 >35
CcoO 298.00 716.19 0 716.19 NA
PM 0.05 0] 0 0.05 NA
PM10 0.11 407.97 0.17 408.14 >1
S0O2 0 1670.31 0 1670.31 >1
NPOC 25.70 0 0 25.70 NA

[/t can be seen from Table 6 abovtat offsets are warranted for POC and PM since the emissions

of the above pollutants is greater than the 35 TPY and 1 TPY offset trigger levels. It can also be seen
that the actual emissions of NOx, CO, and SO2 are above the permitted emissions forabeve
pollutants. This is so because most sources at refineries are grandfathered (P9€1 sources). In

light of the above, and for the purvoses of determining whether offsets are warranted, only those
emission increases, which occurred after April 5, 9P that have not been offset are added to the
emissions expected from S6068. Therefore, Shell will have to surrender to the District 0.7057 TPY of
POC Emission Reduction Credits (ERC) at an offset ratio of 1.1%:4nd 0.17 TPY of PMERC at

offset ratio of 1.3

Statement Of Compliance
The new asphalt tank is subject to and is expected to comply with SectieBiER3@hd6311 in Regulation

6 oParticulate Matter and Visible Emissions. o As explained ab
this tank are a maximum of 349 Ib/yr assuming 1,983,600 barrels of asphalt throughput. This is a rate of
0.000176 Ib/barrel or 3.12 x&1b/cf, which is equivalent to 0.218 gr/cf. Shell plans on installing an
abatement device (mist eliminator) to contdlqulate matter and visible emissions from the tank within

180 days after initial startup. Until the abatement device is installed, Shell will comply witB1%elstion 6
limiting the tank temperature to 3B0At 300°F, 201 Ib PM10/yr will be emitteldring the loading of

1,983,600 bbl/yr of asphalt. Approximately 0.000101 Ib PM10 will be emitted per barrel loaded, which is
equivalent to 0.126 gr/cf. This grain loading rate complies with S&dihrOfce the abatement device is
installed, Shell matore asphalt in this tank at temperatures up t@-3#0discussed in the BACT

discussion above.

The maximum fill rate is 73,500 gal/hr. At a density of 9 Ib/gal for the asphalt, the maximum process rate
oP6 for the pur pos e swithfRegdlaiom®li s 664,500 ibsithg Therefenggthe a n ¢

29|f permitted increases attributable to sources that were permitted priorip @1 have been archived, exclude
their emissions when considering whether Offsets are warranted.

30 Db A g2ApA all
31For the purposes of determining whether Offsets are warranted, add the higher of the permitted ergsibns (Pre

5, 1991 + PosApril 5, 1991) and the actual emisdiotise increase in emissions resulting from the source that is part

of the current application.
32Per Regulation2302 i.e. (0.61) x 1.15 = 0.7057 TPY.

% per Regulation2303 i.e. (0.17) x 1.00 = 0.17 TPY.
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corresponding value of OE6 in Table 16l the0 | bs/ hr . At a rate
emission rate is 0.31 Ib/hr. The above emissions rate complies with the 40 Itsidtmr rteisequirement

in Reg. 811.

It Is likely that the new asphalt tank will comply with all the applicable requirements in Regulation

/7 00Odorous Substanceso with the tank temperature | i mit or the
required per NSPS Gbpart UU (see next section). Citizen complaints associated with the operation

of the new tank will dictate whether odors from the tank will have to be abated further. The other

asphalt tanks have not been associated with odor complaints.

Source S6068 & heated vertical fixed roof tank whose emissions will not be abated by a POC
control/abatement device, and the tank is neither pressurized nor blanketed. The vapor pressure of
the asphalt within the tank is expected to be at or below 0.016 psia. In lightthe above, S6068 is

‘N

exempt from the requirements of Regul ation 8, Rul e 5 oStorage
Source S6068pstentially sultjeat t he r egui rements contained in 40 CFR Part 60,
Performance for Volige Organic Liquid Storage Vessels (Including Petroleum Liguid Storage Vessels) for

Which Construction, Reconstruction, or Modification Commenced

the new asphalt tank will be constructed after July 23, 1984 (b86¥2€0&) and it has a design capacity
greater than 39,900 gallons (55,100 bbl ~ 2,314,200 gallons). However, since the maximum true vapor
pressure of the asphalt inside the tank has a true vapor pressure less than 3.5 kPa/0.5 psia (0.016 psia) at
320°F, 6068 ixempt frovsPS Kb per Section 60.110b(b).

The new asphalt tank i s SsandargseoftPerfotmancedfd AspialR 6 0, Subpart UU o
Processing and Asphalt Roofing Manufacturedé because S6068 is |
used to process/store nemwofing asphalts; and it will be constructed after May 26, 1981 (between 2007
2008). The new asphalt tank will be subject to the particulate matter standard outlined in Section 60.472(c)
which will prevent the discharge into theoaphere from S6068 exhaust gases with opacity greater than 0
percent, except for one consecutivenitfute period in any 2¥ur period when the transfer lines are being
blown for clearing. The standard requires monitoring for initial compliance, bot age monitoring
for ongoing compliance for asphalt tanks. This facility is a Title V facility. Periodic monitoring is required
by BAAQMD Regulation-@409.2.2, as shown below.
26409 . 2. 2: éWhere the appl iiodxmbngoringerdestingp e ment does not requ
the permit shall contain periodic monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time
periods that is representative of the source's compliance with the permit.
As noted above, a mist eliminator, A57, willdielied within 180 days after startup of the tank. Because the
tank will be vented to a mist eliminator and therefore is expected to comply, quarterly monitoring is
sufficient. The applicant states that a number of asphalt tanks at the facility bed byntrist
eliminators and that visible emissions are not observed from the tanks.

A 0Group 1 ss$odefienedssrl B8ection 63.641 of 40 CFR Part 63, Sub
Standards for Hazardous Air (MRGICClasfallowss Fr om Petr ol eum Refiner.:
Omeans a storage vessel at an existing source that has a desig
liquid maximum true vapor pressure greater than or equal to 10.4 kiliojiés cels addhg@tede vapor

pressure greater than or equal to 8.3 kilopascals and annual average HAP liquid concentration greater than 4 percent by weigh

total organic HAP; a storage vessel at a new source that has a design storage capacitguviEateetdran or equal to 151

and storduid maximum true vapor pressure greater than or equal to 3.4 kilopascals and annual average HAP liquid

concentration greater than 2 percent by weight total organic HAP; or a storage vessel at a nee source that has a design stora

capacity greater than or equal to 76 cubic meters and less than 151 tighid metersiandrsi®repor pressure

greater than or equal to 77 kilopascals and annual average HAP liquid concentration greater than 2 percent by weight total
orani c HAP. 6

As previously discussed under NSPS Kb in the preceding paragraph, the true vapor pressure of asphalt that
will be stored in S6068 is 0.016 psia at 320°F. Therefore, the new asphalt tank is a not a Group 1 tank and by
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default is a Group 2 tankder MACT CC. Per Section 63.640(n)(1), Shell can demonstrate compliance with
MACT CC for the new Group 2 tank by complying with the requirements in NSPS Kb. However, since the
new tank is exempt from NSPS Kb, S6068 is subject to the recordkeepingeraégquiostained in

Sections 63.642(e) and 63.684(i)

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):
Per Section-2-311 of the District Rules and Requlations, a permit application for a proposed new or
modified source will be classified as ministagalvill accordingly be exempt from the CEQA requirement
of Section Z-310 if the District's engineering evaluation and basis for approval of the permit application for
the project is limited to the criteria set forth in SectiefZB and to the procerks, fixed standards and
objective measurements set forth in the District's Permit Handbook and BACT/TBACT Workbook. The
method for determining whether a given permit application will be classified as ministerial is set forth in
Section 2-427.

Per Sdipn 2-1-427, if the District determines that its evaluation of the permit application is covered by the
specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's Permit Handbook
and BACT/TBACT Workbook, the District's &wation of the permit application is classified as ministerial

and the engineering evaluation of the permit application by the District will be limited to the use of said
specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements. For sudchepigicist will merely

apply the law to the facts as presented in the permit application, and the District's decision regarding whether
to issue the permit will be based only on the criteria set forth in S&et®® &nd in the District's Permit

Handlook and BACT/TBACT Workbook.

For this permit application, the District determined that its evaluation of the permit application is covered by

the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's Permit

Handbook@ apt er 4 o06Organic Liguid Storage Tanké and the BACT/ TBACT
167.2.1; dated March 3, 1995. Since the District classified this permit application as ministerial pursuant to

Section 2-427, and as a result of its evaluation of thetmgsplication, the District determined that all of

the criteria for approval of ministerial permit applications pursuant to Séeti2® \Rere met, the issuance

by the District of an Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate for the proposedgeoipendatory

ministerial duty and is accordingly exempt from the CEQA requirement of SE&tién 2

In addition to the ministerial exemption determination above, the District has also determined that the
CEQA categorical exemptions of Sectiel8227 and 21-312.11 of the District Rules and Regulations
and the CEQA "Common Sense Exemption" apply.

CEQA Categorical Exemptions and CEQA "Common Sense Exemption™:

Though the District concludes that the construction and subsequent operation of tHeattelandsis

ministerial, it also concludes that, even if it were not ministerial, certain other exemptions from CEQA apply
(see CEQA Guidelines § 15300.1). SectleBi2 of the District Rules and Regulations sets forth specific

types of projects, whittave been determined by the District to be categorically exempt from CEQA.

Per Section-2-312.11, permit applications for a new or modified source or sources or for process changes,
which will satisfy the "No Net Emission Increase" provisions of Diggetlation 2, Rule 2 and for which

there is no possibility that the project may have any significant environmental effect in connection with any
environmental media or resources other than air quality, are exempt from the CEQA review. The reason for
thisexemption should be apparent on its face: if a facility is given legal permission to emit more air pollutants

from certain points while at the same time being disallowed permission for an equivalent amount of the same
type of emissions from other pointshe facility, then there is deemed to be no net effect on the air

34 Thisdetermination is consistent with TableHd i n Shel | 6s Rev. 2 Title V permit.
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environment, and therefore no possibility of a significant effect under CEQA, prowiiéchpacts are
also examined and deemed to be of no possible significant consequence.

Also, petthe CEQA Guidelines in Title 14, California Code of Reqgulations, Chapter 3, Article 5, Section

15061(b)(3), a project is exempt from CEQA if the activity is covered by the general rule that CEQA applies

only to projects, which have the potential for caasgignificant effect on the environment. This is

commonly known as the "Common Sense Exemption"”. Where it can be seen with certainty that there is no
possibility that the activity in guestion may have a significant effect on the environmenty fisenattivi

subject to CEQA. Th e olBI.1hieessentiallcarsgeafis, edtlified.xnstanget i on o f
of the Common Sense Exemption.

Shell will fully offset the 0.17 TPY increase in Ppand 0.61 TPY increase in POC emissions
associatedwith the operation of S6068 by surrendering Emission Reduction Credits for the above
pollutants. Therefore, the District has determined that the project satisfies the "No Net Emission
Increase" provisions of District Requlation 2. Rule 2. Shell has compéet and submitted to the
District CEQA Appendix H, Environmental Information Form, for the project.

The District has reviewed the CEQA Appendi x H for m.
regarding oUse or di sposal «off asmacsebstdnces flalmmablesa z ar d o u s

oYyeso to item 29 was to shed | ight on the fact that
combustible material and ontains traces of toxic substances. Shell has indicated that S6068 will be

designed to prevent leaks, spillage, and reduce the risk of fires. The company has stated that it has

Implemented a contingency program to respond rapidly to fires in tank farms ama protect the

environment from leaks and spills.

In addijtion to the above form and in efforts to address specific CEQA related questions posed by
the District during a meeting with Shell staff, Shell submitted the following additional supplemental
information in order for the District to determine the project’s possible significant effects.

t he

2

Shell only
materi al s,
or expl osiveso. Al |l other [items on the form were checked o0oNooO.

asphal

1. Please provide a completed Appendix H, Environmental Information Form, which contains sru'ffici%{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

District to complete the CEQA Initiaf Stutlyloe pr oj ect . For responses in the above ¥
and/ or ONAG, please fully explain the relevant issue(s) 1in

Shell has followed the guidelines in the Appendix H, Environmental Information Form provided in
the precedinggges of this Appendix D.

0 |
d

2. Please describe the new tank i.e. iboitaioetlerelevant attributes, etc., and explain how the ta{Formaned: Bullets and Numbering

inspected/monitored for compliance with API 653, Regulation 8, Rule 5, NSPS, etc.

S6068 will be a doullettome fixed roof tank as profiled in Appendix A, Form T and Appendix
C. Emissions Calculatiofgnks 4.090etail Report. The tank will be constructed in accordance

with API 653 with asphatbmpatible materials in order to minimize the potential for erackin
corrosion and other integrity issues. Upon replacement, the tank will be entered into-the facility
wide inspection program. The tank will be visually inspected each shift (twice per day). The tank
will be inspected routinely on intervals establish@dPl 653 guidelines. This will include internal

and/or _external inspections of the floor, shell, and roof, as well as level gages. vents, drains,
manways, stairways, ladders, and handrails. The leak detection system for the tank will also be
inspectedby operations each operating shift. In addition, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board (SEFBRWQCB) Waste Discharge Requirements €@ requires

tank leak detection system checks.
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As a fixed roof tank storing a leapor pessure material, S6068 is exempt from the inspection and
monitoring requirements of Requlatief 8

3. Please describe any new equipment, including pumps and piping that will be installed for this—pre}{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
be installed abovegroundsftedomould any prejateid aboveground piping and exposed buried piping be inspected

for leaks and spills?

The project does not involve the installation of any new pumps or piping. EXisting pumps and
piping will continue to be visually inspecteld slait (twice per day).

4. To determine potential impacts to groundwater and surface water quality, please respond to the fol[ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]

a. Will this project result in an increase in the risk of an asphalt spill with potential fonpa{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
and gundwater? Please explain.

There is minimal potential for S6068 to increase the risk of an asphalt spill that would

i mpact surface water or groundwater, due to the design
operator training, prevention, mitigation asgarse. The tank will be constructed with an

0 EI S e g u n dadoublébattont design with ribbing that allows for leak detection.

Further, asphalt is a solid under ambient conditions and would not flow to surface waters if

rel eased. epf®dranid based on preventon sef environmental impacts. Shell

has prepared and implemented a SWPPP and a SPCC to prevent water quality

contamination.

Loading and Withdrawal from S6068:

The new Asphalt Storage Tank will operate in a manner sirthiretasting tank. The
tank is loaded from existing refinery processes through existing pumps and piping.

New Asphalt Storage Tank and Piping:

The new asphalt storage tank design prevents corrosion and leakage. The filling system is

designed to prewme overfilling. The tank and piping are inspected each operating shift

(twice per day). The tank will be located in a diked basin with a capacity exceeding 110

percent of the contents of the tank. Storm drains are closed by default, and collected storm

water is sent to the Martinez Refineryds effluent wasteyv

b. What spill prevention measures and monitoring are in place at Shell to limit the Detentiﬁ[ Formatted:  Bullets and Numbering ]
spill due to this project.

The tank will be constructed with a bledottom design with ribbing that allows for leak
detection. Further, asphalt is a solid under ambient conditions and would not flow to
surface waters if released. Spills are prevented through training. daily inspections and
maintenance programs at teénery. Shell has prepared and implemented a SPCC Plan
and SWPPP to prevent spills.

c. s the tank located inside of a contained area large enough to hold the entire contents of Formatied: Bullets and Numbering ]

Yes. As described in the SPCC plan, the tank farm in whghv@8bMde located holds
more than 110 percent of the contents of the capacity of the new tank.

d. Wil this tank be equipped with a high level alarm which will automatically shutdownpun{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
line flow when alptermined tank level &dfeach
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Yes, the new asphalt storage tank will be equipped with a high level alarm which will
automatically shutdown pumps and stop fill pipeline flow wherilatpmnmined tank level
is reached.

e. To address runoff at the site, does Shell have a SHation\¥PawreRtion Plan anrd Spi[Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

Control and Countermeasures Plan
Shell has prepared the SWPPP and SPCC Plan, as required. The plans are available onsite
for inspection during normal business hours in accordance with the applicablegegulation

f. How frequently does Shell conduct groundwater monitoring and how often are th{Formaned:

Bullets and Numbering

to the Regional Water Quality Control Board?

If a leak of asphalt were to occur from the tank or related piping, it would immediately
harderon the ground surface. Hence, there would be no impact to groundwater.

Shell performs quarterly groundwater monitoring as required by Waste Discharge

Requirements (WDR) Order-2834, issued by the SFBRWQCB. Results are submitted to

the SFBRWQCB twice year. The test records are available onsite for inspection during
normal business hours in accordance with the applicable regulations.

Additionally, Shell is required to perform a capture zone analysis on the facility. The WDR
order_requires that anngoing hydraulic _groundwater capture program be installed,
operated, and maintained. Groundwater extraction systems are installed at the perimeter of
the facility and serve to capture the groundwater before it leaves the site.

g. What is direction of dumdwater flow beneath the Shell refinery site? <« [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

The new asphalt storage tank will be located in the West Valley groundwater basin of the
facility. Groundwater flows from South to North at a velocity of approximately four feet

per year.

1. To determinemi@tieimpacts due tofuielss trucks associated with the project, please respond to«the f{{ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

a. How and from where will asphalt be delivered to the new tank? < { Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

Asphalt will be delivered to S6068 through existing piping using existing pumpss Asphal
not delivered by truck to this tank.

b. If diesélieled trucks are used to deliver asphalt, what is the average storage capacity of ar[ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

and how many delivery trucks will be making deliveries to the new tank arase)?given day (worst

Not applicable; asphalt is not delivered by truck to the tank.

c. Would the installation of the new tank result in an increasefirelexidtinckdiedtt to and from 'tf[ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

truck loading racks?

No. The new Asphalt Storage Tank will ogeran the same manner as the tank it
replaces; no new truck traffic will occur as a result of the proposed project.

d. For construction, how masdyedézbeiucks will be used for mobilization, construction, andr—dem[ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

the project?
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The mobilkation, construction and demobilization activities related to S6068 will require
up to about 180 days. During this time, approximately 25uiéseitruck deliveries of
materials will occur. During construction, a efieskdd crane will be used fqr to about

75 days. Demobilization, which consists of the removal of construction materials, will
require approximately five diffselled trucks.

e. What is the likely route that tHeeled&lucks will take from the nearest freewayef® the Shell gr{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]

The most likely route for delivery of construction materials to the S6068 construction site
will be via Highway 680 to Marina Vista Avenue.

The District finds the above assertions and arguments to be credible. Thus, the District concludes that the
pemit application is exempt from CEQA because it is ministerial, it is categorically exempt from CEQA,
and the project gualifies for the "Common Sense Exemption" of Subsection (b)(3) of the State CEQA
Guidelines.

Based on the information contained inthe Apendi x H form submi tted and Shell 6s respons
Districtdés suppl emental questions regardiielekd possi bl e water | mp
truck trips associated with the project, the District does not expect either to be significant.

Based omll of the information before the District and the District's review of the information submitted,

the District has determined that there is no possibility that the project may have any significant
environmental effect.

The District has considered whethethe construction and subsequent operation of the new asphalt

tank is part of a larger project for CEQA purposes, and has concluded that it is not. Although other

Shell refinery permitting applications have been acted on or are currently pending before th

District, the construction and operation of the new asphalt tank is not necessarily linked to any of

these. Specifically. construction of the new asphalt tank is not necessary in order for Shell to proceed

with other permit applications, nor are any chages proposed in this application a foreseeable

consequence of other permit applications. In reaching this conclusion, the District is relying in part

on Shell 6s responses to the suppl emental questions.

On a general level, the stated purpose of the consttion of the new asphalt tank does not imply
any necessary relationship to other projects, in the sense of being prerequisite to other projects or a
foreseeable consequence of them.
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PERMIT CONDITIONS
The new asphalt tank S6068 will be replacing arasginait tank S22. Therefore, all references to S22 in
part 1 of permit condition 18618 will be deleted and replaced by S6068 as follows:

S# Description Daily Limit Annual Limit

21 Tank 21 Asphalt Storage S21S22S23+S524+S26+
S497+S560+S561+S572+
$H73+S598+5815+5985+

S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S|
+ S6068< 42,000 bbl/day x
365

22 Tank 22 Asphalt Storage S21S224S23+S524+S26+
S497+S560+S561+S572+
S573+S598+S815+S985+
S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S|
+ S6068< 42,000 bbl/day x
365

23 Tank 23 Asphalt Storage S21S224S23+S24+S26+
S497+S560+S561+S572+
S573+S598+S815+S985+
S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S|
+ S6068< 42,000 bbl/day x
365

24 Tank 24 Asphalt Storage S2kS224S523+S524+S26+
S497+S560+S561+S572+
S573+S598+S815+S985+
S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S1|
+ S6068< 42,00 bbl/day x
365

Tank 26 Asphalt Storage S2%S22+S23+524+S26+
S497+S560+S561+S572+
S573+S598+S815+S985+
S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S1|
+ S6068 42,000 bbl/day x
365

Tank 497 Asphalt Storage S2%S22523+524+S26+
S497+S560+S561+S572+
S573+S598+S815-+F0r
S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S1|
+ S6068 42,000 bbl/day x
365

Tank 560 Asphalt Storage S2%S22-S23+S24+S26+
S497+S560+S561+S572+
S573+S598+S815+S985+
S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S]

>

N
|

1
[o2]
o
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Description

Daily Limit

Annual Limit

+ S6068 42,000 bbl/day x

365

01
(o]
=

Tank 561 Asphalt Storage

S2%S224523+S24+S26+

S497+S560+S561+S572+

S573+5598+S815+S985+

S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S1

+ S6068 42,000 bbl/day x

365

[62]
Y]
N

Tank 572 Asphalt Storage

S2%S224523+524+S26+

S497+S560+S561+S572+

S573+5598+S815+S985+

S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S|

+ S6068 42,000 bbl/dax

365

[62]
~
w

Tank 573 Asphalt Storage

S2%S224523+524+S26+

S497+S560+S561+S572+

S573+5598+5815+S985+

S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S|

+ S6068 42,000 bbl/day x

365

[oa}
[{e}
(e5]

Tank 598 Asphalt Storage

S2%S22S23+524+S26+

S497+S560+S561+S572+

S573+5598+S5815+S985+

S108+ S1044+S1045+ S11

+ S6068 42,000 bbl/day x

365

00
—
{631

Tank 815 Asphalt Storage

S2%S22S23+S524+S26+

S497+S560+S561+S572+

S573+S598+S815+S985+

S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S|

+ S6068 42,000 bbl/day x

365

<}
a1

Tank 985 Asphalt Storage

S21S22+S23+S524+S26

S497+S560+S561+S572+

S573+S598+S815+S985+

S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S|

+ S6068< 42,000 bbl/day x

365

1043

Tank 1043 Asphalt Storage

S2%S22523+524+S26+

S497+S560+S561+S572+

S573+S598+S815+S985+

S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S|

+ S6068 42,000 bbl/day x
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Description

Daily Limit

Annual Limit

365

1044

Tank 1044 Asphalt Storage

S2%S22523+524+S26+

S497+S560+S561+S572+

S573+S598+S815+S985+

S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S|

+ S6068< 42,000 bbl/day x

365

1045

Tank 1045 Asphalt Storage

S2%S22S523+524+S26+

S497+S560+S561+S572+

S573+S598+S815+S985+

S1043451044+S1045+ S11

+ S6068< 42,000 bbl/day x

365

1160

Tank 1160 Asphalt Storage

S2%S22+S23+524+S26+

S497+S560+S561+S572+

S573+S598+S815+S985+

S1043+ S1044+S1045+ S|

+ S6068 42,000 bbl/day x

365

/n addition, the following permit condition will be imposed on the new asphalt tank:

Condition 23605:

The owner/operator of S6068 shall not exceed 1,983,600 bbl of asphalt throughput during any

twelvemonth period. The owner operator may store materials other than asphalt provided that the
owneroperator demonstrates by submitting to the District a Data Form X, an MSDS, and a
demonstration that there is no increase in emissions and the toxic emissions will not exceed the
respective toxic trigger levels in Refle 2

(Basis: Cumulative incre@egulation 2, Rule 5)

The owner/operator of S6068 shall not exceed the following loading rates. Each loading rate is

associated with a temperature. Both the liquid in the tank and the liquid that is loaded shall be at or
below the temperature asatmil with each loading rate during loading.

Temperature, degrees F

Loading rate, bbls/day

300 26,400
310 20,000
320 15,200
(Basis: 4-403)
3. The owner/operator of S6068 shall not store asphalt in this tank at a temperature aboves320 degre

F. (Basis: -2-305)
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4. Within 60 days of maximum production rate but no more than 180 days after initial startup, the
owner/operator of S6068 shall control the tank with mist eliminator A57 during all loading
operations. Prior to startup of the neiginator, the owner/operator of S6068 shall not store
asphalt in this tank at a temperature above 300 degrees F. -@8simd&0 CFR 60, Subpart
UU, Section 60.472(c).

5. The owner/operator of S6068 shall prevent the discharge into the atmedmnesegases with
opacity greater than 0 percent, except for one consecutiirufés period in any 2¥ur period
when the transfer lines are being blown for clearing. If any opacity is observed, the owner/operator

shall cease loading immediatelytak®l corrective action. (Basis: 40 CFR 60, Subpart UU, Section

60.472 (c))

6. In order to demonstrate initial compliance with the NSPS standard, the owner/operator shall use
EPA Method 9 and the procedures in 40 CFR 60.11. The owner/operator shestrdeano
compliance during loading. (Basis: 40 CFR 60, Subpart UU, Section 60.474(c)(5))

7. In order to demonstrate ongoing compliance with the NSPS standard, the owner/operator shall use
EPA Method 22 once every quarter. The owner/operator shall detgoostnpliance during
loading. If loading does not occur during the quarter, the owner/operator shall use EPA Method 22
at the next loading event and resume the quarterly schedule thereafter. The owner/operator shall
maintain visible emissions monitotogs on site for a period of up to 5 years from the first date of
entry. The owner/operator shall include the name of the person performing the visible emission
check, the results of each inspection and the other records requirements listed in ERR& Method
(Basis: BAAQMD Regulatior6409.2.2, 5-503)

8. The owner/operator of S6068 shall maintain records of storage tank throughput, temperature of the
tank, temperature of the loaded asphalt during loading, material type, and all inspection records.
These records shall be summarized on a monthly basis, and may be in the form of computer
generated data, which is available to District personnel on short notice (rather than actual paper

copies of throughput data). These records shall be kept on filedonam of 5 years. (Basis:

Cumulative Increase, Regulation 2, Rules 5 and 6)
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RECOMMENDATION
Modify permit condition 18618 as proposed.

/mpose condition 23605 on S6068.

Archive Source S22, Asphalt Tank.

/ssue an Authority to Construct for the fdbwing equipment:
S606&Asphalt Tank abated by A57, Mist Elimirsator
Heated Vertical Fixed Roof Tank
Tank height: 30 feet; Tank diameter: 114.50 feet
Total volume: 55,100 bbl; Annual throughput: 1,983,600 bbl/yr

K. R. Bhagavan/B. Cedd

% per Condition 23605 no. 4, asphalt tank S6068 must be abated by mist eliminator A57 during loading operations
beginning 180 days after initial startup of the tank
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ENGINEERING EVALUATION
Shell Oil Products US3 Martinez Refinery, Plant: 11

Application: 16726

Background
Shell Oil Products UsMartinez Refinery (Shell) has submitted this application under the auspices of

Requlation4-1 06 0 Acc e lteirnagt ePdr oPgerranmiét t o obt ain a Permit to Operate

Stratco® Contactor Reactor (Reactor) at the following source:

S-1430CP Alkylation Plant (ALKY)
14,000 bbl/day alkylate produced

The ALKY unit is made up of four simultaneouslyapei ng React ors (Reactor #0s 1 through

acid settlers for each of the four Reactors, 3 chillers, and 2 coalescers. Shell has proposed to replace Reactor
#4 under this application, which is similar to the Reactor #1 replacement projectréviewes by the

District under Application 7770 in 2003. As was the case

in 2003, the existing Reactor #4 has reached the end of its useful life and needs to be replaced. In

comparison to the reactor it wéplace, the new Reactor #4 will have a different metallurgy, larger capacity
(13,000 gallons versus 11,000 gallons), and a smaller
area.

The alkylation reaction combines isobutane with lightsalefime presence of a strong acid catalyst within

the Reactor to form a low vapor pressure, high dokaméing component (alkylatBlach one of Shel |l ds
four Reactors is a horizontal pressure vessel containing an inner circulation tube, a tubeimawdie t

the heat of the reaction, and a mixing impeller. The hydrocarbon feed and sulfuric acid enter the Reactor via
separate nozzles on the suction side of the impeller inside the circulation tube. As the feeds pass across the
impeller, an emulsion ofdrocarbon and acid is formed. The emulsion in the Reactor is continuously
circulated at very high rates around the tube bundle to convert the olefins to alkylate. A portion of the acid
emulsion in the Reactor is withdrawn from the discharge sidengétieriand flows to an acid settler,

where the hydrocarbon phase (reactor effluent) is separated from the acid emulsion. The acid, being the
heavier of the two phases, settles to the lower portion of the settler vessel. The acid leaving the settler vessel
is recycled back to the suction side of the impeller in the form of an emulsion, which is richer in acid than the
emulsion entering the settler. When the acid loses its strength, the spent acid is shipped offsite to an acid
reprocessing facility.

The pupose of the tube bundle is to remove the heat of reaction and minimize temperature differences
between any two points in the reaction zone. This reduces the possibility of localized hot spots that could
potentially cause side reactions which could délgesal&ylate product and increase the chances of

corrosion within the Reactor vessel. The intense mixing in the Reactor also provides uniform distribution of
the hydrocarbons in the acid emulsion, which prevents localized areasptifmon isobutane tlefin

ratios and acid to olefin ratios, both of which promote olefin polymerization reactions. In the absence of the
intense mixing in the Reactor described above, higher reaction temperatures would dramatically favor the
side polymerization reactionsaithwould dilute the acid and require more fresh acid to be added to get the
same alkylate quality. Therefore, the better the mixing and greater the cooling surface area, the less catalyst
(acid) is needed to get the best quality product.

Shell achieveall of the above benefits when it replaced Reactor #1 in 2003. Specifically, after increasing the

reactor volume and tube bundle surface area at a constant feed rate, the overall temperature within Reactor
#1 was lowered, acid consumption was reducedliytate quality was improved (higher octémejher

words, the overall lower temperature and fewer hot spots from the larger reactor volume combined with the

increased tube bundle surface area caused less acid to be wasted on side reacticn® dedréaesed

acid consumption.
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Regulation-2-234.1 states the following:

02-1-234 Modified Soukog:existing source that undergoes a physical change, change in method of operation, increase in
throughput or production, or addition andothetanesedtslt in any of the following:

234.1 An increase in either the daily or annual emission level of any regulated air pollutant, @n an increase in the producti
rate or capacity that is used to estimate the emission level, thatehosers lendsseppooved by the District in

any authority to con&truct.

Part 1 of permit condi t i3imisadllédBoduced atshb ALKY s Ti7 ¢t/ e V per mit

to 14, 000 bbl/day. Shel |l 6s pr opos avillndtesultiran! ace Reactor #4 unde
increase in alkylate production beyond the above limit, nor would it deottleneck any units

upstream/downstream of the ALKY. Therefore, per Regulation-2-234.1 the ALKY unit isiot

considered a modified source.

Based on informatin cont ained in Shell ds Flare Minimization Pl an which v
July 2007, the ALKY unit is serviced by the LOP Fl47(8. It is highly unlikely that the proposed
Reactor #4 replacement project would result in flaring beyaimbdrigels at-$471.

Emissions Calculations

Process units such as the ALKY are closed processes, implying that the only sources of emissions
from such units are from fugitive leaks. No pumps, compressors, or pressure relief valves
will be replaced asa result of the proposed project. Valves and flanges will be replaced as
needed. An increase in the number of valves and flanges at Reactor #4 is not anticipated to
increase. However, it is conservatively assumed that there would be an increase ofouOt
new valves and 40 new flanges in o6light |iquido6 service. Ta
the above fugitive components, which are similar to those that were used by the District
under Application 182%-.

|| Table 1 ||
| Note:
Valves/Gas/Light Liguid 40 0.000186 0.0064 | 0.1536| 56.064| 0.028
Flanges/AH 40 0.0001%7 0.0068 | 0.1632| 59.568] 0.030
Totals 80 0.0132 | 0.3168|115.63] 0.058
Emission
Number of | = =>
] S —— factor POCs8, | POC, | POC, | POC,
Type/service component (| pjhr/ Io/hr | lb/day | Iblyr | TPY
= component)
| 1) Component cauts estimated by Shell. « "[Formaned; Bullets and Numbering ]
®Allrefe ences to 6Shellds Title V permité in this evaluation refer to toh

to Shell on May 17, 2007.
37The District issued Shell an AC and PO for Application 1821 on January 2002 and August 2002, respectively.

38 POCJ Precursor Organic Compounds
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2) Correlation equation used to derive the emission factor excerpted from-Bable I¥ p a g e Ca#iférnia of t he 0
Il mpl ementation Guidelines for Estimating Mass Emissions of Fugitive
Februart 999 . Specifically, t RA2Z/E6f*o(ld Vo)w'iOn. g7 4c706r rweal sa tuisoend eignu actoinocne rot wi t h &
Screening Value (SV) of 100 ppmv. Please note that the SV of 100 ppmv is based on the maximum leak rate allowed
byRegul ati on 8 0OrgaftBcOEgmppmedsolLeBkEO.

3) Flange counts include connectors.

4) Excerpted from Appendix IX-B 0 BACT Fugitive Emission Factorsé in Shell ds Clean Fu
condition # 12271. Though a flanged valve requires at least two flanges i.e. waladsdeak rate than flanges,
it can be seen from the leak rates outlined in Table 1 that the leak rates for flanges is far greater than those for
flanged valves. This is so because Shell used a conservative flange leak rate in their CFP perneitjevieéch was
by the District under Application 840Tn contrast, sockete | ded val ves donét require flanges. The 40
will be installed for the purposes of this application will consist of 20 flanged valves and\#)dsmtketves.

/t can be seen from Table 1 above that the proposed modifications/alterations to process units that
are part of this application would result in an increase of less than a pound (0.3168 Ibs/day) of
fuagitive POC emissions per day.

Toxic Risk Screen Analysis

Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) emissions from fugitive components summarized in Table 2 below were

estimated using organic gas spec.iapipésovalvep&flangésl es | i sted under P
dcomposited in CARBOs spuxésdstiomet tdmtsiet commp@@QREBR®Br which the
has established TAC Trigger Levels (TTLS)inTéble2i n Re g u | dNew Source Reviewrofi | e 5 0

Toxic Air Contaminantso6. A copy dollowihghuRL:above spreadsheet can b
http://www .arb.ca.gov/ei/speciate/dnldopt.htm#specprof
Table 2
TAC Organic TAC Emissions
- Fraction Lbs/hr Lbs/day Lbs/yr TPY
Propylene 0.001 0.0000132 0.00032 0.1168 0.00006
n-hexane 0.0340 0.00045 0.0108 3.942 0.002
%‘( 0.002 0.00003 0.00072 02628 0.0001
Benzene 0.001 0.0000132 0.00032 0.1168 0.00006
Toluene 0.005 0.00007 0.00168 0.6132 0.0003
Note:
For example,-hexane emissions summarized in Table 2 above were estimated as follows:
From Table 1, the daily POC emissions from the 80 géivdicomponents is equal to 0.0132 Ib/hr. The organic
fractionofrhexane i n CARBGOs OORGPROF. x| s6 s-pexanaethsdorseate i s 0. 034. Therefore,
equal to 0.0132 x 0.034 = 0.00045 Ibs/hr, and the daily & afexalne emissions 88108 Ibs/day (0.00045 x 24) &
3.942 Ibs/yr (0.0108 x 365), respectively.
Table 3 below summarizes the Acute and Chronic TTLG6s for TACOS
the emissions summarized in theliaBeguaton? Kided5¢o t o the TTLOs outl i

verify if a Toxic Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) is warranted.

% The District issued Shell an AC and PO for Application 8407 on December 1993 and November 1996, respectively.
40 Shell maintains a database containing speciation information for various process streams at the ddiadsy. This

used for a variety of reports, such as the Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) reports among others. The organic fraction of n
hexane, the only TAC contained in streams associated with the ALKY unit, is 3.9% by wt.
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Table 3
Acute .
TAC TTL Emissions _Ezzﬁ?gs C.rll.flf’l_mc Emissions —Eﬁgﬁ%s
(—'bsi/ hr | (bs/hr TTL? | (bstyn | WSO | T7L2
m%\@ NA | 00000132 NA 125.000| 0.1168 No
n-hexane | NA 0.00045 | NA 270,000 3.942 No
Isomers of | 4q 0.00003 No 27,000 | 0.2628 No
xylene
Benzene 2.9 | 0.0000132] No 6.4 0.1168 No
Toluene 82 0.00007 No 12,000 | 0.6132 No

It can be seen from Table 3 above, that this applicational®egrant a Toxic HRSA.

Regulation-4-128.21 Exemption

Requlation-2-128.21 states the following:

0 24-128 Exemption, Miscellaneous Equimfehtdwing equipment is exempt from the requireménts of Sections 2

301 and 302, provided that thdeesint require permitting pursuant-ib338&ction 2

128.21 Madification, replacement, or addition of fugitive components (e.g. valves, flanges, pumps, compressors, relief valves
process drains) at existing permitted process units eepetivdenicatgfiaets, bulk terminals or bulk plants,

provided that the cumulative emissions from all additional components installed at a given pr@cess unit during any consecutiv

twelve month period do not exceed 10 Ib/day, and that thepc@mpénentsiméeea r egui r ement s of Regul ati on

/t can be seen from emission calculations summarized in Table 1 above that the cumulative

emissions from the 80 new fugitive components that will be installed at the ALKY unit as part of this

application is below 10 Ib/day i.e. 0.3168 lb/day. In addition, the new fugitive components,

summari zed in Table 1 will meet the requirements of Regul ati on
OEqui pment Leakso and will be incorporAhed [into Shell ds Leak D
program.

The proposed alteration to the ALKY unit that is part of this application also meets the
requi rements out/ +HI-R6trougm3i9drzefgllowsat i onds 2
1 Regulation 21-316: < [ Fomatted: ~Bullets and Numbering )
The hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions from fugitive coponents summarized in
Table 2 above will neither result in the emission of 2.5 TPY or more of a single HAP
emissions, or 6.5 TPY or more of a combination of HAPS.
1 Regulation 21-317:
The ALKY unit is not a source of public nuisance.
1 Regulation 21-318:
Itcan be seen from Tablebs 2 and 3 above that the ALKY wunit
compounds listed in Sections 318.1 through 318.8 of the above regulation.
1 Regulation 21-319:
It can be seen from Tcadnter oll da bRROG@n ibablstw it dires ofproacs t
fugitive components is below 5 TPY (0.058TPY), and all the requirements contained in
Regulation 21-316 through 21-318 are satisfied.

Therefore, it is safe to conclude that the additional fugitive components summarized in Table 1
above qualfy for the exemption under Regulation 2I-128.21.
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BACT

Per Requlation 2, Rule 2, Section 301, BACT is only triggered if emissions from a new source or an
Increase in emissions from a modified source has the potential to emit 10 1bs or more per highes
day of emissions. Replacement of Reactor #4 at the ALKY unit does not constitute a modification of
the above process unit (please refertothe Regl2 3 4. 1 di scussion [ n the
and the fugitive components summarized in Table 1 abowre exempt per Regulation 2-128.21.
Therefore, BACT is not triggered for the increase in emissions from fugitive components that are
part of this application.

Cumulative Increase & Offsets

Shell is an existing facility. Since the additional fugitiveomponents summarized in Table 1 above
are exempt under Requlation 2-128.21, the ALKY Reactor #4 replacement project will not result in
a cumulative increase in criteria pollutant emissions. Therefore, offsets are also not warranted.
Tables 4 and 5 summaze data relating to the cumulative increase in criteria pollutant emissions
and offsets at Plant 11 for information purposes only.

Table 4
Cumulative Increase
Increase in plant | Increase in plant Incr:rr;]lisses ;gnrgant CumuIéE\rt];\i/seslir;i;ease in
Pollutant er'r;‘lss'lonspnor 10 Emissionssince associated with | (Post 4/5/91 + Current
pril 5, 1991 April 5, 199%2 ; - — )
(TPY) (TPY) this application | application increase}
(TPY) (TPY)
NOx 0] 0 0 9]
POC 26.09 [0 0 9]
CO 0 298.00 0 9]
PM 0.05 0 0 0
PM10 0.11 0 0 0
S0O2 0] o5 0 0
NPOC 11.00 14.70 0 0

41 In PSDP do the following to olteémissions data at the planor to April 5, 1991: option 8 option 1A option
2.

42 |n PSDP do the following steps to get data on the aggregate sum of all increases as defirie@lingRegAgril
5, 1991: option 8 option 1A type of pollutat (options 3 through 8).

43Per 22-212, the cumulative increase in emissions considers only the permitted emission inet£#H9és Huest

Pre4/5/91 permitted emission increases are considered when determining whether Offsets are warranted.
44POC enissions listed #.001

45S02 emissions listedd@s310
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Table 5
Offsets
Pollutant OP+Pe 0j e| Actual Increase in oOPoRBrtoj ect 6 Pe| Regulation22-
Permitted plant plant plant emissions 302 and 22-303
emissions (TPY) | emission emissions (OPRreoj ect 6 P| Offset Triggers
Pre-April 5, 19946 s associated Emissions + Increase in plant (TPY)
+ (TPY) with this emissions associated with this
PostApril 5, 1991 application application)
(TPY) (TPY)
NOx 0 1,818.12 0 1,818.12 >35
HOC 26.09 1,298.38 0 1,298.38 > 35
a‘go 298.00 769.93 0 769.93 NA
PM 0.05 0 0] 0 NA
PM10 0.11 407.82 0 407.82 >1
402 0 1,538.20 0 1,538.20 >1
NPPOC 25.70 9] 0] 9] NA

[/t can be seen from Table 5 above that the actual emissions of NOx, POC, CO, PM10, and SO2 are

above the permitted emissions for the above pollutants. This is so because most sources at refineries

are grandfathered (Prel 971 sources). In light of the above, and for the purposes of determining

whether offsets are warranted, only those emission increasegich occurred after April 5, 1991 (0

TPY) are considered.

Statement Of Compliance

The fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above will be subject to Sections 301, 302, 304, 306,

and 307 in

Requl ati on

8

00rgani cs ad.ompeoatnidesms

304 require, among other things, that organic compound leaks, not exceed 100 ppm for general

components, valves, and connections. Sectiorb8306 limits the percentages of nenepairable

equipment allowed. Section &-307 require that leaking equipment not be used unless the leak

discovered by the operator, is minimized within 24 hours and repaired within 7 days.

addition of any

new APR

Ds. For the pu

rposes

Releases from Pressure Relief Devices at Petroleum Refinefieg and @€ a |

P

ant so, it

Regul ation 11

OHazardous

Pollutantsé,

Rul e 7

aspumps, compressors, pressure relief devices, samptiagtion systems, opended valves or lines,

The four existing Reactors at the ALKY unit are not equipped with Atmospheric Pressure Relief Devices
(APRDs), nor wald the replacement of Reactor #4, which is the subject of this evaluation, result in the
of

Regul ation 8
shoul d be

three columns downstream of the four Reactors are equipped with APRDs. Specifically, the Deisobutanizer
(Column #: G111; APRD #s: SVM4 & SVM37), the Depropanizer (Column #1@2; APRD #: S\VJ]
143), and the C4/CSplitter (Column #: 129; APRD #: S\488). The replacement of Reactor #4 will not
impact the relief scenarios at the above columns, because the flows to the columns will remain unchanged
and there will be no increase in the amount of alkylate prdnbedA\LKY unit. Please refer to a copy of
a letter dated July 28, 2006 which is attached with this evaluation from Shell to Mr. Kelly Wee, Director of
Compliance and Enforcement Division which summarizes information on PRDs at pressure related systems
at piocess units & neprocess units at the refinery for the purposes of Regulation 8, Rule 28.

oBenzened | i

46 |f permitted increases attributable to sources that were permitted prior to April 5, 1991 have been archived, exclude
their emissions when considering whether Offsets are warranted.

47 Db A g2ApA all

8Part 1 of permit

condition
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valves, flanges and other product accumulator vessels, and controinfiendexbYo operate in benzene

service. Requlation-T2 0 7 def i nes 061 n B eqoignmenm whick atlievcontamsor t o be any
contacts a fluid (liquid or gas) that is at least 10 percent benzene bif hesiaposed project will not

involve process streams, which will either contain or contact a fluid that is at least 10 percent benzene by

weight. Therefore, Regulation 1dleR¥ does not apply to the ALKY Reactor #4 replacement project

The increase in the number of fugitive components associated w
was reviewed by the District under Application4d88&de the ALKY unit subject to fteguirements of

40 CFR Part 60, Subpart GGG O0Equi pment Leaks of VOC in Petrole
November 19, 200A2L &hANghnTSbékb8sI|IVitle V permit dondt explic
as the applicable requirements for the ALK iwiis implied that the requirements of the above rule

summarized in Table {DP apply to the above process unit at all times. In light of the above applicability

determination, the new Reactor and the fugitive components summarized in Table Isabfaet tyend

are expected to comply with the requirements of NSPS GGG.

Please notethat TableD/P cont ains references to 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart VV
for Equipment Leaks of VOC in the Synthetic Organic Chemicals Manufécturthat st r vy 6 ( NSPS VV) onl vy

because NSPS GGG references NSPS VV. The US EPA intent was to subject a facility (Shell in this case) to

either NSPS GGG or NSPS VV and not both of the above rules. In other words, the NSPS GGG

requirements applied to refinery psscunits, and chemicals plants were expected to comply with the

requirements in NSPS %V

As it currently exists i n-AB&AN)LIkhéALKYunitidnetswbjecher mi t (refer to Tab
to any National Emissions Standards for Hazardo@®Witants (NESHAP) in 40 CFR Part 61, since the

above rule regulates sources of specific pollutants. The proposed ALKY Reactor replhcernessult

in emissions of any new pollutants that are subject to the NESHAPs. Therefore, the ALKY unit is not

subject to 40 CER Part 61.

Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards in 40 CFR Part 63 is applicable to

toxic air emissions emanating from specific source categories at facilities, which are major sources

of HAPs. The MACT standards that pogntially are applicable to the ALKY unit include 40 CFR

Part 63, Subpart A oGeneral Requirementsao, and 40 CFR Part 63,
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants from Petrol eum Refineri
IV-AL&ANin Shel | 6s Title V permit donét explicitly [|ist MACT CC as
for the ALKY wunit, [t s [mplied that the requirements of the
DS apply to various refinery operations (such as the ALKY unit) includirequipment leaks at all

times. As previously discussed in the preceding paragraphs. though NSPS VV is not applicable to

petroleum refineries, Table /DS contains references to sections from the above rule only because

MACT CC references NSPS VV.

In light of the above, the fugitive components similar to those summarized in Table 1 above, which will be
added to the ALKY unit, must comply with NSPS VV if they will be used in organic HAP (OHAP) service.

oo n organic hazardous BMACT@®dsfolowsant serviceo is defined i
oOmeans that a piece of equipment either ttabntains or contacts a
organic HAPGs as determined accor diablelofthsstbpag. provi si ons of A 6
The provisions of § 63.180(d) of subpart H also specify how to determine that a piece of equipment is not in organic HAP
service. o

Of the TAC6s summari zed in Tabledbs 2 & 3 above, benzene (0. 1%)
and the mixed isomers of xylene (0.2%) appear in Table 1 of MACT CC. Since the total percent by

49 The District issued Shell an AC and PO for Application 1821 on January 16, 2002 and August 1, 2002, respectively.
50 Refineries that prode MTBE are subject to NSPS VV. Since Shell does not produce MTBE, it is not subject to
NSPS VV.
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weili ght of the above ORAPROEY% [veh ébre | wswm g Shel.| s 259 ream speci fic

speciation information (refer to footnote #5), the new fugitive componeaithat will be added as part

of the proposed ALKY Reactor replacement are not subject to MACT CC. However, the

requirements of MACT CC in Table IVDS would apply fo the new fugitive components even if they

contain/contact fluids containing less than 5% bwwt. This is so because when MACT CC went into

effect in 1998, Shell decided to eliminate the guesswork/taeriainty surrounding whether a certain

OHAP stream(s) was subject to the MACT CC or not. Given that
IS at leastas stringent if not more stringent than MACT CC, the company decided to subject their

process units and associated components to the MACT CC requirements at all times.

PSD is not applicable to this project because there is no cumulative increase in esioas at the
plant, since the increase in emissions associated with the new fugitive components that will be
added as part of the proposed ALKY Reactor replacement are exempt from Regulatieh30D1 per
Regulation 21-128.21.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):
Per Section-2-311 of the District Rules and Regulations, a permit application for a proposed new or
modified source will be classified as ministerial and will accordingly be exempt from the CEQA requirement
of Section A-310 if the Dstrict's engineering evaluation and basis for approval of the permit application for
the project is limited to the criteria set forth in Sectie#28 and to the procedures, fixed standards and
objective measurements set forth in the District's Peamitidok and BACT/TBACT Workbook. The
method for determining whether a given permit application will be classified as ministerial is set forth in
Section A-427.

Per Section-2-427, if the District determines that its evaluation of the permit appisateered by the

specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's Permit Handbook
and BACT/TBACT Workbook, the District's evaluation of the permit application is classified as ministerial
and the engineeringadwation of the permit application by the District will be limited to the use of said

specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements. For such projects, the District will merely
apply the law to the facts as presented in the permiaappliand the District's decision regarding whether

to issue the permit will be based only on the criteria set forth in Séet®® &nd in the District's Permit
Handbook and BACT/TBACT Workbook.

For this permit application, the District determinadith evaluation of the permit application is covered by
the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's Permit
Handbook Chapter 3.4 oPetroleum RefinegpgmiFugitive Emi ssionso.
application as ministerial pursuant to Sectieh2Z, and as a result of its evaluation of the permit
application, the District determined that all of the criteria for approval of ministerial permit applications
pursuant to Sectionr12428 werenet, the issuance by the District of an Authority to Construct and Permit

to Operate for the proposed project is a mandatory ministerial duty and is accordingly exempt from the
CEQA requirement of Sectiofil810.

In addition to the ministerial exemptaetermination above, the District has also determined that the
CEQA categorical exemptions of Sectieh822.7 and-2-312.11 of the District Rules and Regulations
and the CEQA "Common Sense Exemption" apply.

CEQA Categorical Exemptions and CEQA "Comma Sense Exemption":

Though the District concludes that the modifications/alterations that are part of this application are
ministerial, it also concludes that, even if it were not ministerial, certain other exemptions from CEQA apply
(see CEQA Guidelinesl§300.1). Sectionl2312 of the District Rules and Regulations sets forth specific

types of projects, which have been determined by the District to be categorically exempt from CEQA.
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Per Sectiof-1-312.7 permit applications for the replacement omstcaction of existing sources or
facilities, where the new source or facility will be located on the same site as the source or facility replaced
and will have substantially the same purpose and capacity as the source or facility replaced, are exempt from

the CEQA review.

Per Section-2-312.11, in addition to ministerial projects, permit applications for a new or modified source
or sources or for process changes, which will satisfy the "No Net Emission Increase" provisions of District

Requlation 2, Rukeand for which there is no possibility that the project may have any significant
environmental effect in connection with any environmental media or resources other than air quality, are
exempt from the CEQA review. The reason for this exemption sheydgavent on its face: if a facility is
given legal permission to emit more air pollutants from certain points while at the same time being
disallowed permission for an equivalent amount of the same type of emissions from other points at the
facility, therthere is deemed to be no net effect on the air environment, and therefore no possibility of a
significant effect under CEQA, providedaioimpacts are also examined and deemed to be of no possible

significant consequence.

Also, per the CEQA GuidelinesTitle 14, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Article 5, Section
15061(b)(3), a project is exempt from CEQA if the activity is covered by the general rule that CEQA applies
only to projects, which have the potential for causing a significzirdretfee environment. This is

commonly known as the "Common Sense Exemption". Where it can be seen with certainty that there is no
possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not
subjecttaC E QA . The 0no net -1i312dYiseasentially aspeeifin gddified, nstande 2
of the Common Sense Exemption.

The new fugitive components that will be added as part of the proposed ALKY Reactor replacement
project are exempt from Reglation 2-1-301 per Requlation A-128.21. As a result, the 0.058 TPY
increase in POC emissions summarized in Table 1 above will not be counted foward the cumulative
increase in emissions at Shell. Therefore, the District determined that the project saésfihe "No

Net Emission Increase” provisions of District Regulation 2, Rule 2. Shell has completed and
submitted to the District CEQA Appendix H, Environmental Information Form, for the project.

The District has reviewed the CEQA Appendix Hform. Shetl i d not provi de a o0oYeso response

any of the questions in the above form. Shell submitted the following additional information to
enable the District to determine the project's possible significant effects.

t o

5. Please describe any new equipmentimipsladoh@iping that will be installed for this project. Willany n{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

be installed aboveground? How often woulladag phmjeeground piping and exposed buried piping be inspected

for leaks and spills?
The new Alkylation reactor replacean existing reactor of approximately the same size. The

new reactor will have a different metallurgy, a slightly larger capacity (13,000 gallons versus the

existing 11,000 gallons), and smaller tube di ameter

surface area. The new reactor will be built in the same location as the existing reactor, with
substantially the same purpose and capacityAll piping will be above ground. Prior to usage,
the piping will be inspected and pressure tested in order to veriadequate integrity of the
system. The associated piping components will also be entered into the facilityide leak
detection and repair program and maintained per BAAQMD Regulation-88.

(3/46

Vv

e |

6. To determine potential impacts to groundwater andalityfagleasseespond to the following: <~—[ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

g. Will this project result in an increase in the risk of a spill with potential for impacting—surf{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

groundwater? Please explain.
There is minimal potential for the Alkylation Project to increase the risof a spill
that would impact surface water or groundwater

169

due

t

0]

St



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §8lidress]

training, prevention, mitigation and response. The system is designed to prevent

|l eakage and spill age. Shell ds response program i s

environmental impacts.

h. What spill prevention measures and monitoring are in place at Shell to limit the Doteﬂtia[ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

to this project.
Spills are prevented through the training, daily inspections and maintenance

programs at Shell. Shell hasneapproved Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP),
which are available upon request.

i. To address runoff at the site, does Shell have a Storm Water Pollution PreventiorrPIan{ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

Control and Countermeasures Plan?
Shell has an approved SWPPP and SPCC Plan, as required, which are available
onsite for inspection during normal business.

j. How frequently does Shell conduct groundwater monitoring and howreftatisare therranajr)[ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

to the Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Shell performs quarterly groundwater monitoring as required by Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDR) Order 98234, issued by the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board (SEFBRWQCB).Results are submitted to the
SEFBRWQCRB twice a year. A recent copy is available upon request.

Additionally, Shell is required to perform a capture zone analysis on the facility. The
WDR order requires that an ongoing hydraulic groundwater capture prograbe

installed, operated, and maintained. Groundwater extraction systems are installed at
the perimeter of the facility and serve to capture the groundwater before it leaves the
site. The Alkylation Reactor No. 4 will be located in the East Valley groundter
basin. A copy of the most recent annual capture zone report is available upon

reguest.

k. What is direction of the groundwater flow beneath the Shell refinery site? .« [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

Groundwater flows from South to North at a velocity of approximately four feet per
year.

7. To determine potential impacts dfigcledlirgeks associated with the project, please respond tosthe fe[ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

a. How and from where will materials be delivered to the new reactor? - [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

The process feed is delivered to and product is deliveredtfrerlkylation Plant using existing
piping. No diesel trucks are used as part of the process.

b. If diesélieled trucks are used to deliver materials, what is the average storage capacity'{( Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

truck, and how many delivery trucks witj beliveites to the new reactor on any given day (worst
case)?

The process feed is delivered to and product is delivered from the Alkylation Plant

using existing piping. No diesel trucks are used as part of the process.

c. Would the installation of theacsw result in an increase in exisiglgdiiegek traffic to and [ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

from the truck loading racks?
No, the Alkylation project will not impact existing diesetfueled truck traffic.

d. _For construction, how masiyedésbeiicks will be userbilaration, construction, and ~ «{ Formatied:

Bullets and Numbering

demobilization of the project?
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Construction, mobilization, and demobilization of the project will require up to 7 total

diesetHueled truck round trips. The following dieseffueled truck round trips are

expected:

i Delivery ofthe new reactord 1 round trip « [ Formatted:  Bullets and Numbering ]
ii. Removing old reactord 1 round trip
iii. Shipments of pipes and fittingsd 1-2 round trips
iv. Shipments of structural material® 1-2 round trips
V. Shipments of instrumentsd 1 round trip

e. What is the likely route that tHeaigésricks will take from the nearest freeway to the«SheH[ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
All trucks will exit 680 at Pacheco Boulevard and come to the receiving yard through
the P3 gate.

The District finds these assertions and arguments to be credible. Thus, the Distiies ¢bacthe permit
application is exempt from CEQA because it is ministerial, it is categorically exempt from CEQA, and the
project qualifies for the "Common Sense Exemption" of Subsection (b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Based on all of the infornat before the District and the District's review of the information submitted,
the District has determined that there is no possibility that the project may have any significant
environmental effect.

The District has considered whether the proposed ALKReactor replacement project is part of a
larger project for CEQA purposes, and has concluded that it is not. On a general level, the stated
purpose of the proposed ALKY Reactor replacement project is that the existing Reactor #4 has
reached the end of itsiseful life and needs to be replaced. This purpose does not imply any
necessary relationship to other projects, in the sense of being prerequisite to other projects or a
foreseeable consequence of them.

Permit Conditions

Part 1 of permit condition 18618 n _Shel | 6s Titl e V permit [ i mits al kylate produc:¢
to 14, 000 bbl/day. Shell 6s proposal to replace Reactor #4 wunde
increase in alkylates beyond the permitted limit. Therefore, no changes to permit abtion 18618

are warranted at this time.

Recommendation

Waive the AC and issue Shell a PO to perform the following alterations:
€_Replace an existing 11.000 gallon Reactor #4 with a new 13,000 gallon reactor. « [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
9__Install 40 new flanges and 40 new valves.

At the following source:

S1430CP Alkylation Plant (ALKY)
14,000 bbl/day alkylate produced
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ENGINEERING EVALUATION
Shell Oil Products US3 Martinez Refinery, Plant: 11
Application: 17633

Background
Shell Oil Products UsMartinez Refinery (Shehas submitted this application under the auspices

of Regulation2-1 06 o0 Accel erated Permitting Programé to obtain a P
replace the existing burners at the following sources:

S1486DH F-40 CU Feed; 374 MMBTU/hr
S1763DH F-126CU Feed Heater; 220 MMBTU/hr

Per Requlation2233.1, the replacement of the burners at the above sources, which is currently
scheduled to occur in the second quarter of 2009, is an alteration.

Shell has proposed to replalithe existing burnersthie above sources with the Callidus Ultra

Blue Low (CUBL)Flex NOx Burners, and make modifications to the associated furnace support

steel, refractory, fuel piping, heater instrumentation, plenums and dampers in order to enhance

control, enerqgy efficiencand to minimize NOx emissions. The net effect of the above alterations

will enhance the compliance of soug#486 and-3763wi t h Regul ati on 9, Rule 10 ONitrog
Oxides And Carbon Monoxide From Boilers, Steam Generators and Process Heaterarim Petrole

Refineriesdé, and will not result in the increase of any r

Source$ 1486 and-3763are equipped with NOx and OEMS! and are governed by permit
condition 18265, wRAlerhative GdmblianteePdan Siibdk| ps opbERG
alterations to sourc&4 486 and-3763will not result in any changes to the above permit

condition. Because of the use of NOx an€€BEMs, no additional permit conditions are proposed

to require source testing of the above sourcesnmlience.

Emissions Summary
Table 1 below summarizes information on the existing burners atSéd8&and-3763and
their corresponding NOx and CO emission rates/concentrations.

Table Projo®@cted3Summary

NOx Cco
Source Burner Burner NOXx
(ppm @ 3% (ppm @ 3%
ID Manufacturer Model(s) 0)) (Ib/MMBTU) 0))
S1486 John Zink EFX-PG24 51.5 0.082 0
S1763 John Zink EEX-PG24 113.5 0.157 2.1

Table 2 below summarizes information on the proposed alterations atSsbi86esnd -3763,
and their corponding NOx and CO emission rates/concentrations. The CO concentrations i.e.

51 CEMSd Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems

CEMS information for Shell summarized \"\GENERAL\ ST\ CEMLIST.pdf

52 |[ERC § Interchangeable Emission Reduc@oedits

583 The NOx and CO concentrations summarized in Table 1 are based on tests conducted by Shell for the Initial
Demonstration of Compliance with Regulation 9, Rule 10.
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less than 50 ppm @ 3%.Bummarized in Table 2 are vendor guarantees. However, Shell has
indicated that the actual CO concentrations are expected to be in the order of 18sgpm or

Table ProfiPosb Summary

Source| 0 Cal | i du Nur;wfber B;::ir:]er;?% NOx C—n?
(2] Mogelsl burners | (MMBTU) | WMMBTU) | "5 5)
S1486| CUBL-16RFlex 20 14.50 0.040 <50
1763 [—=LBL10BFlex g 15.00 0.040 <50
=003 CUBL12PFlex 4 10.80 S =Y

It can be seen from Tables 1 and 2 above that the proposed alterations &ktRBcasd 3763

will not result in a net increase in NOx emissions atl8keldition, the maximum firing rates of
the above furnaces will not irage above their respective maximum firing rates outlined in part 1
of permit condition 16688-18860 374 MMBTU/hr and 87638 220 MMBTU/hr).

Statement Of Compliance
The proposed project wildl enhance dutingNOx6s compliance with
emission from sourc&sl1486 and-3763

The proposed alterations to sou®&486 and-%763will not result in any increase in daily or
annual emissions, implying there wil/| be no o0Cumul ative |
0 P S D dew is rotrequired.

A reduction in NOx emissiodghe primary pollutant abated by the CtHBdX retrofit project,

could potentially result in an increase in CO emigsibeasecondary pollutant of the retrofit

project. However, per RequlatiePP12 the installation of the CUBAlex burners at sourcgs

1486 and-3763is considered an emission reduction technique. Therefore, the potential increase in

CO emissions (if any) is exempt from OBACTSOG. Al s o, since
R e v_i dees ot contain any requirements to provide/surrender emission reduction credits (ERCs)
to offset increases in CO emissions, 0O0Offsetsd are not wa

changes will result in an increase in Toxic Air Contaminanbesissplying a Toxic Risk
Screening Analysis is not required. Lastly, EUlretrofit project will not trigger any changes to
any of the applicable requirements contained in Shell ds T

Sources-$486 and-3763 areubject to 40 CFER Part 60, Subpart J "New Source Performance

Standard for Petrol eumBRefainmeBiGesh ESN&8PEOI) Ti Tkl &dpel Vhit

contain the NSPS J applicable requirements for sou488 &d-3763, respectively. Therefore,

it isnot necessary to perform an NSPS J applicability determination to determine whether changes

that are part of this evalwuation are a oOreconstructiono i
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):

Per Section-2-311 of he District Rules and Regulations, a permit application for a proposed new

or modified source will be classified as ministerial and will accordingly be exempt from the CEQA

requirement of Sectior12310 if the District's engineering evaluation and basigdroval of the

permit application for the project is limited to the criteria set forth in Set#®8 2nd to the

procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's Permit Handbook
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and BACT/TBACT Workbook. The methémt determining whether a given permit application
will be classified as ministerial is set forth in Seetidi22.

Per Section-2-427, if the District determines that its evaluation of the permit application is covered
by the specific proceduresefixstandards and objective measurements set forth in the District's
Permit Handbook and BACT/TBACT Workbook, the District's evaluation of the permit

application is classified as ministerial and the engineering evaluation of the permit application by the
District will be limited to the use of said specific procedures, fixed standards and objective
measurements. For such projects, the District will merely apply the law to the facts as presented in
the permit application, and the District's decision regaid@iber to issue the permit will be based

only on the criteria set forth in Sectielz428 and in the District's Permit Handbook and

BACT/TBACT Workbook.

For this permit application, the District determined that its evaluation of the permit agplication
not54covered by the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in
the District's Permit Handbook. Therefore, the District cannot classify this permit application as
ministerial pursuant to Sectioh-227. As a result dsievaluation of the permit application, the

District has determined that all of the criteria for approval of ministerial permit applications
pursuant to Section12428 weraot met. In light of the above, the issuance by the District of a
Permit to Opeite for the proposed alterations (~ project) does not qualify as a mandatory
ministerial duty and is therefo@ exempt from the CEQA requirement of Sectidr320.

CEQA Categorical Exemptions and CEQA "Common Sense Exemption":

Though the District conatles that the alterations to souf&#486 and-3763arenot ministerial,

it also concludes that certain other exemptions from CEQA apply (see CEQA Guidelines §
15300.1). Sectionl2312 of the District Rules and Reqgulations sets forth specific tppgeds,

which have been determined by the District to be categorically exempt from CEQA. Specifically, the
alterations to sourc8s1486 and-3763qualify under the CEQA categorical exemptions of
Sections4-312.6, and-2-312.11 of the District Rulasd Regulations and the CEQA "Common

Sense Exemption".

Following is a textual description of the above referenced sections:

2-1-312 Other Categories of Exempt Projectt addition to ministerial projects, the following
categories of projects subjegbéomit review by the District will be exempt from the CEQA

review, either because the category is exempted by the express terms of CEQA (stibsections 2
312.1 through 312.9) or because the project has no potential for causing a significant adverse
environnental impact (subsection$-2812.10 and 312.11). Any permit applicant wishing to qualify
under any of the specific exemptions set forth in this Sedt®h?2must include in its permit
application CEQAelated information in accordance with subseZtlef26.1. In addition, the
CEQA-related information submitted by any permit applicant wishing to qualify under subsection 2
1-312.11 must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the APCO that the proposed project has no
potential for resulting in a significanvironmental effect in connection with any of the

environmental media or resources listed in Section Il of Appendix | of the State CEQA Guidelines.
312.6Permit applications relating exclusively to the repair, maintenance or minor alteration of
existingfacilities, equipment or sources involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that

previously existing.

4Previ ous versions of the Districsé8s Heaet mis 6Handbook contained
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312.1Permit applications for a proposed new or modified source or sources or for process changes
which wi | sati sfy d"previsiandNad Didtriet Reg&ation®,.Rul®handl ncr e a s
for which there is no possibility that the project may have any significant environmental effect in
connection with any environmental media or resources other than air quality. Examples of such
projectsnclude, but are not necessarily limited to, the following:

11.1Projects at an existing stationary source for which there will be no net increase in the emissions

of air contaminants from the stationary source and for which there will be no othentsignifica
environmental effect;

11.2A proposed new source or stationary source for which full offsets are provided in accordance

with Reqgulation 2, Rule 2, and for which there will be no other significant environmental effect;

11.3A proposed new source or sinéry source at a small facility for which full offsets are

provided from a small facility bank established by the APCO pursuant to Reefstibnad

for which there will be no other significant environmental effect;

11.4Projects satisfying the "net emission increase" provisions of District Regulation 2, Rule 2 for

which there will be some increase in the emissions of any toxic air contaminant, but for which the
District staffds health risk scrircaccancenrgk(@nal ysi s
defined in Reqgulatior52206) greater than 1.0 in a million@l8nd will not result in a chronic

hazard index (as defined in Regulati®2@38) greater than 0.20, and for which there will be no

other significant environmentaleetf

Retrofitting sourceS1486 and-3763 with CalliduSUBL-Flex Low NOx burners will enhance
Shell 8s compliance with Requlation 9, Rul e 10,
qualifies as a minor alteration of an existing sourcenguadgligible or no expansion of use

beyond existing levels. Therefosz Section 21-312.6he proposed alterationssourcess-1486

and S1763are categorically exempt from CEQA

Per Section-2-312.11, permit applications for a new or modifiedesoursources or for process
changes, which will satisfy the "No Net Emission Increase" provisions of District Regulation 2, Rule
2 and for which there is no possibility that the project may have any significant environmental effect
in connection with amgnvironmental media or resources other than air quality, are exempt from the
CEQA review. The reason for this exemption should be apparent on its face: if a facility is given
legal permission to emit more air pollutants from certain points while atethiengabeing

disallowed permission for an equivalent amount of the same type of emissions from other points at
the facility, then there is deemed to be no net effect on the air environment, and therefore no
possibility of a significant effect under CE@@vided neair impacts are also examined and

deemed to be of no possible significant consequence.

Also, per the CEQA Guidelines in Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Article 5,
Section 15061(b)(3). a project is exempt from CEQA iftilaigyvais covered by the general rule

that CEQA applies only to projects, which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the
environment. This is commonly known as the "Common Sense Exemption". Where it can be seen
with certainty that theris no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on

the environment, the activity is not-lsubject to CEQA.
312.11 is essentially a specific, codified, instance of the Common SengmExempt

The proposed alterations to sources-$486 and 8 763 will not result in any increase in daily

or annual emissions, [mplying there will no oCumul ative

the District determined that the project satisfies the "No Net fnission Increase”
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of District Requlation 2, Rule 2. Shell has completed and submitted to the District CEQA
Appendix H, Environmental Information Form, for the project.

The District has reviewed the CEQAs dApfpoern diitxe ntd f or m. Shel /
32 regarding oRelationship to a | arger project or series
following response.

oXes. This project is part of Shellds continuing efforts t
Regulation 9, Rule 10 (NOx from Refinery Combuigtn Devices) o
Al l other [ tems on the form were checked ei ther oNoo, or

Thus, the District concludes that the permit application is exempt from CEQA because it is
categorically exempt from CEQA per Sectitw322.6. In addition, thegject also qualifies per

Section 2-312.11 for the "Common Sense Exemption" of Subsection (b)(3) of the State CEQA
Guidelines. Based on all of the information before the District, it can be concluded that there is no
possibility that the alterations tos®sS-1486 and-3763will have any significant environmental
effect.

Permit Conditions

Source$ 1486 and-3&763are currently subject to permit condition 16688, which limits the

maximum firing rate at the above sources to 374 MMBTU/hr and 220 MBTéspectively. As

previously discussed in t H4480aBEX/EEareecguipped 6 secti on above, s
with NOxand QCEMS and are governed by permit condition 18265, W
0Ol ERC Alternative CompdraticantacseurcBsl486nand-376Bfille pr oposed al t

not result in any changes to either of the above two permit conditions. Because of the use of NOx

and @ CEMs, no additional permit conditions are proposed to require source testing of the above

sources for complince.

176



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §8lidress]

Recommendation
Waive the Authority to Construct and issue Shell a Permit to Operate to alter the following sources:

S-1486DH F-40 CU Feed
Cal l i dul$PFId GWKBL Bur n-Bl@xBurétst ra L ow
Maximum Firing Rate: 374 MMBTU/hr

S1763DH F-126CU Feed Heater
Call i dul$PFO GWKBL arA?PFd EXWB L UNOX Buaners o w
Maximum Firing Rate: 220 MMBTU/hr

Emissions from-$486 exhausts along with several other sources via a common exhaust stack
Chimney 1 (BAAQMD Emission Point #2B) thaiis equipped witNNOx and @ CEMs, whereas
emissions from-$763 exhaust via a dedicated exhaust stack that is equiphié€dkvaitial &

CEMs Information in DataBank incorrectly states tHat@3 exhausts via2B. To correct the

above mistake, sourcd™53 needs to be assigned its own emission point nurilFé&3{jPand-S

17636s pollutant train needs to be amended accordingly. S
they submitted to the Dis#i#63.ct in 1978 and a new o0oP&é6 form
Shel | épermiTdoésina exMicitly list the type of burners that a source(s) is equipped with,

nor does the permit |list the O6P6 numbers. Therefore, the
S1486& 81763 coupled with the i-5/63wi notteggeodny a new OPO6 number t
changes to Shellds Title V permit. In Ilight of the above,

Application 17633) should be cancelled.
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ENGINEERING EVALUATION
Shell Oil Products USH Martinez Refinery, Plant: 11
Application: 18034

Background
Shell Oil Products USMartinez Refinery (Shell) has submitted this application to obtain a Permit

to Operate (PO) for mevabatement device that is described as follows:

A-2023Thermal Oxidizer for Sulfur Plant 3
11 MMBTU/hr HHV®S (=10 MMBTU/hr LHV)

Shell operates four Sulfur Recovery Unitd 8%, 9432, 9765, and-8180). With the exception

of Sulfur Recovery Unit (SRU) # 3, tailgas emissions from the remaining three SRUs are abated by
Thermal Oxidizer§rO). In contrast, a Catalytic Oxidizer (CATOX) abates tail gas emissions from
SRU #3 (§L765). The proposed project to replace the CATES I8 had its genesis in an

office conference between the District and Shell in 2006 as a result of exceseaEsHIGE

from SRU #3. The excess S#nissions occurred when the media in the catalyst bed made up of
bismuth and copper (among other materials) caught on fire. The combustion of the above materials
led to the oxidation of approximately 40 pounds fofr savailable on the catalyst bed te. SBU

#3 is a 150 LTE sulfur plant located in the Operation Central (OPCEN) area of the refinery and
was constructed in the early 1980s. SRU #3 was equipped with a CATOX rather than a TO for
energy saving reasonsc&use sulfur tends to accumulate on the catalyst (~makes it unstable by
reducing its efficacy), the CATOX turned out to be a poor application. As a result, most SRUs at US
refineries are either equipped with TO, or have converted from CATOX to TO.

A-1518 is located downstream ef 5 and the Shell Claus-@difs Treating (SCOT) unit. The

proposed replacement oflA18 with A2023will notresult in modifications to eithed 865

and/or SCOT #3 (A76). Therefore, permit conditions (7618 and 18618 ih$hd s Ti%t | e V per mi t

that currently govern the operation -df7/85 will not be modified. However some changes are

warranted to permit condition 19748, which will be discussed in the later sections of this evaluation.

The installation of 023 will not rsult in any changes to TablesBIVAQ, and AQa, and/or to

TablesVHIAH, and AHDb in Shel | 4%b5.Alirdfekrencesolglewillmi t r el ating to S
be deleted from Shellds Title V p@2%mit following the Dist

Sinplified Process Overview of a Typical SRU:
Acid gases, consisting of hydrogen sulfide (k5) and ammonia (NH), liberated by the
Diethanolamine (DEA) strippers and the Sour Water Strippers (SWS) that are downstream
of the refineryds sehat8RUB. IThesSRU iemade up of the Qlacisaioite s
and the SCOT unit. The conversion of HS (a toxin) to molten sulfur (which is harmless) is

55 Routine measurements taken by Shell on natural gas combusted at the refinery indicate that the ratio of HHV/LHV is
generally 1.1:1. The difference is that the HHV (~Gross Heating Value) includes the energy required to vaporize water
(the wagr created during the combustion prockist heat transfer calculations and heater duties are calculated using
LHV (~Net Heating Value) because this is the energy available to the plecesergy content (the difference

between HHV and LHV) of theater vapor as it condenses back to liquid would have to be captured in order to use
HHV values.Combustion units such as furnaces, boilers, and others do not typically capture this energy.

56 The CATOX (A1518) includes an Oxidizer Preheatdi0@, wich will be taken out of service wheh548 is

replaced. 09 is the combustion unit for the CATOX, and no combustion occurs at the CATOX itself.

57LTD = Long Ton per Day; 1 Long Ton = 2,240 pounds

8Al |l references t o 0 Sauatonlredesto tie Titld \eperiit tipaewasrissued by the Distribttos e v
Shell on May 17, 2007.
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performed using a basic twestep, splitstream process. In the combustion step, the first of
the two steps, part ofhe H>S laden acid gas stream is combusted in a thermal reactor that
upstream of the Claus unit. The HS is oxidized to Sulfur Dioxide (5@ and water. In the
reaction step, the second of the two steps, the remainder of theSHaden acid gas stream is
combined with the oxidized products from the combustion step and enters the Claus unit.
The Claus unit consists of three main sections namely the RPKeater, the Catalytic

and the Sulfur Condensor. In the Claus unit, the /& reacts with S@formed in the
combustion step in the presence of an aluminum oxide catalyst to form molten sulfur and
water. The molten sulfur drops out of the reaction vessel and is stored in sulfur pits. Most
Claus plants convert over 90% of the 43 to molten sulfur, and desuct the NH 3 to

Unconverted acid gas (a.k.a. Claus offas) from the Claus unit is routed to the SCOT unit
and is converted back to HS. Simply stated, remnants of Sth the Claus offgas® react

with hydrogen in the SCOT reactor to form HS. The HS in the streams exiting the SCOT
reactor is absorbed in Mthyldiethanolamine (MDEA) absorbers and is liberated at the
MDEA strippers. The HsSliberated at the MDEA strippersis sent back to the Claus unit as
SCOT recycle for further processing. Renants of H-S. that are not part of the SCOT

recycle stream, are routed to an oxidizer downstream of the SCOT reactor to be oxidized to

SQ.

To recap, the proposed project to replace the existing oxidizer (~CATOX-A518) with a
new oxidizer (=70, A-2023)will not result in any alterations/modifications to either SRU#3
(S1765) and/or SCOT#3 (A76) that are upstream of it.

Based on information contained i n Shell 6s Flare Mini mizat
approved by the District in July 2007 and the! FMP update that was submitted to the

District in July 2008, SRU#3 is serviced by the OPCEN Hydrocarbon Flare-(S'72). It is

unlikely that the proposed installation of A2023 would result in flaring beyond existing

levels at S1772.

Emission Calculations

Regulation-2-112 states:

OExemption, Secondary Emissions From Abatemenfhe BACT requirements of Sectie® 2

301 shall not apply to emissions of secondary pollutants which are the direct result of the use of an
abatement device or emission reductidmigage which complies with the BACT or BARCT
requirements for control of another pollutant. However, the APCO shall require the use of
Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for control of these secondary pollutants. The
Air Pollution Control Offier shall determine which pollutants are primary and which are secondary
for the equi pmdAmenddd 6/15/04; 10670& |1 uat ed. o

In light of the above rule, the following methodology was adopted to perform the emission
calculations discussed below:
1 Step 1: Verify whether the use of an abatement device, st2f0a2 & , me e t s« t [ Fomatied: Bulletsand Numbering ]
Best Available Control Technology (BACT) requirement for SRU.
1 Step 2: Estimate the secondary pollutant emissions 2628A

59 Claus offgas contains about <1%%$1and <0.5% SO
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1 Step 3: Subject2023 to the RACTequirements for those secondary pollutants that will be
emitted at a rate which is greater than the 10 Ibs/day BACT trigger level.

Shell 6s proposal2@®@»3 abateoBRUH#t3e wti t i tAh t he Di strictds BA
found in Document# 169.1 (@a January 10, 1992). Emission factors summarized in Table 1

bel ow were usedPrn® ectt ¢dPmaxijde citPbessieRroendary poll utant emissi
summarized in Table 2.

Ib/MMSCF 100 84 7.6 0.6 5.5
Ib/MMBTU 0.098 | 0.082 | 0.007|0.001f 0.005
Note:
1. Emission factors (in Ib/MMSCF) excerpted from US EPA2Pables 14 and 1.2 in Chapter 1.4 ﬁ{ Formatted:  Bullets and Numbering j

Ol ntroduction to ExdNearnmalal CdGmaku LCtoimbrus$a wmae s
2. The emission factan(lb/MMBTU) was derived by dividing the emission factor (in [b/MMSCEF) by the
heating value of natural gas i.e. 1,020 BTU/scf.

Pre-Project
(A-1518)
PostProject
(A-2023)
Net increase|

Note:
1. The Oxidizer Preheater-{B9) for A1518 is rated at 3.25 MMBTU/hr LHV (3.575 MMBTU/hr HHV) «'-—-»{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering j

2. The maximum firing rates (in MMBTU/hr) forl&18 and 2023 are 3.575 and 11, respectively.

As an exampl e ,-Prcojnesdtdée re mihses iodProsstcal cul ati on for NOX:
= (0.098 Ib NOX/MMBTU) x (11 MBTU/hr) x (24 hrs/day)
= 25.872 Ibs/day (4.72 TPY)

Since theéerdgielct 60 Randtssi ons and the onet increaseod in emis
summarized in Table 2 above, are above 10 Ibs/A@%3Ais subject to RACT for the above

pollutants. Consisten wi t h gui dance provided in a District me mo entit
l evels for Ther mal Oxi oroxdieerssuch abZ23ewhichaer i | 13, 1999 and f

rated at greater than 7.5 MMBTU/hr, the memo requires the following RACT control levels for

secondary pollutant emissions:
€50 ppmvd NOx @ 15% £0.20 Ibs/MMBTU) and <[ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering )
1 350 ppmvd CO @ 15%.70.80 Ibs/MMBTU)

A-2023 will consume more fuel (~natural gas) and will also operate at a higher temperature than its
predecessor (A518). Specifically:2 23 wi | | operate at -1BIBWhicPOOAF in compari so
operates at O 615AF. SKH&I213 hvad |asmeewrte d hteh eDi Bit srtircit cdts tRPACET
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requi rements. Tabl e -PrbegkotadjistB®NOIand@Oes t he oO0Post
emissions from K2023.

Table 3
Maximum NOx emissions CO emissions
Abatwt Firing Rate
device (MMBTU/hr) Lbs/day Lbs/yr TP Lbs/day Lbs/yr TPY
A-2023 11 52.80 19,272.00 9.64 211.20 | 77,088.001 38.54

As an example, consider the RA(justed emissions calculatiorNfOx:
= (0.20 Ib NOX/MMBTU) x (11 MMBTU/hr) x (24 hrs/day)
=52.80 lbs/day (9.64 TPY)

I't can be seen from Tabl eds20223anwdi I3l trheastulSth eiln 6as opnreotp o s al

increasedé of 8 -154), 3125 YPY ®ff CO KB8®B29)(0.24. TBY4of Total PM
(0.360.12), 0.02 TPY of S@.030.01), and 0.18 TPY of VOC (G®68).

The NOx emissions for the catalytic oxidizer are calculated using AP42 factors for External
Combustion SourcédNatural Gas Combustion, while the emisdmrthe new thermal oxidizer

are calculated using RACT factors. This is proper because the catalytic oxidizer would be expected
to have lower NOx emissions due to the lower operating temperature.

Replacing A1518 with A2023 will entail installing valvesflanges, piping and associated
components. Specifically, the project will result in the installation of at least 31 new i ) .
valves and 30 new flanges 1in o6light |iquidé service. T
the above components are not underestimated, &hadjusted the component counts
upwards by 20 percent i.e. 37 new valves and 36 new flanges. Table 4 below
summarizes leak rates for the above fugitive components.

I Table 4 |
Valves/Gas/Light Liguid 37 0.00018 0.006 0.144 52.56 0.03
Flanges/AR 36 0.00028 0.0094 0.226 82.49 0.04
Totals 73 0.0154 0.37 135.05( 0.07
- ==
Emission
. Number of factor POC, POC, POC, | POC,
Type/service components | (Lb/hr/ It | lbiday | lbiyr | TPY
component)
5) Component counts estimated by Shell. - [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
6) Correlation equation used to deriveemission factor excerpted from Tabl8l¥ (_ p a g e Ca#iforjia of t he 0
Il mpl ementation Guidelines for Estimating Mass Emissions of Fugitive

February 1999. Specificald2yE6*t(I8&/) @Il I7adWibnguacsomurseldatiinor oegeati ovn tdh a

Screening Value (SV) of 100 ppmv to deduce an emission factor for valves théénllssing correlation

equat iB6M* (0AV)S530. 7066 was used in concert with a SV of 100 ppmv to d

flanges. Please note that the SV of 100 ppmv used in both cases is based on the maximum leak rate allowed by

Regul ation 8 00Organic Compoundsé, Rule 18 O0Equi pment Leaksoé6 for the
7) Flange counts include connectors.
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[t can be seen from Tablel that the installation & subsequent operation of 2023 would
result in an increase of less than a pound (0.37 lbs/day) of fugitive POC emissions per day.

Toxic Risk Screen Analysis

Table 5 below summarizes Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) emissions agbuiith natural gas —{ Formatted

combustion at 2023 using emission factors provided by Jane Lund@u#sincipal Air

Engineer in the Toxics Evaluation Section, in her August 19, 2008 ¢ | to the Districtos
Engineering Division staff.
Table 5
Emisdon factor Emissions
e ~bs/Msch | Abs/MMsch | Abs/MMBTUY | (ibsihry | bl ———{ Fomaned
Benzene 2.10E06 0.0021 2.06E06 2 26E05 .20 { Formatted
Formaldehydd ~ 7.50E05 0.075 7.35E05 | 8.09E04 |7.09 { Formatted
Toluene 3.40E06 0.0034 3.33E06 | 3.67E05 |0.32 ~{ Formatted
Note: [ Formatted
1. Heating value of naturajas = 1,020 BTU/scf * [ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering

o L

2. Maximum firing rate of 2023 = 11 MMBTU/hr
3. Hours of operation = 8,760 hours/year (24 hrs/day; 365 days/yr)

As an example, consider the benzene emissions summarized in the above table:
= (2.06E06 Ib benzene/MMBTU) x (11 MMBTU/hr)
= 2.26E05 Ibs/hr (0.20 Ibs/yr)

Section C of Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) Rule 21 provides the following quality specifications
for natural gas delivered into the PG&E pipeline system from California gas wells and generally
governs the gas quality frofemonnecting pipelines:

1 Tot al Sul fur 01 grain/ 100 scf (17 <~p*p[Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

f Mercaptan Sulfur O0.5 grain/100 scf (8 ppm)
f Hydrogen Sulfide O0.25 grain/ 100 scf (4 ppm)

For the purposes of estimating the fugitive emissions of Hydrogen Seffjdeofhi the 37 new
valves and 36 new flanges wifltbe installed as part of the CATOX replacement project, it is
conservatively assumed that all of the Total Sulfur (TS) in the natural gas would leak from the new
fugitive components as$las discussed below.

Density of air = 0.075 Ibs/scf;

The spefic gravity of natural s 0.58

Therefore, the density of natural gas = 0.0435 Ibs/scf

Assuming 1 grain of TS is equal to a grain®f ¢hch scf of natural gas (ng) would contain 0.01
grains of HS.

The % by wt. of bB in each scf of ng leaking friima fugitive components is equal to 0.00328%
by wt, i.e. [(0.01 gr.H/scf ng) x (1 Ib ¥5/7,000 gr KS)] /(0.0435 Ibs ng/scf ng).

60 Based on data for natural gas maintained by Shell.
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Assuming IS is a component of the POC emissions summarized in Table 4 above, the hourly and
annual HS emissions from theditive components summarized in the above table are estimated as
follows:

= (0.00328 Ibs $$/100 Ibs POC) x (0.0154 Ibs POC/hr)

= (5.05E07 Ibs HS/hr) x (8,760 hrs/yr)

= 0.0044 lbs bB/yr

Table 6 below summarizes the Acute and Chronic TAC Trigderdevé TTL&6s) for TACOGS

summarized in Table 5 and S, and compares the emissi5ons to the TTLOS

1 in Regulation 2, Rule 5 to verify if a Toxic Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) is warranted.

0

Table 6

Acute o Exceeds Chronic - Exceeds

TAC TIL | BTSN Cacie TIL | ESNONS | Chionic

(lbs/hr) (bsih) TTL? (Ibs/yr) (bsiy) TTL?
Benzene 2.9 2.26505 No 6.4 0.20 No /://—/[ Formatted
Formaldehyde 0.21 8.09E04 No 30 7.09 No \[ Formatted
Toluene 82 3.67E05 No 12,000 | 0.32 No X [ Formatted
Hydrogen Sulfide 0.093 | 5.05E07 No 390 0.00i4 No \\[ Formattod

Formatted

Formatted

|t can be seen from Tabl-20236oednotavarrart d ToxiclHRSA. %

o U

BACT
Per Reqgulation 2, Rule 2, Section 301, BACT is only triggered if emissions from a new source or an
increase in emissions from a modified sduaes the potential to emit 10 Ibs or more per highest
day of emissions. Simply stated, BACT is a source and pollutant specific requirement. Under this
application, Shell has proposed to replace an existing abatement-@&digpviah a new one-(A
2023) Neither the installation 0f2023 nor its subsequent operation will result in any
alterations/modifications to either SRU#3765) and/or SCOT#3 (#&6) that are upstream of it.
ThereforeShel | 6 s pr o0-p083sdaek nottrgggBAGTs t a | | A

Pernit conditions 7618, 18618, and 19748 govern the operation of SRIUE3)(Sources at

Shell that were part of Application 26¥86e REFEMS permit) operate under the REFEMS
emission bubble and are governed by permit condition 7618. The above pétiit comtzins,
among other requirements, the baseline emissions profile for various criteria [Fdlkithitg.
sulfur make at-$765 is limited by part 1 of permit condition 18618 to not exceed 150 LTD, and

part 8 requires Shell to conducta Distriptp r oved sour ce Sid48ls $1432S its four SRUOGS

1765 and $4180 once a yeatig determine the concentration ofs®H,SQ,, or both, expressed

as 100% bBQ,, for compliance with 0.08 gr/dscf limit in Requlatidr88Q Shel | 86s proposal to
ingall A-2023 will not result in aajterations/modifications to either SRU#3.{®5) and/or

SCOT#3 (A76) that are upstream ofTiherefore, the installation & subsequent operation of A

2023 will not result in any changes to permit conditions 7618a8d 18

I n order to ensure that t hel76dmeérits discussing permite t i ncreaseo
condition 19748. Permit condition 19748 was authored under Applicattéwiad&Ehell

1 The District issued Shell an AC and PO under ABG26i7 May 19, 1980 and August 1, 1991, respectively.
62 The District issued Shell an AC and PO under AN 4106 on July 24, 2002 and August 1, 2003, respectively.
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replaced an existing Stretford Uni7Z8 with an Exxon MabFlexsorb® Gas System-7A1).

Supporting information furnished by Shell with the above application indicated thatrthgesSO

emission limit of 34 TPY in part 3 of permit condition 19748 was derived using a CATOX exhaust

flow rate of 4.41 MMSCFD in amart with a Seoncentration of 250 ppmvd @ 0% Ohe

above S@concentration limit is outlined in part 1 of permit condition 19748. In addition to the

above, part 2 of permit condition 19748 required Shell to ensure that the concentr&8ion of H

the CATOX exhaust was below 13.2 ppmvd @ 0% OTabl e 7 bel ow summari zes the O0Pre

Project 6Pramjde o0tPlo seémi ssi ons that were part of Application /£
Table 7
Exhaust SO, H,S
Project Scenario flow rate ppmvd ppmvd
(MMSCFD) | @ 0% G Lbs/day | TPY @0% 0 Lbs/day | TPY
Pre-Project 441 250 186 34 13.2 5.22 0.95
PostProject 3.60 250 152 28 13.2 4.26 | 0.78
Net Increase/Decrease -6 -0.17
It can be seen from Table 7 above that the installatic@ & A r esul ted in a onet decreased o
TPY of SOemissias and 0.17 TPYofH e mi ssi ons. As an-Pexampl &, consider the

emissions calculation for O
= (250 scf S@/10E06 scf fg) x (4.41E06 scf fg/day) xrfible S&/379.4 scf S@) x (64 lbs

SOJ/Ib -mole SQ)
= 186 Ibs/day (34 TPY)

Emissions fronsRU#3 were fully offset under Application 26786 (the REFEMS permit) in 1980.
Per information contained in the above application, SRU#3 was originally permitted to emit 48.5
TPY (266 Ibs/day) of Semissions. The above mass emissions were part of peditibicd618

that outlined, a mo n g »badelmeemissiorsprofilerfoe eaehdy ofthe Shel | 6s SO
year for sources that were part of Shell s REFEMS per mit.

A-751 required that the above emissionsAé&TRdjusted i.e. 250 ppmvd @ 0% Therefore,

the RACT akli ajscdemission®P@esr 34 TPY (186 Ibs/day) as outlined in Table 7

above. Since Shell wanted to retain SRU#3 in the REFEMS emissions capattelisO

emissions profile in peitncondition 7618 was reduced by 80 Ibs/day (48.59BRYWPY = 14.5

TPY) in the above per mRrto jcaSmemi§sions of 4.26 Ib3/dap(0.78h t he o0Po
TPY) estimated under App-Pi opeSemidsions®f®.22 wer e bel ow t
I bs/ day, Shell reqguested t-ReopDestobéiemi s9i enbjkeveb

P

st
he OPre
RU#3 t o

As previously stated, the new Thermal Oxidiz8028)w | | operate at a higher temperatur
1,000°F) thanits predecesset A 18 (O 615AF)., and as a result wild.l al so exh
exhaust gases from its stack (8.40 MMSCED versus 4.41 MMSCED). Therefore, it is safe to

conclude that the 43 concemation limit of 13.2 ppmvd @ 0% @ part 2 of permit condition

19748 needs to be converted to its appropri&erndss emission limit to reflect the proposed

installation & subsequent operation €f023. Simply stated, the aboy8 Ebncentration limitill

be replaced with a mass emission |l imit of 5.22 |Ibs/day (O
emi ssions at SRU#3. Prabrl ] BSandds &ssiocsumigrar es t he 0
ApplicatiohRostPdO6fet D6t &mi ® Hcatiomn(#180840td lghlightthd s ap p

emissions increase that could be perceived as having occurred at SRU#3 in the absence of the

proposed change to part 2 of permit condition 19748.
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Table 8
SO HoS
. . Exhaust flow rate ppmvd
Froject scenari
Project Scenario| ™ \\\1ScEp) ppmvd || poday | TRY | @ 0% | Lbsiday | TPY
@0% O 0,
Pre-Project (AN
4106) 4.41 250 186 34 13.2 5.22 0.95

PostProject

(AN 18034) 8.40 250 354 65 13.2 9.94 1.81
Net Increase/Decrease +31 +0.86

Emissions summarized in Table 8 for entries correspondin@t®tbesrto j ect ( AN 18034) ¢
project scenario assume the design molecular weight for flue gases exhausti2g@@ 8fds st ac k
tobe31.0llbs/hmol e. As an examPltejecbidsedcdessthasoPabtul ati on for
Determine the mass of flue eméfg) exhausting out of the2/0 2 36s st ack per day

= (8.40E06 scf fg/day) x flinole fg/379.4 scf fg) x (31.01 Ibs fgiiwle fg)

= 686,568 Ibs fg/day AA

Determine the mass of 50 each standard cubic feet of fg

= (250 scf SeY10E06 scf fg) x (kmade SGQ/379.4 scf S@) x (64 Ibs Selb -mole SQ)

= 4.22E05 Ibs S@scf fg

Determine the mass of 50 pound of fg

= [(4.22E05 Ibs S@scf fg) x (379.4 scf fg/Hmole fg)] / (31.01 Ibs fg/Hmole fg)

=5.16 E04 Ibs S@lIb fg AB

Multiply A andB togetter

= 354 |bs SO2/day (65 TPY)

It can be seen from Table 8 above that installation & subsequent operaB62dtAuld result in

a net increase of 31 TPY of ®&@issions and 0.86 TPY of+missions at SRU#3. However,
instantaneous readings obtaimeohfthe Continuous Emissions Monitoring (CEMBtalled at

the CATOX stack, which will remain in service as part of this application, will ensure that the 34
TPY SQemission limit in part 3 of the existing permit condition 19748 and part 9 of thedpropose
permit condition 19748 is complied with at all times. Likewise, the annual source test requirement in
part 2 of the existing permit condition 19748 and part 12 of the proposed permit condition 19748
will ensure that SRU#3 will also comply with the pegposss emission limit of 5.22 Ibs/day (0.95

TPY).
The District has also proposed to impose a new Sulfuric Acid Mist (SAM) limit for SHYEE) (S
to ensure there i s a 0no -Irestiollowingcthe estadladian aidn S AM emi ssi ons f

subseqgent operation of R023. As it currently exists, Shell is required by part 8 of permit

condition 18618 to conduct a District appras@ace test at 5765 once a ye#w,determine the

concentration of S€»r H,SQy, or both, expressed as 10096 &, for compliance with 0.08

gr/dscf limit in Regulation$33Q Given that 2023woul d oper ate at a higher temperatur
1,000°F), and as a result would also exhaust higher volumes of exhaust gases from its stack (8.40

MMSCEFD), the proposed SAM limit will lzeséd on the results of a recent source test conducted at

S1765. Specifically, the SAM concentration measured at the exhaust stack etbtbe soon

replaced CATOX (A518) abating 5765 was determined to be 0.065 gr#tidoflight of the

above, -Ptring exRr6P ramjde cotPblo smhass SAM emi ssions using the above

68SandQCEM monitor | D #86s at SRU#3 are 17 A 254 and 17 A 256, respecti:
64051865 caducted on MarcB, 2007.

185



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §8lidress]

concert wRrtch edted o(P4.e4 1 -PMMY GFcD)6 a(n8d 40P oMMS CFD) exhaust fl o
rates from AL518 and 2023 are 7.47 TPY and 14.24 TPY, respectively. As an egangider

t he -PorPorjeect 6 mass SAM emissions:

= [(0.065 gr/dscf) x (4.41E06 dscf/day) x (365 days/yr)] / [(7,000 gr/lb) x (2,000 Ib/ton)]

=7.47 TPY

It can be seen from above, that a net increase of 6.77 TPY (14 240f SAMmissions could
occurat S1765 in the absence of the proposed SAM limit. Please refer to parts 13 and 14 of the
proposed permit condition 19748.

Cumulative Increase:

Shell 8ds pr o-20a3swil hot resolt igtemationsdmodiificafions to either SRU#3 (S

1765) antbr SCOT#3 (A-76) that are upstream of it. As previously discussed in the preceding
section, the 34 TPY $6mission limit in part 3 of permit condition 19748 will remain unchanged.
Therefore, there will be no cumulative increase in emissions from SRUZB.TPY S©

emission limit was fully offset by Shell in Application 26786 in 1980. This is the reason that the
change from 28 TPY that resulted from the combination of effluent volume and the 250 ppm SO
concentration limit to 34 TPY is not considerdaktan increase in SO2 emissions. Please refer to
Table 7 above.

Per emissions summarized i n T-=2023valdesultthan 3, and 4 above, t h
cumulative increage8.10 TPY of NOx, 37.25 TPY of CO, 0.24 TPY of PM02 TPY of S©
amd 0.25 TPY¥°of POC emissions, respectively.

Offsets:

The requirement to offset NOx and POC emission increases from a new/modified source and any

pre-existing cumulative increase at a 1.15 : 1 ratio is triggered when the Actual plant emissions and
thestBPojectd6 Permitted plant emissions are greater than 3
offset S@ and PMpemissions from a new/modified source and anrgxiséng cumulative

increase at a 1:1 ratio is triggered when the Actual plant emissions aodRlo ®f ect 6 Per mi t t ed
plant emissions are greater than 1 TPY. In addition, per Regt2a3i08 &n increase in S&nhd

PMioemissions from a new or modified source at a Major Facility (such as Shell) needs to be offset

only if the cumulative increas emissions for the above pollutant minus any contemporaneous

emission reduction credits provided by a facility for that pollutant since April 5, 1991 exceeds 1

TPY. There is no CO offset requirement. Table 9 below summarizes emissions at Shaté¢o deter

if offsets are warranted for NOx, POC,86d PMgemissions.

65The cumulative increase in POC emissions of 0.25 TPY is the sum of the net increase of 0.18 TPY (from Table 2) and
0.07 TPY (from Table 4)
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Formatted )

Formatted )

NOX 204 . . 212.10

POC 398.471 1.368.48 0.25 398.721 > 35
Co 298.00 1.182.77 37.25 335.25 NA
PM10 76.604 528.36 0.24 76.844 >1
S0O2 213.77 1,88.99 0.02 213.79 >1

| t can be seen from the emissi®n®jeecmmaPiezend tt edTabl e 9 t
ant emissions and the 0AciandPMdare abbve theéir e mi ssi ons for NOXx,
corresponding offset trigger levels for tiwmva pollutants. Therefore, offsets are warranted for the

above pollutants.

Though Requlation21 12, which was discussed kexemptshe OEmMi ssions Cal cu
202306s secondary emissions from thetheB#SE&ET requirements, it
reguirements c on+-30R and&A-308. n otReevgords, i thei NOx, BAC,,.S0

and PMoemissions summarized in Table 9 were above their respective offset trigger levels, the

District would have required Shell to surrendeetigred Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) to

offset A2 02386s secondar Yectomd230¥4ndhe GaliforiboHeadtivaad Safety

Code, which states the following, would have prevented the District from requiring Shell to provide

the requied offsets:

"A district shall not require emission offsets for any emission increase at a source that results from

the installation, operation, or other implementation of any emission control device or technique

used to comply with a district, state edefal emission control requirement, including, but not

limited to, requirements for the use of reasonably available control technology or best available

retrofit control technology, unless there is a modification that results in an increase in tdapacity of

unit being controlled.”

Following is an excerpt from a June 19, 2008 District Policy memo from CaddBbAfiem Air

Quality Engineer, Toxics Evaluation Section to the Engine
Code 42301.2 stanes:redAudiesetemcsssbal offsets... o6 for qual
projects, the District is concerned that eliminating the offset requirement for secopdady NO

POC emissions from new/ modified abatement devices would b
net increase provisions and could potentially compromi se
improvement goals. To alleviate these concerns while still providing the state required offset relief

for industry, the District shall continue to requiiisets for any gqualifying control device project (as

stated in current District regulations), but the District will provide any necessary offsets, on behalf

of the facility from the small facility banking account, for each qualifying abatement detice proje

even if that project is located at a facility that does not qualify for the small facility banking account.

66 Actual emissions estimated based on last permit rBietyad2 A p A all
67 AB 2525 Chpter 771, September 23, 1996

187



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §8lidress]

The District has adopted a similar policy for resource recovery projects that comply with H&S Code
Section 42314 and that are located atfsitedo not qualify for the small facility banking account.

This policy is also intended to clariiyr landfills in particularwhen an air pollution control
project qualifies for offset relief pursuant to H&S Code 42301.2, when it does not, &ndayhen
qualify for partial relief.

In order to qualify for H&S Code 42301.2 offset relief, the project must satisfy all of the following
qualifying criteria:

€__The applicant shall have submitted a BAAQMD permit application for the abateme'nt'de( Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

project m or after September 23, 1996.

91__The project shall include a new or modified abatement device that is controlling an existing
permitted source.

91_The source being controlled shall have been initially permitted prior to September 23, 1996
and shall now have alid BAAQMD permit.

__The source being controlled shall not have undergone any type of physical modification,
change in the method of operation, or permit limit change, on or after September 23, 1996,
unless this post 9/23/96 alteration did not result in@ease in capacity of the source, and
did not allow a throughput increase at the source, and did not allow an increase in the
primary pollutant being controlled at that source.

€_The abatement device shall be required to control a primary pollutahefsouree due
to a BARCT, BACT, TBACT, NSPS, or MACT requirement.

{__The abatement shall use RACT for all secondary pollutants with an emission rate of more
than 10 pounds/day.

If the source being controlled is a new source that was initially permitteebédmber 23, 1996,

the H&S Code 42301.2 offset exemption does not apply. The secondary pollutant emission
increases from the new/modified abatement device are subject to District offset requirements. If
the site does not qualify for the SFBA, theska# provide all required offsets for the secondary
pollutant emission increases resulting from the new/modified abatement device.

If the source being controlled is modified after September 23, 1996, the permit holder shall be
responsible for providingyarequired offsets for both the primary and secondary pollutant
emission increases that result from that modification. In the case of landfills, the engineer shall
compare the proposed maximum projected landfill gas generation rate to the projected gas
generation rate for the baseline period. This difference between the projected and baseline gas
generation rates is also the increase in control capacity that is associated with the landfill
modification. Unless the site continues to qualify for the 8fBa#pplicant shall provide offsets

for the secondary pollutant emission increases that will result from controlling the gas generation
rate increase determined above. ¢

Shel |l 6s pr o-poA3sgaalifiestfon offsetrali¢f purstiant o H&S Ca86142 for the
following reasons:

__Shell submitted Application 18034 on May 5, 2008. « [Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

1__A-2023 will abate SRU#31365) and/or SCOT#3 (&6) that are upstream of it. The
SRU and the SCOT were permitted under Application 26786 (the REFEMS permit).
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_The Distri¢ issued Shell an AC and PO for sources (includin§55and A/6) that were
part of the REFEMS permit on May 19, 1980 and August 1, 1991, respectively. The PO for
the above source is valid until August 1, 2009.

1T As previously di s ouabeve the peSi23/06hakkeratioBAE7E®D s e c't
and A76 under Application 4106 (in the 200023 timeframe) to replace’B (Stretford
Unit) with A751 (Exxon Mobil Flexsorb® Gas System) did not result in an increase in
capacity of the source, did nddwla throughput increase at the source, and did not allow
an increase in the primary pollutant being controlled at that source. Inst&llimggulted
in a onet decr=aissiens and 0.17@PYToEHmissidns. Bléxse refer
to Table 7.

19 The Districtébs BACT gui delines found i n Document# 1629.

requires the use of an abatement device such as2823 to abate 5 that is not part
OfA-760s recycle stream to be rowted to an oxidizer to b

I Aspreviousy di scussed in the OEmission Calculationsd secti
emissionsfromR 023 are subject to -RAC|Te dbted aaumies sihend afidry 0Pos
the above pollutants are more than 10 | bs/ day. Pl ease

Consistent ith recent District permitting actions concerning offsets for secondary emissions from
abatement devices (such @023), which qualify for offset relief pursuant to H&S Code 42301.2,
the increase in emissions associated with this application summaaizkdd will be offset by the
Districtds Small Facility Banking Account .

Statement Of Compliance
SRU#3 (§1765) is subject to applicable requirements contained in Ta®]esQVAQDb, and AR

in Shell ds Tit |l €76¥is qulsethrandtis.exp&iedeta dorhply evithIRégulationS
6 OParticulate Matteré, Rule 1 0General Requirementsdé, an
Pollutantsé, Rule 1 o0Sulfur Dioxidebo.

Section 330 in Reqgulation 6, Rule 1 prevents sources st@®z$r&m emiiihg any emission

having a concentration of £ H,S0, or both, expressed as 10096® exceeding 183 mg per
dscm (0.08 gr/dscf) of exhaust gas volume. Shell will demonstrate compliance with the above
section by performing an annDatrict approved soce test at-$765 as required by part 8 of
permit condition 18618.

Area monitoring to demonstrate compliance with the ground levadr®®ntrations excess of

(e

0.5 ppm continuously for 3 consecutive minutes or 0.25 ppm averaged over 60 conBategive

or 0.05 ppm averaged over 24 houRequlation9-3 01 i s at the APCOO8s discretion (per
BAAQMD Regulation9-501). The Petroleum refineries in the Bay Area have ground level

monitors:; yet they rarely exceed the above limits.

dditiontoheabove, 9 765 i s al so subject Standards@f CFR Part 60, Subpart |

Performance for Petroleum Refinedes ( NSPS J), and 40 CFR 63, Subpart UUU ( MA
fiNational Emission Standards For Hazardous Air Pollutants For Petroleum Refineries: Catalytic

Cracking Units, Catalytic Ref oClaussulfgrretbmeryt s, And Sul fur Rec
plants, such as-$765, which were constructed, reconstructed or modified after October 4, 1976

and on/before May 14, 2007 that consist of an oxidation contri@msy®llowed by incineration

are required by section 60.104(a)(2)(i) to limit the discharge or cause the discharge of gases into
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the atmosphere containing concentrations of iS@xcess of 250 ppmv (dry basis) at zero
percent excess air. The SOEMS in hie exhaust stack of SRU #3 will ensure compliance with
the above NSPS J limit.

MACT UUU applies to, among other things, a process vent or group of process vents on Sulfur

Recovery Units (such a8 75). Bypass lines on vent systems locatédd @b $haare capable of

diverting vent streams away from the control device (new Thermal Oxidizer) abating it are also

subject to MACT UUU. The rule allows sources suchh 285Swhich are already subject to section

60.104 in NSPS J, to demonstrate compliaticeh@iMACT UUU HAP emission limit in section

63.1568 by meeting the NSPS J emission limit for sulfur Srickesn 63.1569 outlines the

requirements for HAP _emissions from bypass lines.

Shell opted to seal the bypass lined @65. Therefore, sect®3.1569(a), (a)(1)(iii). (a)(3). and (c)

are included as applicable requirementsin TabBl®¥y i n Shel | 6s Title V permit.

Requlation-2-112 contains the requirements for the application of Reasonably Available Control

Technology (RACT) to secondpojiutants, which are a direct result of the use of an abatement

device or emission reduction technigue that complies with the BACT or BARCT requirements for

control of another pollutant. The use of thermal oxidizers (sueP028Yto contrdH,S

emissios is consistent with control technologies typically prescribed for sources-$idéb.a&sS

previously discussed under t h2W23wiEkmeetshei on Cal cul ati onsoé6 se
following RACT control levels for secondary pollutant emissionsngd N®Ox @ 15% @(0.20

Ibs/MMBTU) and 350 ppmvd CO @ 15% (.80 |bs/MMBTU).

On December 1, 2003, the District [issued Shell a Title V
The proposed changes to Shell 6s Ti-POBentoV per mit stemming f
Shel |l 6s Titl e V peBr miAtb awielne naf fDecdkR melwadbol, e Tlalbl e | V

condition #19748 in Section VI, and Table VHAI. The above changes, which will be made

to Shell 6s Title V permit under tothzfNS$R cation 18063 (the Ti
application), qualify as a minor permit revision, i.e. a revision to an existing Title \/ permit

that is neither an administrative amendment as defined in Sectior62201, nor a significant

permit revision as defined in Section-B-226. Minorrevisions to an existing Title V permit

aresubjectioa4slay US EPA review, but are not subject to a publi
permit is in the process of being renewed. The proposed changes discussed above will be

Incorporated into the renewed penit before it is [ssued.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):
Per Section-2-311 of the District Rules and Regulations, a permit application for a proposed new
or modified source will be classified as ministerial and will accordinglydbérexethe CEQA
requirement of Sectionl12310 if the District's engineering evaluation and basis for approval of the
permit application for the project is limited to the criteria set forth in Set#@8 2nd to the
procedures, fixed standards andaibhje measurements set forth in the District's Permit Handbook
and BACT/TBACT Workbook. The method for determining whether a given permit application
will be classified as ministerial is set forth in Seetidi22.

Per Section-2-427, if the Districtletermines that its evaluation of the permit application is covered

by the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's
Permit Handbook and BACT/TBACT Workbook, the District's evaluation of the permit

applicéion is classified as ministerial and the engineering evaluation of the permit application by the
District will be limited to the use of said specific procedures, fixed standards and objective
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measurements. For such projects, the District will merglyhaplalw to the facts as presented in

the permit application, and the District's decision regarding whether to issue the permit will be based
only on the criteria set forth in Sectielk428 and in the District's Permit Handbook and

BACT/TBACT Workbook.

For this permit application, the District determined that its evaluation of the permit application as it
relates to the installation of the new fugitive components summarized in Table 4 above is covered
by the specific procedures, fixed standards amtivdbjmeasurements set forth in the District's

Permit Handbook Chapter 3.4 o0Petroleum Refinery

finds that the installation of the new thermal oxidiz8028) is not ministerial pursuant to Section
2-1-427 becase there is no dedicated chapter in the District's Permit Handbook at this time. The
installation of 22023 is categorically exempt from CEQA review per Sedt®h?2?2, which

pertains to the installation of air pollution control or abatement equipment.

The District has reviewed the CEQA Appendix H form. Shell responded to all the questions

on the above form by stating either oNoo, or
form, Shell also submitted the following additional information in order fothe District to

determine the project's possible significant effects:

oNot

Fugitive

Appl i ca

Please provide a completed Appendix H, Environmental Information Form, which contains| Formatea:

Bullets and Numbering

)

information for the District to complete the CEQA Initial Study of Spmpseieoh. therabove form
that are either marked o0Yesdé and/ or ONAG6, pl

Shell has followed the guidelines in Appendix H of the BAAQMD Permit Handbook
(Environmental Information Form), which is included inthe preceding pages of this

Appendix C.

ease ful

y

Please describe any new equipment, including pumps and piping that will be installed for ti{ Formattea:

Bullets and Numbering

new piping be installed aboveground?

The changes proposed for th&€RU-3 Catalytic Oxidizer Replacemst Project

involves replacing the catalytic oxidizer at SR{3 with a thermal oxidizer and
installation of new valves and flanges. The new piping will be installed aboveground
in existing pipe racks.

10.To determine potential impacts to groundveetevated guality, please respond to the following Formatied:

Bullets and Numbering

. Will this project result in an increase in the risk of a spill with potential for impacti Formated:

Bullets and Numbering

and groundwater? Please explain.

There is minimal potential for the SRU3 Catalytic Oxidizer Redacement Projectto
increase the risk of a spill that would impact surface water or groundwater. The
project involves replacing the catalytic oxidizer at SR3 with a thermal oxidizer and
installation of new valves and flanges. The probability of failutbat would allow a
release of hazardous materials is no greater than for the existing equipment.

m. What spill prevention measures and monitoring are in place at Shell to limit the {{ Formattea:

Bullets and Numbering

spill due to this project.
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The proposed project involve replacing the catalytic oxidizer at SREB with a

thermal oxidizer and installation of new valves and flanges. These replacements are
not expected to affect the probability or consequences of a spill compared to current
operations.

Shel | 8s eram ofdperatogtraipimgoprevention, mitigation, and response is

based on prevention of environmental impacts, and will further reduce the risk of a

spill. Shell has prepared and implemented a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

(SWPPP) and a Spill Preantion Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) plan to

prevent water quality contamination. Storm drains are closed by default, and

collected storm water is sent to the Refineryods efflue

n. To address runoff at the site, dags Siftibtm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and( Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan?

Shell has prepared the SWPPP and SPCC Plan, as required. The plans are available
on site for inspection in accordance with the applicable requlations.

0. Howfrequently does Shell conduct groundwater monitoring and how often are the Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Shell performs quarterly groundwater monitoring as required by Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDR) Orde®5234, issued by the San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB). Results are submitted to the
SFBRWQCB twice a year.

Additionally, Shell is required to perform a capture zone analysis on the facility. The
WDR order requires that a ongoing hydraulic groundwater capture program be
installed, operated, and maintained. Groundwater extraction systems are installed at
the perimeter of the facility and serve to capture the groundwater before it leaves the
site.

p. What is the directitimeafroundwater flow beneath the Shell refinery site? <« { Fomatted: Bullets and Numbering ]

The equipment to be changed is located in the Central Valley groundwater basin of
the facility. Groundwater flows from south to north at a velocity of approximately

four feet per year.

. To determimgemtial impacts due tdutikesbtrucks associated with the project, please respond( Formatied: Bullets and Numbering ]
following:
a. How and from where will water be delivered to the project? <[ Formatted: ~Bullets and Numbering ]

The proposed project will not increase water demand.

b. Would the installation ofthequipment result in an increase in ekista)tdiegetraffic to{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
and from the truck loading racks?

No increase in existing dieseffueled traffic to and from the truck loading racks.
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c._For construction, how masfiyedezsaiicks will lmbfasenobilization, construction, angl—{ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
demobilization of the project?

The projected construction requirements are provided in Table-C.

Table C-1
SRU-3 Catalytic Oxidizer Replacement ProjedConstruction Requirements

Mobilization Construction Demobilization

Number of Diesel Truckg 3 1 1
Number of Days 2 5 3
Total Days of Diesel Operated Cranes and Equipment 19
Maximum Number of Construction Workers 40
Route Taken for Equipment Truck Deliveries P-3
Notes:
1. Maximum trucks on site on any giv@mstruction day.
2. Construction days may not be consecutive.

d. What is the likely route that tHeieliegetucks will take from the nearest freeway te the { Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]

The most likely route for delivery of construction materials to thERU-3 Catalytic
Oxidizer ReplacementProject construction site will be via Highway 680 to Marina
Vista Avenue. The diesefueled trucks will enter the Refinery through Gate 3.

The District finds these assertions and arguments to be credible and concludeethat this
application is exempt from CEQA because it is categorically exempt from CEQA review per
Section 2-312.2.

A memo from Dr. Glen Lon@ Supervising Air Quality Engineer, Toxics Evaluation Section to
Barry Yound Air Quality Engineering Managegrtit Evaluation Section dated October 27, 2005
stated that an increase of 21 retipddiesel fueled delivery trucks per day (42vagerips)
corresponds to a maximum lifetime cancer risk of 10 in a million and a maximum chronic hazard
index of 0.0060Z herefore, an increase in diesel fueled truck traffic below the 2tripodiedel

fueled delivery trucks per day threshold will not exceed the lifetime cancer risk of 10 in a million,
implying a detailed sipecific Health Risk Screening Analy$kS@]J is not required for such
projects. It can be seen from Table &bove that an HRSA is not required for the increase in diesel
fueled truck traffic associated with this project.

Permit Conditions

Following is the textual description of permitcondin 19748 as it currently exists in S
permit:
1. The owner/operator shall operate the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) such that the <[ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]

concentration of SO2 in the exhaust from the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) shall not exceed 250
ppmvd at 0 percent o, averaged over 24 hours.
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(basis: Cumulative Increase; NSPS)

2. The owner/operator shall operate the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) such that the coneentra{ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

of H2S in the exhaust from the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) shall not exceed 13.2 ppmvd at 0
percait oxygen, averaged over 24 hours (95 weight percent conversion of H2S to SO2).
Compliance shall be confirmed by a District approvedstand annual source test.

(basis: Cumulative Increase)

3._The owner/operator shall operate the ciitabyidizer (A1518) such that the SO2 emissions{ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

from the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) shall not exceed 34.0 tons per consecutivehiielve

period.
(basis: Cumulative Increase)

4. In the event that SRBI(S1765), SCGJ (A76). and/or the catalytic oxidi¢a1518) are « —{ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

shut down, the owner/operator shall curtail all acid gas feed-® @Ré&hllocate the acid

gas to other sulfur recovery units such that no acid gas is vented to the flare and unabated
SRU3 tailgas (tailgas not treated in SGDI§ not rated to the catalytic oxidizer. This

shall be completed prior to any planned shutdown or within 24 hours of any unplanned
shutdown. The District shall be notified of all such occurrences within 48 hours. The flaring
emissions shall be calculated and iedlurdthe baseline profile (REFEMS cap). Prior to
issuance of the Permit to Operate for S1765, the owner/operator shall submit an emission
calculation protocol to the District for approval.

(basis: Cumulative Increase)

5. To determine compliance with tPhand 3, the owner/operator of the catalytic oxidizer — Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

(A1518) shall operate a SO2 continuous emission monitor/recorder in conjunction with a
flow rate monitor/recorder at the exhaust of the catalytic oxidizer to calculate mass
emissions in order to denstrate compliance.

(basis: Cumulative Increase)

6. To determine compliance with Part 2, the owner/operator of the catalytic oxidizer ¢A151{ Fomatted:

Bullets and Numbering

shall conduct a Distrieipproved source test to the exhaust of the catalytic oxidizer for the
concentration of H2®ithin 60 days of startup of the modified SR81765) and annually
thereatfter. Prior to the source test, the owner/operator shall notify and obtain approval of
the source test procedures from the District's Source Test Section.

(basis: Cumative Increase)

As it currently exists, part 3 of permit condition 19748 limits then8€3ions from the sotm-be
replaced CATOX (A518) to not exceed 34.0 tons per consecutivedth period. Shell
demonstrates compliance withdbeve S@mass emission limit by using the concentration
recorded by the S@EMS located on the exhaust stack of SRU-#2@5) in concert with
exhaust flow data obtained from an annubar meter located on the ducting bé&fi&eandl the
base of the émaust stack.

Going forward and in part due to the TOA@23) inherent design, Shell has proposed a different
calculation methodology to demonstrate compliance with imeaS©emission limit outlined in

part 9 of theproposedermit condition 19748. &gpifically, the TO will exhaust directly into the

base of the stack (instead of via the ducting) thereby, causing cyclonic flows within the exhaust
stack. Cyclonic (or swirling) flow characteristics are expected in vertical stack configurations with
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relatively low exhaust gas volumes anticipated from the installati@028.AThe existing
horizontal ducting used in the CATOX design is not typical with most TO installations.

Cyclonic flow by its definition is not consistent and cannot be measuredladyugatross

sectional pitot tube used in the annubar design. Meters such as annubars (using pitot tubes) in which
only a small portion of the actual flow is used to determine the total flow are not "full flow" meters.
Non-full flow meters such as annigbanly use a fraction of the total exhaust to quantify flow.

Annubar flow meters are designed for conditions in which there is consistent flow because the pitot
tube, inherent in the annubar design, only samples a cross section of the flow. Ascausssolt, t

an annubar meter to measure exhaust flows in an exhaust stack that is expected to experience
cyclonic flows will result in inaccurate exhaust flow measurements.

As previously discussed under the theSi mplified Process Ove
0Backgrounddé section, the OAbsorber Overhead Flowd is tai
exiting SCOT #3 (A/6) that is upstream of2023. Flow meters used to measure the absorber

overhead flows, natwural gad ffllows medred sado iteu ¢ thiean veinrt ufrli o
orifice plate meters), which use the o6entire flowd to det
flow passes through the measurement device and unli ke ann
sample the flow to determineh e measur ement . Installing a full flow meter

stack to measure the total stack flow in lieu of the proposed calculations would amount to installing
impedance in the stack, which would cause pressure drop problems.

In light of the abo® discussion, the annubar flow meter will no longer be used. Instead, Shell will
determine the exhaust flow by summing three inputs to SRU

Stack flow in MMSCEFED (dry, 0% excesb&3is)
= (Absorber Overhead Flow) + (Naal Gas Combustion Gases) + (Sulfur Pit Vent Flow)

The measured Absorber Overhead Flow is 3.375 MMSCFED. The proposed natural gas flow is
between 0.15 MMSCFED and 0.26 MMSCFD.

Calculations to estimate the resulting flows from the absorber overheadraingisanputs will

ut i | i gé8factohnmeethaddlogy prescribed in 40 CEFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 19. In

contrast, the stack flow associated with sulfur pit vent
typically 1% of total flow. The absorberrbgad flows and natural gas flows are measured by full

flow meters 017F1317.PV6é6 and 017FC237.PV6, respectively.
Shell, the proposed calculations assume the heating valWietod f6r absorber overhead gas to

be 4.63 BU/scf and 211,400 dscf/MMBTU, respectively. The heating valueg factbFfor the

absorber overhead flows vary somewhat over time, and are dependent upon the combustible

components (primarily-Hin the stream. Because the combustible componenssraiéfeaction

of the composition compared to the total composition including the inert componematsdCO

N>2). the overall impact to slight changes in the combustible components will have a minimal effect

on the overall flow calculation.

The heating Yae and kfactor for natural gas that will be combusted2028 is assumed to be
1,020 BTU/scf and 8,710 dscf/MMBTU, respectively. Thou2®28 has a maximum firing rate of

68Fd odry f I-atioofghe soluhesotthealny flue gas to the heating value of the fuel that is used to produce
the flue gas (in dscf/MMBTU).
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11 MMBTU/hr, it will typically operate at/about 6.40 MMBTU/hr. In light ofith@ve and as
discussed in the calculations that follow, the maximum and typical stack flows from natural gas
combustion at £023 is expected to be 0.26 MMSCFD and 0.15 MMSCED, respectively.

In light of the significant variation in theféctor for absdyer overhead gas of 211,400

dscf/MMBTU versus 8,710 dscf/MMBTU for natural gas, it should be noted thafabtF

represents the stoichiometric combustion of any fuel with air to end productsSHZ@nd

water Given the very different nature bétabove fuels, it is unreasonable to expect this ratio to be
the samdn contrast, it is reasonable to expect simil@ackors and ratio ofsFactor to heat

content for similar fuels such as methane, ethane and refinery fuel gas (e.g. redudrshhydrocar
fuels), but the absorber overheaTUalggeas i s very different
(=absorber overhead gas) is a waste gas, but by fuel standards the closest comparison would
probably be a synthesis gélse composition of the tail gasiisrarily carbon dioxide and

nitrogen with minor amounts of hydrogen, carbon monoxide, hydrogen sulfide, oxygen, and water.
The heat content of this fuel is primarily from hydrogen, which does not factor into the dry flue gas
volume at allThe only othecomponent that would add some heat content would be carbon
monoxide, which has a very different combustion stoichiometry than reduced hydrocarbon
fuels.As a result, the ratio of thefBctor to BTU content of absorber overhead gas and natural gas
is qute different, as would be expected given their very different compositions and combustion

FLCHIOMEIYY umetered flow rate from the sulfur pit is assumed to be 0.132 MMSCED (wet). The
actual flow value is based on the design of the pan@isteam eductor configuration and
corresponds to a maximum expected flow. Numerically, the 0.132 MMSCFD sulfur pit vent flow
(wet) corresponds to 0.064 MMSCFD flow (dry). Assuming a total oxidizer exhaust flow of 4.694
MMSCED, the pit vent flow rements approximately 1% of the total exhaust flow i.e.

(0.064/4.694) x 100% = 1.4%. Shell does not have data indicating the variability of the dry gas
portion of the sulfur pit flow. Based on their understanding of the process, minimal variability is
expeted. Because the overall sulfur pit flow is negligible, the flow values used in the calculations
that follow are conservative and the sulfur pit vent variability will have a minimal effect on the
overall exhaust flow calculation.

Based on oeadt byl & 17mda8Bslwr. PV6) and oexpectedo6 (that wildl

017FC237.PV6) flow dat a, the Otypi20236sexhaust flow from

installation can be calculated in lieu of the annubar meter as follows:
Absorber overhead flowmeasdred 617 F1317. PV6 = 3.375 MMSCFD (wet)

Absorber overhead (A®@dackflow
= (3.375 x 10E6 scf AO/day) x (4.63 BTU AO/scf AO) x (211,400 scf dry flue gas/MMBTU AO) x (MMBTU AO/10E6 BTU AO)

= 3,303,389.25 scf dry flue gas/day (~3.30 MMSCED (dry))

The dry flowate resulting from the absorber overhead flow is slightly lower than the absorber
overhead flow as measured because the absorber overhead flow is a wet measurement and the
resulting calculation excludes water.

Natural gas fl ow tt7ika&t2 3wi.IPIVobe measured by 01
= 0.15 MMSCEFD (typical); 0.26 MMSCFD (maximum)

Typical Natural Gas (NGjackflow

=(0.15 x 10E6 scf NG/day) x (1,020 BTU NG/scf NG) x (8,710 scf dry flue gas/MMBTU NG) x (MMBTU NG/10E6 BTU NG)

= 1,332,630 scf dry flue/day (~1.33 MMSCFD)

Maximum Natural Gas (NGtackflow

=(0.26 x 10E6 scf NG/day) x (1,020 BTU NG/scf NG) x (8,710 scf dry flue gas/MMBTU NG) x (MMBTU NG/10E6 BTU NG)

= 2,309,892 scf dry flue/day (~2.31 MMSCFD)
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Un-metered dry gas sulfur pit flow (dry$tecck= 0.064 MMSCFED

0OTypicalé total sbhassk flow (dry, 0% excess O
= 3.30 +1.33+ 0.064 = 4.694 MMSCFD

OMaxi mumé total st aglaks)yfl ow (dry, 0% excess O
= 3.30 +2.31+ 0.064 = 5.674 MMSCFD

In order to demonstrate compliance with ther8&ss emission limit of 3ons/yr and for a given
concentration (say 120 ppm. dry, 0% excelsad®), theypicald P ePsrto | e xeiigsiorS Gan

be derived as follows:
= (120 scf S@10E6 scf dry flue gas) x (64 IbBnol SO) x (1 Ibmol S@379.4 scf SE) x (4.694E6 $dry flue gas/day)

= (95 lbs S@day) x (365 days/yr) x (ton 92000 Ibs SQ
=17.34 tons Seyr.

Themaximumd P ePsrto | e @missiorS @ould be equal to 115 Ibs/day (~21 tosgrEO
Stated differently, an average annual concentration at/al®&vepm measured by the,SO
CEMS would result in an exceedance of the 34 tons/yr mass emissions limit.

In light of the above discussion, the proposed changes to permit condition 19748 are as shown
below:
1. The owner/operator shall ensure that S@JA76) and Thermal Oxidizer (A2023) abate —{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
SRU3 (S1765) all times of operation. (Basis: Cumulative Increase)

2. The owner/operator shall ensure that the supplemental fuel used at A2023 is PUG-gual( Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
natural gas. (Basis: Cumulative Increase)

3. The owner/operatortgll not emit more than 50 ppmvd NOx @ 15% O2 (0.20 < { Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
Ib/MMBTU) from A2023. (Basis: RACT, Source Test Method 13A)

4. The owner/operator shall not emit more than 350 ppmvd CO @ 15% O2 (0.80  « { Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
Ib/MMBTU) from A2023. (Basis: RACT, Source Test Method 6)

5. No later han 60 days from the startup of A2023, the owner/operator shall conduct Distri{ Formatted: ~Bullets and Numbering ]
approved source tests to determine initial compliance with the limits in parts 3 and 4 of this
permit condition. The owner/operator shall submit the source test resultSitirite
staff no later than 60 days after the source test. (Basis: RACT, Cumulative Increase)

6. The owner/ operator shall obtain appr ©Vv a Fomated BuletsandNumbering ]
Source Test Section prior to conducting any tests to demomsinaliarece with the limits
in parts 3 and 4 of this permit condition. The owner/operator shall comply with all
applicable testing reguirements as speci
Procedures. The owner / opueraeddstdectios, inavtitihg, af o t
the source test protocols and projected test dates at least 7 days prior to testing.
(Basis: RACT, Cumulative Increase)

ied in Vol ume
fy the Distri

f
i
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7._The owner/operator shall operate A2023 in such a manner, which ensures that the —{ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

concentration of SOf gases exhausting out of its stack does not exceed 250 ppmvd at O
percent oxygen, averaged over 24 hours.
(Basis: Cumulative Increase; NSPS Subpart J)

8. To demonstrate compliance with Part 7 of this permit condition, the owner/operator of { Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

A2023 shabperate a SO2 continuous emission monitor/recorder (SO2 CEMS) at its
exhaust stack.
(Basis: Cumulative Increase; NSPS Subpart J)

9. The owner/operator shall operate A2023 in such a manner, which ensures that the SOZ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

emissions associated with gases exttpastiof its stack does not exceed 34.0 tons per
consecutive twelwaonth period.
(Basis: Cumulative Increase)

10.To demonstrate compliance with Part 9 of this permit condition, the owner/operator shal Fomated:

Bullets and Numbering

J

calculate the SO2 mass emissions on a daily basth@&iSO2 CEMS data in concert with

total stack flow data obtained fromb ow r at e moni tor/ recorder at

or by employing calculations to estimate the total stack flow approved by the APCO. The
total stack flow calculation methodglagproved by the APCO must utilize the absorber
overhead flow meter and the thermal oxidizer natural gas flow meter in conjunction with the
methodology prescribed in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, MethdHek® records,

including the total stack flowaahtions, shall be summarized on a monthly basis, and may
be in the form of comput@enerated data, which is available to District personnel on short
notice (rather than actual paper copies of throughput @aése records shall be kept on

file for aminimum of 5 years from the date of entry.

(Basis: Cumulative Increase, Regulatief0d)

A2023090

S e X

11.The owner/operator shall operate A2023 in such a manner, which ensures that the mas( Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering

emissions of H2S in gases exhausting out of its stack do not exceethésA2epalay
(0.95 tons per consecutive twehanth period).
(Basis: Cumulative Increase)

12.The owner/operator of A2023 shall conduct a Disapproved source test at its exhaust - [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

stack to determine the concentration of H2S within 60 daygriglkhe installation of
A2023 and annually thereafter. The owner/operator shall use the results from the source
tests to demonstrate compliance with Part 11 of this permit condition, and shall submit
supporting calculations verifying compliance wittidiff\eand annual mass emission limits

to the Districtds Per mi't Evaluation Section.

Prior

shall notify the Districtds Source Test Section in

days prior to testing and alut their approval of the source test procedures. The frequency

of source testing required under this condition shall be reduced to once every five years if
three consecutive annual source tests document that emissions are less than 50% of the
standard. e frequency of source testing shall revert back to once per year, if a source test
documents that emissions are 50% of the standard or more. The source testing frequency
may again be reduced to once every five years if three consecutive annudbsource tes
document that emissions are less than 50% of the standard.

(Basis: Cumulative Increase)

198



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §8lidress]

13.The owner/operator shall operate A2023 in such a manner, which ensures that the Sulf{ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
Acid Mist emissions associated with gases exhaustingsostiaakidoes not exceed 7.47
tons per consecutive twelwenth period.
(Basis: Cumulative Increase)

14.The owner/operator of A2023 shall conduct a Disipproved source test at its exhaust —{ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
stack to determine the concentration of Sulfuric Acid Misi@mi§ia grains/dry standard
cubic feet @ 0% oxygen) within 60 days following the installation of A2023 and annually
thereafter. The owner/operator shall use the results from the source tests to demonstrate
compliance with Part 13 of this permit conditol, shall submit supporting calculations
verifying compliance with the annual Sul furic Acid Mis
Permit Evaluation Section. Prior to each source test, the owner/operator shall notify the
Di strict&s Siowrting ef thd mojetted Est dates ai lpast 7 days prior to
testing and obtain their approval of the source test procedures.
(Basis: Cumulative Increase, Regulatisdi3®)

15.1n the event that SRBI(S1765). SCGT (A76). and/or the theral oxidizer (A2023) are« —{ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
shut down, the owner/operator shall curtail all acid gas feed-® @Ré&hllocate the acid
gas to other sulfur recovery units such that no acid gas is vented to the flare and unabated
SRUS3 tailgas (tailgas not treated in SSDF not routed to the thermal oxidizer. The
owner/operator shall complete the above actions prior to any planned shutdown or within
24 hours of any unplanned shutdown. The owner/operator shall notify the District of all
such occurrences within 48 hourarmmgvent. Flaring emissions associated with such events,
shall be calculated and included into the SO2 baseline emissions profile (of the REFEMS
cap) by the owner/operator. (Basis: Cumulative Increase)

16. The owner/operator shall operate A2023 at oreah@®00 degrees F. The District may+ { Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
adjust this minimum temperature, if source test data demonstrates that an alternate
temperature is necessary for or capable of maintaining compliance with Parts 7 and 11 of
this permit condition.
(Basis: Cumulative lease; BACT/TBACT)

17.To determine compliance with the temperature requirement in Part 16 of this permit —{ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
condition, the owner/operator of A2023 shall be equipped with a temperature measuring
device capable of continuously measuring and recording the tempes2023. The
owner/ operator shal/l install, and maintain in accordan
recommendations, a temperature measuring device that meets the following criteria: the
minimum and maximum measurable temperatures with the device are B dadr2g0
degrees F, respectively, and the minimum accuracy of the device over this temperature range
shall be 1.0 percent of fatlale. (Basis: RequlatiesP1)

18.The owner/operator shall report any swampliance with Parts 7, 9, 11, 13, and 16sof«thi { Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
permit condition to the Director of the Compliance & Enforcement Division within 96
hours from the time that it is discovered. The submittal shall detail the corrective action
taken and shall include the data showing the exceedance as well at thectimmerafe.
(Basis: Requlation$23.8 and-2-403)

19.The temperature limit in Part 16 of this permit condition shall not apply during an < { Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
OAl l owabl e Temperature Excursioné, provided that the t
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complies with the temperatumaiti An Allowable Temperature Excursion is one of the
following:
a. A temperature excursion not exceeding 20 degrees F; or
b. A temperature excursion for a period or periods which when combined are less than
or equal to 15 minutes in any hour; or
c. A emperature excursion for a period or periods which when combined are more than
15 minutes in any hour, provided that all three of the following criteria are met.
i. the excursion does not exceed 50 degrees F;
ii. the duration of the excursion does noeesd 24 hours; and
iii. the total number of such excursions does not exceed 12 per calendar year (or any
consecutive 12 month period).

d. Any temperature excursion of more than 50 degrees Fahrenheit for more

han 15 minutes in any hour is not an "Allowabe Temperature

Excursion".

Two or more excursions greater than 15 minutes in duration occurring during the same
24hour period shall be counted as one excursion towarddkeut&ion limit.

(Basis: Regulatior12403)

20.For each Allowable Temperature@ision that exceeds 20 degrees F and 15 minutes in-{ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering

duration, the Permit Holder shall keep sufficient records to demonstrate that they meet the
qualifying criteria described above. Records shall be retained for a minimum of five years
from the date of entr and shall be made available to the District upon request. Records
shall include at least the following information:

a. Temperature controller setpoint;

b. Starting date and time, and duration of each Allowable Temperature Excursion;

c. Measured temagure during each Allowable Temperature Excursion;

d. Number of Allowable Temperature Excursions per month, and total number for the

current calendar year; and

e. All strip charts or other temperature records.

(Basis: Reqgulationl2403)

21.For the purpses of Parts 19 and 20 of this permit condition, a temperature excursion—fef[ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

only to temperatures below the limit.
(Basis: Regulatiorl2103)

1. The owner/operator shall operate the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) such that the
concentration of SO2 indgtexhaust from the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) shall not exceed 250
ppmvd at 0 percent oxygen, averaged over 24 hours.

(basis: Cumulative Increase; NSPS)

2. The owner/operator shall operate the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) such that the coneent—raf Formatted:  Bullets and Numbering

of H2Sin the exhaust from the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) shall not exceed 13.2 ppmvd at O
percent oxygen, averaged over 24 hours (95 weight percent conversion of H2S to SO2).
Compliance shall be confirmed by a District approvedigtand annual sourcettes

(basis: Cumulative Increase)

3. The owner/operator shall operate the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) such that the SO2«emis{ Formatted: ~Bullets and Numbering

from the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) shall not exceed 34.0 tons per consecutivehtielve

period.
(basis: Cumuisge Increase)
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4. In the event that SRB (S1765), SCGT (A76), and/or the catalytic oxidizer (A1518) are —{ Formatied: Bullets and Numbering

shut down, the owner/operator shall curtail all acid gas feed-® @Reéhllocate the acid

gas to other sulfur recovery units such that no acslvgared to the flare and unabated

SRU3 tailgas (tailgas not treated in SGPIF not routed to the catalytic oxidizer. This

shall be completed prior to any planned shutdown or within 24 hours of any unplanned
shutdown. The District shall be notifiecitbsuch occurrences within 48 hours. The flaring
emissions shall be calculated and included in the baseline profile (REFEMS cap). Prior to
issuance of the Permit to Operate for S1765, the owner/operator shall submit an emission
calculation protocol to ¢hDistrict for approval.

(basis: Cumulative Increase)

5. To determine compliance with Part 1 and 3, the owner/operator of the catalytic oxidizer{ Formatied: Bullets and Numbering

(A1518) shall operate a SO2 continuous emission monitor/recorder in conjunction with a
flow rate monitor/recater at the exhaust of the catalytic oxidizer to calculate mass
emissions in order to demonstrate compliance.

(basis: Cumulative Increase)

6. To determine compliance with Part 2, the owner/operator of the catalytic oxidizer ¢A151( Formatted: ~Bullets and Numbering

shall conduct a Distriefpproved source test to the exhaust of the catalytic oxidizer for the
concentration of H2S within 60 days of startup of the modifie $&1¥65) and annually
thereafter. Prior to the source test, the owner/operator shall notify and obtain approval of
thesource test procedures from the District's Source Test Section.

(basis: Cumulative Increase)

Recommendation
Modify permit condition #19748 as proposed, and issue Shell an Authority to Construct for the
following abatement dee:
A-2023Thermal Oxidizer for Sulfur Plant 3
11 MMBTU/hr HHV

201



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §8lidress]

ENGINEERING EVALUATION
Shell Oil Products USH Martinez Refinery, Plant: 11
Application: 18062

Background
Shell Qil Products USMartinez Refinery (Shell) has submitted this gfplita obtain a Permit

to Operate (PO) to modify the following source:

S-1424DH Naphtha Straightrun Hydrotreater (NHT)
28,500 bbl/day; 9,599,500 bbl/yr

Hydrotreating units are used to remove sulfur and nitrogen (to some extent) fresrferdseand
product streams. Most hydrotreaters, such as the NHT, gesrsspstream of conversion units.
Hydrotreaters that process feeds ahead of conversion units indiil€Htalytic Feed
Hydrotreater (8428), the DC Distillate Hydrotreated(20), and others contrast,
hydrotreaters such as the Catalytic Gasoline Hydrotreatet439) and the DH Gas Oil
Straightrun Hydrotreater-{823)are used to treptoductstreams downstream of conversion
units

Shel |l 6s proposall sttoe mmso dfirfoym tthhee MHO mpany 6s [ ntent
motor gasoline in lieu of heavier products (e.q., jet fuel and diesel fuel). In light of the

above, Shell has proposed to modify the NHT to process an addjtional 3,000 bbl/day

(BPD) of naphtharange naterial. The net effect of the proposed modifications, discussed

t o

pr oduc

bel ow, woul d [ ncrease the NHT6s throughput from 28, 500 BP

3,000.

As it currently exists, Shell is not physically configured to process the additional walimieaof

range material at the NHT. I n light of the above
gasoline production, Shell has proposed to perform the following modifications to the NHT and

associated equipment (Please refer to Figures 1 and 2):

and in t

1. Replace the Naphtha Cold Reflux PumpO@8) with a bigger pump to increase the <« { Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]

hydraulic capacity of the naphtha system. This upgrade would enable higher total naphtha
volume to the NHT.

2._Replace the internals of the Naphtha Feed Surge D)% educe/eliminate water« —{ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]

carryover. As it currently exists, the separation of sour water carryover from the hot or cold
overhead accumulators in the feed surge drum is inefficient, allowing sour water droplets to
be carried over with the feed naphtha inthéat exchange train. At the point these

droplets vaporize as they are heated, the concentration of salts in the water causes high
corrosion rates in the heat exchanger tubes. Therefore, upgrading the feed surge drum
internals will significantly redubis twater carryover.

3. Reroute the NHT Hydrogen Recycle Compresd@) @discharge from the inlet of the heat ( Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]

exchange train to the inlet/outlet of the Naphtha Guard Reaed@).(€ its current

configuration, the pressure drop across the heat exdnaing@stricts the quantity of

hydrogen recycled. In order to process the additional naphtha volume of 3,000 BPD
proposed under this application, the flow rate through the heat exchanger train would
increase, thereby increasing the pressure droptlerosat exchanger train. The net effect

of the above would result in reduced recycle hydrogen flow through the heat exchanger train
below the required rates. To avoid this problem, hydrogen will be injected downstream of
the heat exchanger train.
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4. Insgtall a new twehell Feed/Effluent Heat Exchanger downstream of Naphtha Guard
Reactor (€87) and rearrange heat exchangg393A to be directly in series with heat
exchangers-B35 B and E535C to provide improved heat recovery. With the proposed
arrangemet |, t iPe ogRPedtd heat exchange-b3AtEF ain i nto the NHT wo
535Q\ E-535BA E-535MAE-NEW. Li kewi-Psreo j etchteé OhPecastt exchanger train
from the NHT to the SRHT would be MEWA E-535AA E-535B\ E-535@\ E-536A E-
537. Though the naphtha throughpubtiyh theDH F-44 NHT FeedHeater (81491) will
increase by 3,000 BPD, no changes in heater firing rates from existing levels are anticipated
due to the heat recovery reali-Pedjtcom hbatnew heat e X
exchanger train sep.

5. Replace the internals of Naphtha High Pressure Separator Vé8gt¢V <[ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
reduce/eliminate water carryover. As it currently exists, theréségire separator currently
has sour water carryover with the hydrocarbons into tipedesure separatordan
subsequently to the heat exchangers and the SRHT primary cdlarmoredsed naphtha
throughput of 3,000 BPD proposed under this application would exacerbate this problem.
In light of the above, the vessel internals of thepne@gsure separator widl renovated to
improve the separation efficiency of sour water from hydrocarbons.

6. Replace the SRHT Primary Column Overhead Pu@b@ with a bigger purtp <[ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
increase the hydraulic capacity of the SRHT Primary Column overhead naphtha system.

7. Upgrae SRHT Stabilizer Bottoms piping to bypass air coolers and run hot to the <« { Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
Decylohexanizer Unit (DCHIlhe SRHT Stabilizer Bottoringdraulic capacity will be
increased by rerouting through larger piping to the DCH feed drum, bypassing the air
coolers, anchereby retaining the heat into the DCH column. This additional heat will
lower its reboiler steam consumption and hence associated steam generation emissions.

8. Interconnect DCH Bottoms rundown piping to allow excess production associated«with { Formatted: ~Bullets and Numbering ]
additioral naphtha volume of 3,000 BPD proposed under this applizatiombine with
Heavy Gasoline Hydrotreater (HGHT) Sidecut Stripper Bottoms run down piping en route
to storage at Tank 6116%1).

Regulation-2-234.1 states the following:

02-1-234 Mod#éd Souregaly existing source that undergoes a physical change, change in method of operation,

increase in throughput or production, or addition and that results or may result in any of the following:

234.1 An increase in either the daily or aiomualvehvssiny regulated air pollutant, or an increase in the

production rate or capacity that is used to estimate the emission level, that exceeds emission or production levels

approved by the District in any authority do construct.

Part1ofpermitca di t i on 18618 [ n%/Sihmiltl & st ifa tNRRT s pterma ughput t o
28,500 bbl/aay. As previously discussed, the proposed modifications td&24, to

accommodate the increased naphtha throughput, would allow Shell to produce more motor

gasolinebyince asi ng t he NHTO6s throughput by 3, 000 BPD. Therefor
18618 will have to bePmodéetieédthoovehpect of héloBoOt BPD. |/
light of the above and per Regulation-2-234.1 the NHTIs considered a modified source.

Al | references to 0Shel | 0®thdTitle V merm¥that was issued by the Districttid s eval uati on refer
Shell on May 17, 2007.
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The NHT is located in the Light Oils Processing (LOP) area of the refinery. Based on

I nformation contained in Shell s Flare Mini mization Pl an
the District in July 2007 and thes1FMP update that was submitted to the District in July
2008, the NHT is serviced by the L OP Flare £$471). It is unlikely that the proposed
modifications to the NHT to accommodate the increased naphtha throughput of 3,000 BPD
proposed under this application would result in flaring beyond existing levels atig71.
De-bottlenecking Analysis:
Please refer to Fiigureds 1 & 3 and Table 1
Table 1
Upstream/D Existing Proposed Net
Source # and Description ownstream of | Title V permit | Title V permit Change
NHT throughput?© throughput ~=Nange
S1420: Crude Unit 178800 BPD 178.800 BPD| None
S1759: Flexicoker Unit 48,300 BPD 48,300 BPD None
S4001: Delayed Coking Unitf  Upstream 65,000 BPD 65.000 BPD None
S4020: Distillate Hydrotreate 60,000 BPD 60,000 BPD None
S4140Heavy Cracked Gasolir 23.200 BPD 23200 BPD None
Hydrotreater
e
S4080: Isomerlza_tlon Unit (wit 15.100 BPD 15.100 BPD None
Decyclohexanizer vessel)
S1425Catalytic Reformer Uni 32,000 BPD 32,000 BPD None
S4140Heavy Cracked Gasolir 23.200 BPD 23.200 BPD None
Hydrotreater
S611: Intermediate Product Downsfream
82,217 BPD 82,217 BPD None
Storage Tank
S612: FlnlSh'l?gnEaSOHne Stord thcom?]i”et‘t thcom?]i”et‘t )
——— - rougnpu roughpu one
S613: Finished Gasoline Stord 210.686 BPD | 210.686 BPD
Tank
Sources at the Shell operatecuo separate emission bubbles called the "REFEMS" and "Clean
Fuels Permit" bubbles. Sources outlined in Table 1 with source numbers below "4000" are part of
the REFEMS bubble and are governed by permit condition 7618. As an example,-&@&8ider S
"Flexicoker Unit". Likewise, sources outlined in Table 1 with source numbers above "4000" are part
of the CFP bubble and are governed by permit condition 12271. As an example-doddider S
"Delayed Coking Unit". The proposed modifications to the NHT, sviltirad n e t increased in
hydrogen make atlS4 4bH oOHy dr ogen Pl ant 16 to hydrotreat the additior
naphtharange materialesult in increased utilization & product outflows from the
Decyclohexanizer vessel, cause increased sulfur thak&udfur Recovery Plants (SRs),
others. The increase in sulfur make at the SRPs, stemming from modifications to the NHT, will be
offset by a corresponding decrease in sulfur make at the SRPs associated with reduced desulfurized
flows of heavierpragts( e . g. , j et f uel and diesel fuel) from the the f
particularly th&as Oil Straightrun Hydrotreat@OHT).
O“Throughputs for sources in Table 1 excerpted from permit condition 1
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There are two fates of the incremental H2S and NH3 increase generated at the NHT. One fate is
sour water. Th@¢remental increase in H2S and NH3 generated at the NHT will be absorbed by
water injection downstream of the NHT reactor. The net effect of the above will increase the
concentration of the above pollutants in the sour water streams leaving the NHE avild hiee

no increase in the volume of water injeétkdost all of the NH3 formed in the NHT is entrained

in the sour water, and the remaining NH3 combines with H2S formed in the hydrotreating step to
form Ammonium HydrosulfiddNH4)SH. Sour water ladeith NH3 and (NH)SH issent to the

Sour Water Strippers (SWS). The H2S and NH3 that is not absorbed by the sour water described
above is routed via vents on the Naphtha High Pressure Separator M243eth{® Naphtha Low
Pressure Separator Vesset2¥), the Primary Column Overhead Accumulatd24y, and the

Stabilizer Column Overhead Accumulate4Z®) to théDH Saturates Gas Plantl(#46) to be

absorbed by the DEA absorbers. Sulfur plants process the H2S and NH3 liberated by the DEA

strippers ad SWS.

However, none of increases discussed in the preceding paveifire@siudt in modifications to
either permit condition 760812271, since the affected sources that are part of the above permit
conditions were fully offset in previous NSR figng actions under Applications 26786 and 8407,

respectively.

Sources upstream of the NHT:
It can be seen from Table 1 above that the NHT is downstream of the Crude Unit, the Flexicoker
Unit, the Delayed Coking Unit, the Distillate ldyréater, ancheHeavy Cracked Gasoline
Hydrotreater. . As it currently exists (~Preject), naphtheange materials are hydrotreated at the
NHT and heavierproducfse . g . , j et fuel and diesel fuel)

ar e
hydrotreaters, particulatiye GOHT. The PosProject net i ncreased6 in the NHTHS

3.000 BPD will be made up by associated increasgstfarange materiakent to the NHT from
the Crude Unit and by increases in the naphtha drawFiExioeker, the Delayed Colkibe
Distillate Hydrotreater, and tHeavy Cracked Gasoline Hydrotreater. However, all of the afore
referenced units will be operated within ffida V throughput limits outlined in Table 1 above
and will not be dbottlenecked.

Sources downstreamtb& NHT:
It can be seen from Table 1 above that the NHT is upstreamsirtiexization Unit (with
Decyclohexanizer vessel), @lagalytic Reformer UntheHeavy Cracked Gasoline Hydrotreater
and the three storage tanks. The NHT hydrotreats (~resuftegsand nitrogen) from the
naphtharange material it receives from units upstream of it and produces hydrotreated feed for the
Straight Run Hydrotreater (SRHT). The SRHT system is a series of distillation/separation processes
and consists of a collectiof vessels such as the SRHT Primary Column, SRHT Secondary
Column, and the SRHT Stabilizer Column. Though the NHT and SRHT are interconnected units,
they significantly differ from each other in that no hydrotreating is performed at the SRHT, i.e. H2S
andNH3 are not formed at the SRHT. The SRHT fractionates the hydrotreated NHT product
streams and separates the naphtha range (gasoline range) hydrocarbons from distillate (jet fuel,
diesel) using distillation. Naphtha streams from the SRHT serve athfe&ftd vessel. The
DCH vessel fractionates and decyclohexanizes (~removes benzene and benzene precursors) from
the NHT/SRHT hydrotreated product streams. The DCH tops are routed to the ISOM unit and the
DCH bottoms (consisting of gasoline/gasoline compshare routed either to the CRU or to
intermediate storage afHBl. The DCH bottoms (not routed to the CRU) storeebihlSire
blended into motor gasoline &1 and $13 by commingling it with the ISOM and CRU
product streams, i.e. isomerate afudmate.
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The proposed modifications to the NHT will not change the overall throughput through

tankage at Shell. Specifically. thelicr e ased wut i |l i zation of the refinerydés gasecdc
tanks will result in a corresponding decrease in utilization of theeavier product storage

tanks.

Other units:
The proposed modifications to the NHT will result in the increased utilization of some
units, such as but not limited to, the DH F44 NHT Feed heater (§1491). However, none
of the affected units will be phgically modified, and they will continue to operate within
their respective Title V throughput limits. In addition, per Requlation 22-604 there will no
emission increases from any of the affected units, and they will continue to comply with
their respective emission limits

Emissions Calculations

Hydrotreaters, such as the NHT, are closeddiiniiglying, fugitive leaks are their only source of

emi ssions. As previously discussed in the oO0Backgroundo6 se
NHT/SRHT will involve replacing existing pump£(®8 and 2054) with larger pumps,

installing valves, flanges, piping and associated components. Shell will replace each pump or valve

with a new pump or valve on a one for one basis; and replace sections of smafiigesveite

larger diameter pipes. Shell has contented that the modifications to the NHT/SRHT will not result

in a onet increased6 in the number of fl-anges and connecto
shell Feed/Effluent Heat Exchanger downstrebiaphtha Guard Reactor-82) will require the
installation of at |l east 24 new valves and 73 new fl anges

emissions from the above components are not underestimated, the component counts were adjusted
upwardsdy 50 percent i.e. 36 new valves and 110 new flanges.

Table 2 summarizes leak rates for the above fugitive components.

I Table 2 |
Note:

Valwes/Gas/Light Liquid 36 0.000186 0.006 0.14 50.46 | 0.025
Flanges/AH 110 0.00028 0.029 0.69 | 250.54| 0.125
Totals 146 0.035 0.83 | 301.00( 0.15
Emission
Number of | ="~
7 S —— factor POC™ | POC, | POC, | POC,
Type/service m%t (Lb/hr/ Ib/hr Ib/day | Iblyr TPY
= component)
| 8) Component counts estimated by Shell. D — [ Formatted:  Bullets and Numbering J

71POCJ Precursor Organic Compounds
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9) Correlation equation used to derive the emission factor excerpted froivi-Baale (_ p a g e Califérjia of t he 0
Il mpl ementation Guidelines for Estimating Mass Emissions of Fugitive
February 1999. Specificald2yE6*t(Is¢/) @l I[7alWibn guh@sourseldat inomr oergeati avi to
Screening Value (SV) of 100 ppmv to deduce an emission factor for valves.théémlliseing correlation
equat iBM* (0SAV)5830. 7066 was used in concert with a SV of 100 ppmv to d:¢
flanges. Please note that the S\06fdbmv used in both cases is based on the maximum leak rate allowed by
Regul ation 8 060Organic Compoundsé., Rule 18 O0OEqui pment Leaksd for the
10) Flange counts include connectors.

It can be seen from Table 2 above that the proposed modificate to the NHT would result
in an increase of less than a pound (0.83 lbs/day) of fugitive POC emissions per day.

Toxic Risk Screen Analysis

Shell maintains a database containing speciation information for various process streams, such as
naphtha, at theefinery. This data is used by Shell to generate a variety of reports, such as the Toxic
Release Inventory (TRI) reports among otfiexsc Air Contaminant (TAC) emissions

summarized in Table 3 below were estimated usispetties concentration dat@lBmaintains in

its TRI database for naphtha in concert with POC emissions summarized in Table 2 above.

Table 3
Maximum TAC Emissions
1A Concentaton | ipshr | Lbsiday | Lbshr | TPY
1,2 4Trimethylbenzene 0.92 0.0003 0.008 2.77 0.001
Benzee 0.29 0.0001 0.002 0.88 0.0004
Cumene 0.13 0.00005 0.001 0.39 0.0002
Cyclohexane 14 0.0005 0.01 4.21 0.002
Ethylbenzene 0.47 0.0002 0.004 1.41 0.0007
Naphthalene 0.28 0.0001 0.002 0.84 0.0004
Toluene 1.3 0.0005 0.01 3.91 0.002
Xylene (Mixed Isomeis) 2 0.0007 0.02 6.02 0.003
Note:

For example, benzene emissions summarized in Table 3 above were estimated as follows:

From Table 2, the daily POC emissions from the 146 new fugitive components is equal to 0.035 Ib/hr. The max.

concentration of benzemei napht ha streams, per Shell s TRI database, is 0.29% by wi
emissions are equal to 0.035 x (0.29/100) = 0.0001 Ibs/hr. Likewise the daily & annual benzene emissions are 0.0024

Ibs/day (0.0001 x 24) & 0.88 Ibs/yr (0.0024 ¥ 3&8pectively.
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Table 4 below summarizes the Acute and Chronic TAC Trigge
summari zed in Table 3, and compares the emissions summartr.i
outlined in Table-2-1 in Regulation 2, Rule 5 to veifify Toxic Health Risk Screening Analysis

(HRSA) is warranted.

Table 4
Acute .
TAC TTL Emissions _Ezzﬁfgs C_t|1_rToLn ic Emissions —Eﬁgﬁ?cs
'bsl/hr Loiini T2 | (bsiyn) | 90D | “rris
_ Ll2s4 NA | 00003 | No NA 2.77 No
Trimethylbenzene
Benzene 2.9 0.0001 No 6.4 0.88 No
Cumene NA 0.00005 No NA 0.39 No
Cyclohexane NA 0.0005 No NA 4.21 No
Ethylbenzene NA 0.0002 No 77,000 141 No
Napthalene NA 0.0001 No 5.3 0.84 No
Toluene 82 0.0005 No 12,000 3.91 No
Xylene (Mixed
Isomers) 49 0.0007 No 27.000 6.2 No

It can be seen from Table 4 above, that this application does not warrant a Toxic HRSA.

Regulation-2-128.21 Exemption

Regulation-2-128.21 states the following:

0 2-128 Exemption, Miscellaneous Eqliigrfehbwing equipment is exeéheptdmrirements of

SectionslB01 and 302, provided that the source does not require permitting fitB$@ant to Section 2

128.21 Modification, replacement, or addition of fugitive components (e.g. valves, flanges, pumps, compressors, relief
valvestgress drains) at existing permitted process units at petroleum refineries, chemical plants, bulk terminals or
bulk plants, provided that the cumulative emissions from all additional components installed at a given process unit
during any consecutieentoetls period do not exceed 10 Ib/day, and that the components meet applicable
reguirements of Regulation 8 rules. ¢

It can be seen from emission calculations summarized in Table 2 above that the cumulative

emissions from the 146 new fugitive componenthat will be installed at the NHT/SRHT

as part of this application is below 10 Ib/day i.e. 0.83 Ib/day. In addition, the new fugitive

components, summarized [in Table 1 will meet the requireme
Compoundsao, Rul e 1&nadEguiildmebret |lnecaokrspcor at ed I nt o Shell 6s L
Detection and Repair (LDAR)program.

The proposed modifications to the NHT also meet the requirements outlined in
Re g ul atl31b thibsgh ZI9 as follows:
1 Requlation 21-316: - [Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
The hazardous air pollutant (FHAP) emissions from fugitive components
in Table 3 above will neither result in the emission of 2.5 TPY or more of a single
HAP emissions, or 6.5 TPY or more of a combination of HAPs.
1_Regulation 21-317:
The NHT is not a source of public nuisance
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1 Regulation 21-318:
/'t can be seen from Tablebs 3 and 4 above that the NHT

compounds listed in Sections 318.1 through 318.8 of the above requlation.
1__Reqgulation 21-319:
/'t can be seen from Teolrbled 2P @b cevire stsh aotn st W e oonp o shte
146 new fugitive components is below 5 TPY (0.15 TPY), and all the requirements
contained in Requlation 21-316 through 21-318 are satisfied.

Therefore, it is safe to conclude that the additional fugitive components summarized
Table 2 above qualify for the exemption under Regulationr P128.21.

BACT

As previously discussed in the preceding discussion, the fugitive components summarized
in Table 2 above are exempt per RequlationP128.21. Therefore, BACT is not triggerdadr
the increase in emissions from fugitive components that are part of this application.

However, Shell has indicated that it will wvoluntarily mee
control for the process valves (100 ppm expressed as methane) outlineBACT Guidance

Document #136.1 dated January 18, 2006, the BACT 2 level of control for the flanges (100

ppm expressed as methane) outlined in BACT Guidance Document # 78.1 dated January

18, 2006, and the BACT 1 level for the pumps (100 ppm expressed asanejfoutiined in

BACT Guidance Document #137.1 dated January 18, 2006.

Cumulative Increase & Offsets

It can be seen from Table 2 above that the proposed modifications to the NHT will result in an
increase of 0.15 TPY of POC emissions. As previousigsgidén the preceding sections of this
evaluation the additional fugitive components summarized in Table 2 above are exempt under
Regulation4-128.21. As a result, the proposed modifications to the NHT will not result in a
cumulative increase in criieppllutant emissions at Shell. Therefore, though the NHT is considered
a modified per Requlatiori234.1, offsets are not warranted.

Statement Of Compliance

Regul ation 8 060Organic Compoundsod, Rule 5 0Storage of Orga
organic liquids with a vapor pressure over 0.5 psia, su6hlasSSl2, and-$13, to be equipped

with an appropriate vapor loss control device, such as a submerged fill pipe. a pressure vacuum

valve, or primary and secondary seals. The tanks aredixadks that are controlled by25,

Vapor Recovery System J, which sends any vapors to the fuel gas system.

Monitoring and reporting of the liquids stored and the throughput is also required for each of the
above 5,614,400 gallon fixed roof tanks.prbposed 3,000 BPD increase in DCH bottoms sent to
S611 which is later blended into motor gasolinda? &nd $13 will not result in changes to the

existing applicable reBunanndmé&nt $oconhei abdvient aakbeds BWe
Title V permit.

Permit condition 18618 limits the daily throughputadtlSo 82,217 BPD. Based on information

contained in Shell&s annual information update for the pa
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611 was 4,645 BPD (~6% of the permitted traibuighput limit). Likewise, the combined daily

throughputs at-812 and $13 are limited by the above permit condition to not exceed 210,686

BPD. Per information contained in Shellods annual infor mat
combined d&i throughput at the above sources was 14,468 BPD (~7% of the combined permitted

daily throughput limit). In light of the above, it is safe to conclude that the proposed modifications

to the NHT will not result in an exceedance of the throughput lingishfer 8611 and/or $12

& S613. Moreover, since the emissions routed to the fuel gas system will simply displace the use of

natural gas at the refinery, no increase in actual emissions is assumed.

Regul ation 8 00Or garProcess@@arelo ubhapsréeqgustmndderz altOi wn 6  r

compound emissions from depressurizing any process vessel at a petroleum refinery to be controlled

by venting them to a fuel gas system, firebox, incinerator, thermal oxidizer, flare, or otherwise

containing and tréag so as to prevent emissions to the atmosphere. The above rule also restricts

when a process vessel may be opened to the atmosphere, and requires monitoring & reporting of

actual emissionshe proposed modifications to the NHT may require certasupFesssels to be

opened during the construction phase of the project. Shell will comply with all the applicable

requirements of the above rule that are contained in Table(forS1 42 4) in Shell ds Title V

permit.

The fugitive components summarizedn Table 2 above and the two new pumps

(replacements for P2008 and F2054) will be subject to Sections 301, 302, 303, 304, 306, and

307 i n Regulation 8 o00Organic Compoundsd, Rule 18 oOoEqui pme
and 304 require, among other thingshat organic compound leaks, not exceed 100 ppm for

general components, valves, and connections. Likewise, Sections 303 requires, among other

things. that organic compound leaks, not exceed 500 ppm for pumps and compressors.

Section 85306 limits the pecentages of noarepairable equipment allowed. Section-8-307

requires that leaking equipment not be used unless the leak discovered by the operator, is

minimized within 24 hours and repaired within 7 days.

Section 302 in Regul aRuiloen 283 00Crpg asnoidci cC oRnepl oeuansdess6 ,f r om Pr es s
Rel i ef Devices at Pet r ol requimsdReperson e-8hellgisstaltngd Chemi cal Pl ant
a new refinery source or modifying an existing refinery selid&tjSthat is equipped with at least

one presge relief device in organic compound service, to meet all applicable requirements of

Regulation 2, Rule 2, including Best Available Control Technology. The proposed modifications to

the NHT will not result in the installation of awewv pressure relief ve, nor will any existing

pressure relief valves be replaced. Shell will comply with all the applicable requirements of the above

rule that are contained in TableAV (forS1424) in Shell 6s Title V permit.

Regulation 11 o6HazeBdomsnPol |l umanhssdé6heRemessi on of benzen
sources (such as pumps, compressors, pressure relief devices, sampling connection systems, open

ended valves or lines, valves, flanges and other product accumulator vessels, and control devices)

intended to oerate in benzene service. Requlatioh2l0 7 def i nes o6l n Benzene serviced to
equipment which either contains or contacts a fluid (liquid or gas) that is at least 10 percent benzene

by weight. The proposed madifications to the NHT will not inpobgess streams, which will

either contain or contact a fluid that is at least 10 percent benzene by weight. Therefore, Regulation

11, Rule 7, does not apply.

The NHT is located in the Light Oils Processing (LOP) area of the refinery. Based on
Information cont ained in Shell és Flare Minimization Plan (FMP)

210



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §8lidress]

District in July 2007 and thesi FMP update that was submitted to the District in July 2008,
the NHT is serviced by the LOP Flare (§1471). The proposed modifications to the T
will not result in flaring beyond existing levels at §471. Therefore, it is safe to conclude

no changes to Shell s FMP are warranted, and that require
OMi scel |l aneous Standards of Per fRetrakammceo, Rul edbs 11 OF/ ar
Refineriesdé and 12 oF/lares at Petrol eum Refinerieso wil/l
The increase in the number of fugitive components associ a
Projectdé, which was revi ewe diadethe ALKYeunitBubjedat r i ct under Applic
to the requirements of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart GGG OEqui p
Refineriesé6 (NSPS GGG) on NAlvembe$ShdlOl, 62002t ahYugéer miab | e

does not explicitly list NSPS GGG as the ap@icabglirements for the NHT, it is implied that the
requirements of the above rule summarized in Talde &dpply to the above unit at all times. In

light of the above applicability determination. the new fugitive components summarized in Table 2
and thewo pumpsreplacements for-2008 and 2054)are subject to and are expected to comply
with the requirements of NSPS GGG.

Please note that TableD/P  cont ai ns references to 40 CFR Part 60 Subpar
Performance for Equipment Leaks of Vid@he Synthetic Organic Chemicals Manufacturing

Il ndustrydé (NSPS VV) only because NSPS GGG references NSPS
subject a facility (Shell in this case) to either NSPS GGG or NSPS VV and not both of the above

rules. In other wordthe NSPS GGG requirements applied to refinery process units, and chemicals

plants were expected to comply with the requirements in NSPS VV.

40 CFR 61, Subpart J oOoNational Emi ssion Standard for Equi
Sour ces) apfles® therfallewing gburces that are intended to operate in benzene

service: pumps, compressors, pressure relief devices, sampling connection systeaesi open

valves or lines, valves, connectors, surge control vessels, bottoms receivers, andoesndrol de

systems required by this subpart. fliitive components summarized in Table 2 and the two

pumps eplacements forP008 and 2054) will not contain or contact a fluid (liquid or gas) that is

at least 10 percent benzene by weight. Thetbfeyere not subject4® CFR 61, Subpart J

40 CFR 61, Subpart V fANational Emi ssion Standard for Equi
S o u r_aml&es to the following sources that are intended to operate in Volatile Hazardous

Air Pollutant (VHAP)servie: pumps, compressors, pressure relief devices, sampling

connection systems, opemded valves or lines, valves, connectors, surge control vessels,

bottoms receivers, and control devices or systems required by this subpdugifite

components summagd in Table 2 and the two pumpeglacements for-2008 and P2054)

will not contain or contact a fluid (liquid or gas) that is at least 10 percent VHAP by weight.

Therefore, they are not subject4® CFR 61, Subpart.V

40 CFR 61, SutbEpmHrstsiFom dSNatnideamradl f o rapplketa zene Waste Operati o
chemical manufacturing plants, cokprbguct recovery plants, and petroleum refineries. The rule

details how to manage benzene wastes in a range of operations throughout the refinery, and also

defines the recordkeeping & reporting requirent@mtently, the NHT periodically generates

benzeneontaining waste materials and the proposed modifications to this unit could potentially

affect the quantity of the wastes generated, or the benzemérationen the wastedowever, it

is unlikely that the proposed modifications to the NHT will generate any new categories of benzene

containing wastes. Shell&6s Benzene Waste Operations NESHA
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applicable requirements contaimed iT a b IY,eAE.9CG.IDV, DU, and DV will ensure
continued compliance with the above subpart.

Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards in 40 CFR Part 63 /s

applicable to toxic air emissions emanating from specific source cateqgories atifges

which are major sources of HAPs. The MACT standards that potentially are applicable to

the ALKY wunit include 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart A oGeneral
Part 63, Subpart CC oNational Emi ssfromns Standards for Haz
Petrol eum Refinerieso (MACTnCShel Thasudh tTab/Ve pleVmit does
explicitly list MACT CC as an applicable requirement for the NHT, it is implied that the

requirements of the above rule summarized in Table MDS apply to variousefinery

operations (such as the NHT) including equipment leaks at all times. As previously

discussed in the preceding paragraphs, though NSPS V'V is not applicable to petroleum

refineries, Table I\VADS contains references to sections from the above rulelwbecause

MACT CC references NSPS VV.

In light of the above, the fugitive components similar to those summarized in Table 2 above and the
two pumpsreplacements forZ2008 and 2054) which will be added to the modified NHT, must

comply with NSPSVVifhey wi ll be used i n Inomganalmazacdouss AP ( OHAP) servi ce
air pollutant serviced is defined in MACT CC as foll ows:
Omeans that a piece of equi pment either contains or conta
ofbt al organic HAP®&s as determined according to the provis

1 of this subpart. The provisions of § 63.180(d) of subpart H also specify how to determine that a piece of equipment
is not in organic HAR sere . 6

Of the TAC6S summari zed [in Tablebs 3 & 4 above, benzene (
ethylbenzene (0.47%), naphthalene (0.28%), toluene (1.3%), and the mixed isomers of

xvilene (2%) appear in Table 1 of MACT CC. Since the total percent by weight of tibewe

OHAPGO6s [ s bel ow 5%, [ . e. 4. 47% when using Shell 6s stream
the new fugitive components that will be added as part of the proposed modifications to the

NHT are not subject to MACT CC. However, the requirements of MACT Cah Table V-

DS would apply to the new fugitive components even if they contain/contact fluids

containing less than 5% by wt. This is so because when MACT CC went into effect in 1998,

Shell decided to eliminate the guesswork/urrertainty surrounding whethera certain

OHAP stream(s) was Ssubject to the MACT CC or not. Gi ven t
8. Rule 18 is at least as stringent if not more stringent than MACT CC. the company decided

to subject their process units and associated components to the A CC requirements at

all imes.

PSD is not applicable to this project because there is no cumulative increase in emissions at
the plant. This is so because the increase in emissions associated with the new fugitive
components that will be added as pawf the proposed modifications to the NHT are

exempt from Reqgulation 21-301 per Requlation A-128.21.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):
Per Section-2-311 of the District Rules and Regulations, a permit application for a proposed new
or modified source will be classified as ministerial and will accordingly be exempt from the CEQA
requirement of Sectionr12310 if the District's engineering evaluation and basis for approval of the
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permit application for the project is limited to ther@itet forth in Section12428 and to the

procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's Permit Handbook
and BACT/TBACT Workbook. The method for determining whether a given permit application

will be classified as rsterial is set forth in Section-427.

Per Section-2-427, if the District determines that its evaluation of the permit application is covered
by the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's
Permit Hadbook and BACT/TBACT Workbook, the District's evaluation of the permit

application is classified as ministerial and the engineering evaluation of the permit application by the
District will be limited to the use of said specific procedures, fixed Stamdbothjective

measurements. For such projects, the District will merely apply the law to the facts as presented in
the permit application, and the District's decision regarding whether to issue the permit will be based
only on the criteria set forth$®ection 21-428 and in the District's Permit Handbook and

BACT/TBACT Workbook.

For this permit application, the District determined that its evaluation of the permit application is

covered by the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective matssseeforth in the

District's Per mi¢t Handbook Chapter 3.4 oPetroleum Refiner
District classified this permit application as ministerial pursuant to Séet®n and as a result of

its evaluation of the permit apiica, the District determined that all of the criteria for approval of

ministerial permit applications pursuant to Sectlef?8 were met, the issuance by the District of

an Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate for the proposed project is manidésterial

duty and is accordingly exempt from the CEQA requirement of Setdf 2

In addition to the ministerial exemption determination above, the District has also determined that
the CEQA categorical exemptions of Sectieii812.7 and-2-312.11 of the District Rules and
Regulations and the CEQA "Common Sense Exemption" apply.

CEQA Categorical Exemptions and CEQA "Common Sense Exemption":

Though the District concludes that the modifications/alterations that are part of this appécation ar
ministerial, it also concludes that, even if it were not ministerial, certain other exemptions from
CEQA apply (see CEQA Guidelines § 15300.1). Sedtidh22of the District Rules and

Regulations sets forth specific types of projects, which haveteesineéd by the District to be
categorically exempt from CEQA.

Per Sectiog-1-312.7 permit applications for the replacement or reconstruction of existing sources

or facilities, where the new source or facility will be located on the same sitaras threfgoility

replaced and will have substantially the same purpose and capacity as the source or facility replaced,
are exempt from the CEQA review.

Per Section-2-312.11, in addition to ministerial projects, permit applications for a new or modified
source or sources or for process changes, which will satisfy the "No Net Emission Increase"
provisions of District Regulation 2, Rule 2 and for which there is no possibility that the project may
have any significant environmental effect in connectioanyignvironmental media or resources

other than air quality, are exempt from the CEQA review. The reason for this exemption should be
apparent on its face: if a facility is given legal permission to emit more air pollutants from certain
points while athe same time being disallowed permission for an equivalent amount of the same

type of emissions from other points at the facility, then there is deemed to be no net effect on the air
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environment, and therefore no possibility of a significant effect EH@Ar @rovided neair
impacts are also examined and deemed to be of no possible significant consequence.

Also, per the CEQA Guidelines in Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Article 5,

Section 15061(b)(3), a project is exempt from CEIRA éctivity is covered by the general rule

that CEQA applies only to projects, which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the

environment. This is commonly known as the "Common Sense Exemption". Where it can be seen

with certainty thahere is no possibility that the activity in guestion may have a significant effect on

the environment, the activity is not-lsubject to CEQA. Th
312.11 is essentially a specific, codified, instance of the Commonxé&epterE

The new fugitive components that will be added as part of the proposed modifications to
the NHT are exempt from Regulation 21-301 per Regulation 2-128.21. As a result, the 0.15
TPY increase in POC emissions summarized in Table 2 above will tilze counted toward

the cumulative increase in emissions at Shell. Therefore, the District determined that the
project satisfies the "No Net Emission Increase" provisions of District Requlation 2, Rule

2. Shell has completed and submitted to the District BDA Appendix H, Environmental
Information Form, for the project.

The District has reviewed the CEQA Appendix H form. Shell responded to all the questions

on _the above form, with the exceptjon of J[tem 29, by stat
Appl i calll gak.sp®Pmaled to [ tem 29 oUse or disposal of potenti
such as toxic substances, fl ammabl es or explosiveso with

oWhile the proposeinhanced Naphtha Procesdmigject will not introduce any new helmas

materials into the refinery, the project will allow the refinery to increase throughput of petroleum

naphtha (a flammable material) in the NHT by approximately 3,000 BPD, or about a 10 percent

increase over current naphtha processing levels inrhisseThere will be a corresponding

decrease of approximately 3.000BPbefavi er product production (e.g., jet fue

/n addition to the above form, Shell also submitted the following additional information in
order for the District to determine the project’s possible significant effects:

12.Please provide a completed Appendix H, Environmental Information Form, which<onta Formatted: ~Bullets and Numbering ]
information for the District to complete the CEQA Initial Study of the project. Feeresponses in the abo
form that are either marked o0Yesé and/ or ONAGS6, please

Shell has followed the guidelines in Appendix H of the BAAQMD Permit Handbook
(Environmental Information Form). which is included in the preceding pags of this

Appendix C.

13.Please describe any new equipment, including pumps and piping that will be installed f{ Formatted: ~Bullets and Numbering ]
any new piping be installed aboveground?

The changes proposed for th&nhanced Naphtha ProcessindProject involve the
installation of valves, flanges, and vessel internals (e.g., packing materials) in
existing refinery process units. The new piping will be installed aboveground in
existing pipe racks.
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14.To determine potential impacts to groundwater and surfaleaseatespoiaditto the following: — { Formatted: ~Bullets and Numbering ]
0. Will this project result in an increase in the risk of a spill with potential for impacting { Formatied: _Bullets and Numbering ]

groundwater? Please explain.

The project involves replacing existing pumps, valves, flanges, and piping with
slightly larger pumps, valves, flanges, and piping. There is minimal potential for the
Enhanced Naphtha ProcessindProject to increase the risk of a spill that would
impact surface water or groundwater.

r._What spill prevention measures and maniptaeyatr8hell to limit the potential risk of a[ Formatted: ~Bullets and Numbering ]
due to this project.

The proposed project involves replacing existing pumps, valves, flanges, and piping
with slightly larger pumps, valves, flanges, and piping within existing refinery
process unis. These replacements are not expected to affect the probability or
consequences of a spill compared to current operations.

Shel 1l 8s existing program of operator training, prevent
based on prevention of environmental impast and will further reduce the risk of a

spill. _Shell has prepared and implemented a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

(SWPPP) and a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) plan to

prevent water guality contamination. Storm drains are ded by default, and

collected storm water is sent to the Refineryds efflue

s. To address runoff at the site, does Shell have a Storm Water Pollution Prevention F Formatted: ~Bullets and Numbering ]
Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan?

Shell has prepared the SWPPP and SPCC Plan, as required.

t. How frequently does Shell conduct groundwater monitoring and how often aresthe a Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Shell performs quarterly groundwater monitoring®required by Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDR) Order 9234, issued by the San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB). Results are submitted to the
SFBRWQCB twice a year.

Additionally, Shell is required to perform a capture zonanalysis on the facility. The
WDR order requires that an ongoing hydraulic groundwater capture program be
installed, operated, and maintained. Groundwater extraction systems are installed at
the perimeter of the facility and serve to capture the groundier before it leaves the
site.

u. What is direction of the groundwater flow beneath the Shell refinery site? < { Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]

The equipment to be changed is located in the East Valley groundwater basin of the
facility. Groundwater flows from South to North at a velocityfapproximately four

feet per year.
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15.To determine potential impacts difiecledlieseks associated with the project, please«respq Fomatted:

Bullets and Numbering

following:

a. How and from where will water be delivered to the project? <[ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

The proposed project may slightly icrease the water demand in the existing light oil
processing (LOP) units described in this application due to increased throughput.
Water will be supplied through the existing distribution piping.

b. Would the installation of the new equipmenn@salsénimexistingfdiedl truck traffic to-{ Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

and from the truck loading racks?

No. Gasoline, diesel and jet fuel products are all shipped from the refinery by truck,
pipeline, and ship. Although the proposed project may cause an increase in gasol
production of 3,000 BPD, there will be a corresponding reduction in diesel and jet
fuel production. If increase in truck traffic were to occur as a result of the project due
to gasoline shipments, a corresponding decrease in diesel and jet fuel shimtse

would also occur. Therefore, anticipated truck traffic to/from the truck loading

racks is not expected to change. Further, incremental changes in gasoline shipments
are typically accommodated using pipeline delivery rather than truck transportation.

c._For construction, how masfyedesseticks will be used for mobilization, construction, ai Fomated:

Bullets and Numbering

demobilization of the project?

The mobilization, construction, and demobilization activities related to the
Enhanced Naphtha ProcessindProject will require up to about four months. The
projected construction requirements are provided in Table-C.
Table C-1
Enhanced Naphtha ProcessindProject Construction Requirements

Mobilization Construction Demobilization
Number of Diesel Truckg 2 3 2
Number of Days 30 120 15
Total Days of Diesel Operated Cranes and Equipment 65
Maximum Number of Construction Workers 20
Route Taken for Equipment Truck Deliveries Gate 75

Notes:

1. Maximum trucks on site on any given construction day.
2. Construction days may be consecutive.

d. What is the likely route that tHeieliedetucks will take from the nearest freeway te the { Formatted:

Bullets and Numbering

The most likely route for delivery of construction materials to thEnhanced Naphtha
ProcessingProject construction site willbe via Highway 680 to Marina Vista Avenue.
The diesetueled trucks will enter the refinery through Gate 75.
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The District finds these assertions and arguments to be credible and concludes that this permit
application is exempt from CEQA because itrigstarial, it is categorically exempt from CEQA,
and the project qualifies for the "Common Sense Exemption" of Subsection (b)(3) of the State

CEQA Guidelines.

Based on all of the information before the District and the District's review of the infiormatio
submitted, the District has determined that there is no possibility that the project may have any
significant environmental effect. The District has considered whether the modifications/alterations
to process units that are part of this applicatioraarefpa larger project for CEQA purposes, and

has concluded that it is not. Although other Shell refinery permitting applications have been acted
on or are currently pending before the District, the modifications to the NHT is not necessarily
linked to ag of these. Specifically, completion of the modifications/alterations to process units that
are part of this application is not necessary in order for Shell to proceed with other permit
applications, nor are any changes proposed in this applicatiorealidEasonsequence of other

permit applications.

On a general level, the stated purpose of the modifications/alterations to process units that

are part of this application involves the shifting of production of heavier hydrocarbon

products to more econonually desirable lighter hydrocarbon products at Shell. This

purpose does not imply any necessary relationship to other projects, in the sense of being
prerequisite to other projects or a foreseeable consequence of them.

Permit Conditions
Asitcurrentyx i st s part 1 of per mi t condition 18618 in Shell ds T

General Throughput Conditions and other miscellaneous monitoring requirements for Title V:

1. The followinghroughput limits are based upon District records dintieeof MFR permit

issuance. Exceedance of those limits for which RequidiR8v 2l was the identified basis are

not a violation of the permit if the operator can, within 60 days, provide documentation
demonstrating the throughput limit should be higdsablished in accordance with234.3,

and the excess throughput complies with the new limit. Exceedance of those limits which have
other permit conditions or application information as the basis are a violation of Redulation 2
307 immediately up@xceedance of the limit. (basis: Requlatie?32.3, Regulation12307)

St# Description Daily Limit Annual Limit
1424 | DH Naphtha Straightrun Hydrotreal 28,500 bbl/day 9,599,500 bbl/yr
NHT

As previously discuss ede thelNHT iba@modifRdsokcgpeounddé secti on abov
Regulation-4-234.1. Therefore, references to the NHT in permit condition 18618 will be deleted.

This is so because, permit condition 18618 contains place holder limits for sources that are part of

Shell 6s Tithat Vhaeemdt undergone NSR review. Since the pr
NHT have undergone NSR review under this permit application (# 18062), allowing the

throughputs at the NHT to be governed by permit condition 18618 would be incorrect. In light of

the above and going forward, the NHT will be governed by a new permit condition (# 24162).

Theproposathendments to part 1 of permit condition 18618 are as follows:
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General Throughput Conditions and other miscellaneous monitoring requiremerdgsvior Tit

1. The followingthroughput limits are based upon District records at the time of MFR
permit_issuance. Exceedance of those limits for which Regu&iR8#4.2 was the
identified basis are not a violation of the permit if the operator can, witthéys60
provide documentation demonstrating the throughput limit should be higher, established
in_accordance with-22234.3, and the excess throughput complies with the new limit.
Exceedance of those limits which have other permit conditions or apphit@tation
as the basis are a violation of RegulatibB0 immediately upon exceedance of the
limit. (basis: Requlatiorl234.3, Requlatior12307)

S# Description Daily Limit Annual Limit
1424 | DH Naphtha Straightrun Hydrotreal 28,500 bbiday 9,599,500 bbl/yr
NHT
(PC 24162)

1. The owner/operatorof-$ 424 o0 DH Naphtha St rai{Fomated BuletsandNumbering

(NHT) shall ensure that the daily and annual throughput of naphtha range
material at the above source does not exceed 31,500 barrels per day and
10.609.9% barrels per year, respectively.

(Basis: Regulatiorl2302)

2. To demonstrate compliance with part 1 of this permit condition, the« '[ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

owner/operator of 8424 shall maintain records of materials throughput
at the above source on a daily basis. These rgralide summarized on
a monthly basis, and may be in the form of comgeterated data,

which is available to District personnel on short notice (rather than actual
paper copies of throughput data). These records shall be kept on file for a
minimum of5 years from the date of entry.

(Basis: Cumulative Increase, Requlatlef03)

RECOMMENDATION
Waive the AC, and issue Shell a PO for the proposed modifications at the following source:

S-1424DH Naphtha Straightrun Hydrotreater (NHT)
31,500 bbl/ay; 10,609,974 bbl/yr

Modlify permit condition 18618 as proposed; issue Shell a new permit condition (# 24162).
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ENGINEERING EVALUATION
Shell Oil Products USH Martinez Refinery, Plant: 11
Application: 19373

Background
Shell Oil Products USMartinez Refinery (Shell) has submitted this application to administratively
amend permit condition 18618 that governs the operation of the following existing sources:
S1507EMSR16 CO Boiler #1; 232 MMBTU/hr
S 150%EMSR10 CO Boiler #2; 232 MMBTU/hr
S151ZEMSR10 CO Boiler #3; 232 MMBTU/hr

The daily firing rate for each of the above three CO boilers (COBs) is limited by part 1 of

permit conditi on 18 67%i8notenceedbBBMMBIU/TO t 1 e V per mit
boiler/day. The permit condition does not specifywhether the limit is in terms of Lower

Heating Value (LHV) or Higher Heating Value (HHV). Permit condition 18618 contains

Title V throughput limits for grandfathered sources at Shell. Grandfathered sources are

sources that were already in existence iefore 1979 when the District required them to

obtain permits and have been physically unmodified since then. In addition to the above

and per Requlation 21-234.3, a grandfathered source is one for which the District has never

[ssued an Authority to Conguct (AC) and jts daily or annual emissions are not limited by

any permit condjtions.

Per i nformation contained in the Districtds database, t he
Shell since January 1, 1966 and have not been physically modffisiice thattime. Whereas

it Is true that the District never issued Shell an AC to install the COBSs, it is also true that the

combined daily emissions from the COBs are limited by permit conditions other than

permit condition 18618. Specifically. the daily emission$ WOx, POC, SO2, PM, and CO

from the three COBs are part of Shell s facility baseline
IV, V. VI of permit condition 7618, respectively. Likewise, the combined daily NOx and

emissions from the three COBSs are limitetb 5,452 lbs/day and 6,805 Ibs/day by parts 85

and 90 of permit condition 12271, respectively. In light of the above, the COBs at Shell

partially meet the qualification criteria i.e. were never issued an AC., for grandfathered

sources under Requlation A-234.3.

Why amend permit condition 186187
Since its initial issuance on December 1, 2003 under Application 16467, the daily firing rate
/| i mit for the COBs in part 1 of permit condition 18618 I n
data expressed in termsiahe LHV of fuels combusted in them. Historically, facilities such
as Shell (and possibly the other Bay Area refineries) internally track the firing rate of their
combustion sources in LHV terms and report the firing rate for the subject sources to the
District in terms of the HHV of fuels combusted in them. Doing so involves increasing the
calculated LHV values by approximately10% to account for the differences between the
LHV and HHV. The District usually considers that permitted firing rate limits be
in HHYV terms. Almost all permit conditions containing such limits pre-qualify either in

2Al'l referencepenmi to®hien | t6lsi sSTievael wati on refer to the Title V permit
Shell on April 4, 2008.

735,568 MMBTU/day (LHV) = 232 MMBTU/hr (LHV) x 24 hr/day

74 The following minor revisions were made to the COBs since 1966: (1) adtiesytéaallow for BidWaste to be

injected into the boiler's burner assemblies, and (2) addition of the Over Fire Air facilities to lower NOx emissions.
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their preamble and/or someplace within the body of their permit condition the terms/units

in which the firing rates for the subject sources are expressed. Fomaiple, part 23 of

permit condition 12271 and part 1 of permit condition 166
explicitly state that the firing rates for the sources subject to the above permit conditions are

expressed in terms of HHV. Doing so alleviates any adusion when determining

compliance for both the District and the facility (Shell in this case) as discussed below.

However, Condition 18618 does not explicitly state either LHV or HHV.

Per discussions with Shell staff, the original Design Processdeate8eloped by Alcorthe
manufacturer of the COBs, listed the hourly firing rate for the three COBs as 232
MMBTU/hr/COB (LHV). As is the case with sources that are part of permit conditions 12271 and
16688 and to be consistent, Shell should have@tisat the COB limits were converted from

LHV to HHV and the units expressed in their initial Title V permit and subsequent revisions
thereafter were in HHV terms. This oversight on the part of Shell for not ensuring that the daily
firing rates for the @Bs be expressed in HHV terms (instead of in terms of LHV) in their initial
Title V permit and subsequent revisions thereafter result®apiposexiceedance of the existing

LHV limit as discussed below.

TheSupposedxceedance:
As previously statedthough Shell tracks the firing rate of the COBs in LHYV terms,
compliance of the firing rate with permit limits is determined and reported to the District in
terms of HHV. Because neither the preamble to, nor the body of permit condition 18618
had any suchpre-qualifications as to how the permitted daily firing rate of the COBs were
expressed, Shell staff mistakenly construed that the firing rate for the COBS in the above
permit condition were expressed in terms of HHV. In other words, Shell staff mistakarn/
assumed t hatl50®B) #2i0rsi n(gS rate of 5, 568 MMBTU/day i n Shel |l
was expressed in HHV terms.

In August 2008, the firing rate (in HHV) of $1509 ranged from 5,575 MMBTU/day up to

5,827 MMBTU/day. Shell staff believed that 9509 hd operated beyond its permitted

rate limit resulting in an exceedance and hence submitted this permit application. Only

recently did Shell realize that their firing rate limits in their Title V permit were incorrectly

expressed since its initial issance. Realistically, even if the calculated firing rate for COB

#2 in HHV were to be expressed interms of LHV, 8 509 6s f i ring rate i n August 2008 v
have ranged between 5,068VIMBTU/day up to 5,29776 MMBTU/day d below their

incorrectly listed Title V permit limit of 5,568 MMBTU/day. As previously stated, this

supposedexceedance in August 2008 would not have occurred had the daily firing rates for

COBs been expressed as ZB3IMBTU/h/COB HHV (6,120 MMBTU/day/COB HHV)

instead of 232 MMBTU/ht/COBLHV (5, 5 6 8 MMBTU/ day/ COB LHV) in Shell 6s Titl e

permit all along.

Steps taken by Shell sisuepbse@xceedance:
OQver the course of the six days in August 2008, the daily firing rate (in HHV) for1$09
ranged from 5,575 MMBTU/day up to 5,827 MMBTU/day. Because the COBs combust a
variety of fuels such as liquid waste, carbon monoxide, flexigas. and refinery make gas, the

755,068 MMBTU/day (LHV) = 5,575 MMBTU/day (HHV) / 1.10
765,297 MMBTU/day (LHV) = 5,827 MMBTU/day (HHYY.10
77255 MMBTU/day (HHV) = 232 MMBTU/hr (LHV) x 1.10
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firing rate when combusting the above fuels could not be measured directly (were

values), nor was the Utilities Board Operatr 6 s | nst rumentation monitoring the ope
the COBs equipped with alarms to alert refinery staff of the impending exceedance. Shell

staff discovered the supposed exceedance of the 5,568 MMBTU/day LHV daily limit when

running the Title V compliance asurance reports in September 2008. As a result of the

above incident and going forward., Shell modi fied the Ut/
Instrumentation by incorporating the ability to calculate the firing rate for the COBs in both

LHV and HHV with appropriat e alarms that would notify refinery staff of compliance

problems well in advance.

The solution:
In order to ensure there is no ambiguity to stalf associated with either Shell and/or District
in determining whether the COBs comply with their daily firingrate limits outlined in part 1
of permit condition 18618 and going forward, the exi sting
permit for the COBs will be amended to express the limit in terms of both LHV and HHV
of the fuels combusted in them. For exampléhe daily firing rate limit for S 1509 would
henceforth be expressed as 5,568 MMBTU/day (LHV) and 6,125 MMBTU/day (HHV).

Can permit condition 18618 be amended?
The preamble to part 1 of permit condition 18618 states the following.
0T he f ol éoughwutimds are based upon District records at the time of MFR
[ssuance. Exceedance of those limits for which Regulation2234.4 & was the identified
basis are not a violation of the permit if the operator can, within 60 days. provide
documeniation demonstrating the throughput limit should be higher, established in
accordance with 21-234.3, and the excess throughput complies with the new limit.
Exceedance of those limits which have other permit conditions or application information
as the bass are a violation of Requlation 2-307 immediately upon exceedance of the limit.
(basis.: Requlation 21-234.3, Regulation A-3 0 7 ) 0

The original Design Process Data Sheet developed by-Atheomanufacturer of the COBs, lists

the hourly firing rate fdghe three COBs as 232 MMBTU/hr/COB (LHV). Typically the nominal

nameplate design capacity for combustion equipment, such as the COBs, is conservatively low.

However, the actual maximum capacity could be as high as +20% above the nominal capacity to

account for engineering contingencies and to also ensure that the equipment can at least

achieve/deliver at its nameplate capacity. This also explains why Redt234o8 allows the

capacity of a source to be revised based on its actual operatidnal datai hasndt been physically
modified.

Aside from the minor revisions made to the COBs discussed under footnote #3 (which are beyond

the scope of this evaluation), and assuming none of the processes upstream/downstream of the

COBs were dbottlenecked idugust 2008 when the supposed exceedance of the daily firing rate

limit occurred at-$509, it is it is safe to state that the COBs were not modified. Specifically, each of

the three COBs has always had a maximum continuous steam production rate bis158000

of 650 PSIG steam @ 750°F. Likewise, each of the three COBs has always had a peak steam

production rate of 180,000 Ibs/hr for a period of 1 hour in-aouBinterval. The supposed

exceedance of thelS5 0986 s dai | y f i r0O08megulted a hcechangesia eitheriits August 2
maximum continuous steam production rate and/or its peak steam production rate.

78 The reference to Regl2234.4 in the preamble to PC 18618 should be R&3423.
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As allowed under the preamble to part 1 of permit condition 18618, the District will

administratively amend the above permit conditio to express the existing firing rate limit

I n Shell s Title V permit in terms of both th
t hem. Amendi ng permit condition 18618 i n Shel
in any changes to the facility baséie profiles outlined in Tables /1, Ill, IV. V. VI of permit

condition 7618, nor would it result in any changes to the combined daily NOx (of 5,452

Ibs/day) and SO2 (of 6,805 Ibs/day) emissions from the three COBSs outlined in parts 85

and 90 of permit comlition 12271, respectively as discussed below.

e LHV and HH
/| 6s Title V

Regulatio?8605.4:
Sources at the Shell operate under two separate emission bubbles called the "REFEMS" and "Clean

Fuels Permit" bubbles. Emissions fromlsources operating u
Project (CFP)O&6é bubbles are governed by permit conditions
Application 6904, the District adjusted the NOx emissions for sources operating under the above

emission bubbles to reflect the NOx emission reductions rdmuRedjulation 9, Rule 10 and

issued Shell a Permit to Operate on oNemuary 2003. Speci fi
Emi ssions (lbs/day)o6 under Table 11 in permit condition 7

the combined NOx emissions&770 Ibs/dajrom the three CO Boilers (S1507, 1509, and 1512)
under part 86f permit condition 12271 was reduced by 1,318 Ibs/day to 5.452 Ibs/day.

Under Application 18185, Shell voluntarily reduced the concentration of Total Reduced Sulfur
(TRS) indiels combusted at sources that were part of permit condition 12271 from 100 ppm to 70
ppm on an annual average basis. Doing so resulted in a 70 TPY reduction from CFP combustion
sources. Rather than bank these emission reductions, Shell reclaimedffseésSrovided to

the District under the CFP by increasing theeBsion limit for the CO boilei£ombustion

sources that were not part of the CFP. Specifically, the GERiSSlons cap of 209.7 TPY in part

A of permit condition 12271 was redlubg 70 TPY to 139.7 TPY. In addition, part 90 of permit
condition 12271 was amended from 6,422 |b/day/three CO boilers to 6,805 Ib/day/three CO
boilerg®,_and part 91 of permit condition 12271 was amended from 2,141 Ib/day/CQO boiler to
2,262 Ib/day/CO bo@eo.

Because the proposed amendments to permit condition 18618 will not result in any changes to the

emission caps outlined in permit conditions 7618 and 12271, the NOx and SO2 offsets previously

generated under Applications 6904 and 18185 will nbt becaf e d . However, it is Shell 0s
responsibility to operate the COBs in a manner that ensures continued compliance with the

emission limits outlined in the "REFEMS" and "Clean Fuels Permit" emissions bubbles. In light of

the above, the proposed changes tiolpafr permit condition 18618 will not result in an emission

increase per Regulatic@-805.4, which states:

OFully Offset Source. For a source which has, contai ned |
cap or emission rate which has been fully offset by ttacility (without using emission

reductions from the Small Facility Banking Account), the baseline throughput and baseline

emi ssion rate shall be based on the [/ evels allowed by the

79(70 ton/yr x 2000 Ib/ton) / (365 days/yr) = 383.56 Ib/day;
6422 Ib/day/three CO boilers + 383.56 Ib/day ©B&/day/three CO boilers
80 (6805 Ib/day/three CO boilers) / (3 CO boilers) ~ 2,262 Ib/day/CO boiler
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Since the proposed amendments to permit conditioB M@6hot result in an increase in
emissions at Shell, Air Toxics, BACT, Cumulative Increase, and Offsets are not triggered.

STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

The sourcespecific applicable requirements anaypipdicable limits and compliance monitoring

requiements or the three COBs in Shel-BkbapdVIIBA, | e V are summari zed
respectively. For the purposes of this evaluation (with respect to permit condition 18618) and in

|l ight of Shell &s i mpendi ng tableswdlwenodifedinthenei r Ti tl e V per mi
revised/renewed permit as shown below:

Table IV - BK
Sourcespecific Applicable Requirements
S1507- UTIL COBOILER .1
S1509- UTIL COBOILER 2
S1512-UTIL CO BOILER 3

Eederally Future
Applicable | Regulation Title or Enforceable | Effective
Requirement | Desciption of Requirement Y/N Date
BAAQMD ( Formatted )
Condition #
18618
Part 1 Throughput limit (basis: Regulation12234.3) N
Part 2 Recordkeeping (basis: Regulatiori234.3) N
Part 4 Fuel certification (basis: Regtian 2-6-409.2) Y
Part 9 Source Test for grain loading rate (basis: RegulatiérP9.2) Y
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Table VIl T BA

Applicable Limits and Compliance Monitoring Requirements

S15071 UTIL COBOILER 1,S15091 UTIL CO BOILER 2,

S1512f UTIL COBOILER 3

Type of
Limit

Limit

Citation of

Euture

Effective

Date

Limit

Monitoring

Monitoring

Requirement

Erequency

Monitoring

Citation (P/CIN)

Type

Through
put

BAAQMD

Condition
#18618,
Partl

FE
Y/N
N

Maximum Firing Rate:

BAAQMD P/IA

5,568
MMBTU/day/COB
(LHV)

2,032,320

MMBTU/yr/COB
(LHV)

6,125

MMBTU/day/COB
(HHY)

2,235,625
MMBTU//COB
(HHY)

#18618, Par®

Condition

Records

Because part 1 of permit condition 18618 idexerally enforceable, the proposed changes to the

Shel

d under

above permit condition qualify asanadmini at i ve amendment t o
Regulation 52 0 1 . I n |ight of the above an
Title V counterpart)., Shell ds Title

V per mi

Per Section-2-311 of the Disict's rules and regulations, a permit application for a proposed new

or modified source will be classified as ministerial and will accordingly be exempt from the CEQA

requirement of Section12310 if the District's engineering evaluation and basppfowral of the
permit application for the project is limited to the criteria set forth in Set#@8 2nd to the

| s Ti t |
Applicat
t will b

procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's Permit Handbook

and BACT/TBACT Workbook. The method figtermining whether a given permit application

will be classified as ministerial is set forth in Seetidi22.

Per Section-2-427, if the District determines that its evaluation of the permit application is covered

by the specific procedures, fixeshdards and objective measurements set forth in the District's

Permit Handbook and BACT/TBACT Workbook, the District's evaluation of the permit

application is classified as ministerial and the engineering evaluation of the permit application by the
District will be limited to the use of said specific procedures, fixed standards and objective

measurements. For such projects, the District will merely apply the law to the facts as presented in

the permit application, and the District's decision regardititewtoeissue the permit will be based

only on the criteria set forth in Sectielh428 and in the District's Permit Handbook and

BACT/TBACT Workbook.

For this permit application, the District determined that its evaluation of the permit

application is covered by the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective
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’

measurements set forth in the District's Permit Handbook
Generator s, and Process Heaterso. Since the District cl a
ministerial pursuant to Section 21-427, and as a result of its evaluation of the permit

application, the District determined that all of the criteria for approval of ministerial permit

applications pursuant to Section 2-428 were met, the issuance by the District af

Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate for the proposed project is a mandatory

ministerial duty and is accordingly exempt from the CEQA requirement of SectionZ310.

In addition, since the proposed amendments (~ project) to permit conditi®rmilB6ot result in

a _onet increased6 in emissions at the refinery the project
regulations:

Regulation 21-312.1 that states:

OApplications to modify permit concdattdanotns for existing or
involve any increases in emissions or physical modi ficati
Regulation-2-312.11.4 that states:

OProjects satisfying the "no net emission increase" provi

which there will be some increase énelfmissions of any toxic air contaminant, but for which the

District staffés health risk screening analysis shows tha
defined in Regulatior52206) greater than 1.0 in a milliong§1l&nd will not resul a chronic

hazard index (as defined in Requlati®2@8) greater than 0.20, and for which there will be no

other significant environment al effect. 6; and

The ocommon sensedo exemption outlined in CEQA Chapter 3,

15061(b)(3).

Shelllhks submitted an Appendix H O0Environment al Il nf or mati on F

PSD is not applicable to this project because there are no emission increases.

PERMIT CONDITIONS

Par t 1 of per mi t conditiomemni8618 as it exists in She
General Throughput Conditions and other miscellaneous monitoring requirements for Title V:

1. The following throughput limits are based upon District records at the time of MEFR permit
issuance. Exceedance of those limits for which Requit84 21 was the identified basis
are not a violation of the permit if the operator can, within 60 days, provide documentation
demonstrating the throughput limit should be higher, established in accordarte with 2
234.3, and the excess throughput complieshei new limit. Exceedance of those limits
which have other permit conditions or application information as the basis are a violation of
Regulation-2-307 immediately upon exceedance of the limit. (basis: Reguil&t&sh3)
Requlation-42-307)

S# Description Daily Limit Annual Limit

1507 UTIL CO Boiler 1 5568 MMBTU/day 365 x Daily Limit
1509 UTIL CO Boiler 2 5568 MMBTU/day 365 x Daily Limit
1512 UTIL CO Boiler 3 5568 MMBTU/day 365 x Daily Limit
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Proposed amendments to part 1 of permit cortiin 18618:
General Throughput Conditions and other miscellaneous monitoring requirements for Title V:

1. The following throughput limits are based upon District records at the time of MFR permit
issuance. Exceedance of those limits for which Requiait34 2} 3was the identified
basis are not a violation of the permit if the operator can, within 60 days, provide
documentation demonstrating the throughput limit should be higher, established in
accordance with2234.3, and the excess throughput compiieshe new limit.
Exceedance of those limits which have other permit conditions or application information as
the basis are a violation of Requlati®#827 immediately upon exceedance of the limit.
(basis: Requlatior12234.3, Regulation12307)

S# Description Daily Limit Annual Limit

1507 UTIL CO Boiler 1 5,668 MMBTU/day (LHV|365 x Daily Limit
6,125 MMBTU/day (HH

1509 UTIL CO Boiler 2 5,568 MMBTU/day (LHV|365 x Daily Limit
6,125 MMBTU/day (HH

1512 UTIL CO Boiler 3 5,568 MMBTU/day (LHY|365 x Daily Limit
6,125 MMBTU/day (HH

RECOMMENDATION
Modify part 1 of permit condition 18618 as proposed for the following equipment:

S1507EMSR16 CO Boiler #1; 232 MMBTU/hr
S150EMSR16 CO Boiler #2; 232 MMBTU/hr
S151EMSRI16 CO Boiler #3232 MMBTU/hr

K. R. Bhagavan
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ENGINEERING EVALUATION
Shell Oil Products USH Martinez Refinery, Plant: 11
Application: 19465

Background
Shell Martinez Refinery (Shell) has submitted this application to obtain enforceabldémits, in t
form of a permit condition, for the following sources:
S1490DH F-43 GOHT Feed; 33 MMBTU/hr
S 1491DH F-44 NHT Feed; 52 MMBTU/hr
S 1492DH F-45 Primary Column Reboil; 104 MMBTU/hr
S1493DH F-46 Stabilizer Reboil; 55 MMBTU/hr
S1494DH F-47 Seconda®@olumn Reboil; 46 MMBTU/hr
S1495DH F-49 CRU Preheat; 190 MMBTU/hr
S1496DH F-50 CRU; 225 MMBTU/hr
S1497DH F-51 CRU; 106 MMBTU/hr
S1498DH F-52 CRU Reboil; 39 MMBTU/hr
S1499DH F-53 CRU Regen; 31 MMBTU/hr

The above sources were retrofitted witla ldiv NOx burners (ULNB) under Applications # 5258
(for S1490 through-$493) in May 2002, #14651 (fet494) in February 1995, and #13078 (for

S1495through$499) in July 2005 to enmagamiceGaseausnpl| i ance with Regu
Pol | uRWU e tNitrdgeroOxides and Carbon Monoxide from Boilers, Steam Generators and
Process Heaters in Petroleum Refinerieso

On March 21, 2001, Shell entered into a voluntary settlement with the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) to resolve severasgmmental issues at refineries it owns and operates
within the U.S. The refinery in Martinez, CA is one such refinery. A Consent Decree (CD) was
lodged with the EPA that includes the requirement that Shell will complete a program to reduce
overall NOx ernssions from heaters and boilers at the select few refineries that are part of the CD.
To obtain credit for projects conducted at the select few refineries that are part of the CD and
which result in NOx reductions, Shell is required by the CD to apghdfiarceive enforceable

permit limits from the local permitting authority based on the following CD excerpt:

The allowable emissions from any heater or boiler is defined in the CD as

"(Eallowabiy = The requested portion of the permitted allowable gafidOx per million BTU for
heater or boiler i /(2000 pounds per ton) x [(the lower of permitted or maximum heat input rate
capacity in million BTU per hour for heater or boiler i) x (the lower of 8760 or permitted hours per

year) . o6

As it currently existS1486, 9487, 91488, 81490, 8491, 81492, 81493, §494,

S1495, 9496, 9497, 8498, and-$499 exhaust through Chimney-#lcommon exhaust

stack, which is equipped with a NOx and O2 Continuous Emission Monitor (CEM). The use of one
CEM tomeasure combined NOx emissions is allowed by the CD if all of the sources have been
retrofitted with NOx controls. Source4486, 9487 and-3488 have not been retrofitted with

NOXx controls. Therefore, the common Chimney #1 NOx CEM cannot be useditormo

compliance with the CD limits. In contrast490, 81491,

S1492, 9493, 9494, 8495, S1496, 9497, 9498, and-$499 have been retrofitted with NOx
controls and exhaust into the west breeching of Chimney #1. The west breeching of Chimney #
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was recently equipped with NOx and O2 CEMS to measure the combined NOx emissions from the
above sources to meet the CD monitoring requirements.

Shell has requested that the permitted allowable emissionSa#dfors1491, 9492,

S1493, 949451495, 9496, 9497, 9498, and-$499%be limited to 0.033 Ibs NOx/MMBTU.

In light of the above, the combined lower of their permitted or maximum heat input rate capacity
for the above sources is 881 MMBTU/hr. Therefore thgdadfor the above saoes will be

127.34 TP¥. The allowable emissions derived above is inclusive of emissions associated with
startups, shutdowns, upsets and malfunctions for the above sources, because the CD does not
explicitly state that such emission types must be exeheleéstimating the allowable emissions.

The District is the local permitting authority for the Martinez refinery. The NOx emission

reductions from retrofitting the above heaters are also being used in part to meet the NOx reduction
requirements from heers and boilers in Shell's NOx Control Plan for Heaters and Boilers. Shell

will demonstrate compliance with the allowable emissions derived in the preceding pag&agraph for
1490, 81491, 9492, 8493, 9494, 9495, 8496, S497,

S1498, and-$499by continually monitoring the NOx emissions via the NOx CEM imetste

breeching of Chimney #ihd fuel usage rates via fuel flow meters.

/n addition to obtaining an enforceable limit via a permit condition for the ten heaters
discussed in the preceihg paragraphs, Shell has also requested the District to
administratively amend permit condition #17532 (for-3514) and #22119 (forlg60) that
qovern the operation of the following sources.
S1514JTIL F-70 Boiler 4409 MMBTU/hr
S17600PCEN F102 FXU Steam Superheat&89 MMBTU/hr

In 2003, Shell applied for and received an enforceable permit limit of 0.05 Ib NOxX/MMBTU
(HHV) outlined in permit condition 17532 for S1514 under Application 7694. Likewise in
2005, Shell applied for and received an enfeable permit limit of 0.05 Ib NOx/MMBTU
(HHYV) outlined in permit condition 22119 for S1760 under Application 11157.

Following are the textual descriptions of the above permit conditions as they currently exist

I n Shell 6s Title V permit:

Condition # 17532

1. Only gaseous fuel shall be burneelB18. (Basis: Regh20.1)

2. Startup Condition Deleted.

3. The owner/operator shall operate S1514 to not exceed 0.05 Ib NOx/MMBTU (HHV) based on
a rolling hourly 87€él@our average heat input. The annual average heat input rate used to
calculate the allowable (potential to emit) NOx emissions shall be the source's maximum
permitted daily heat input rate of 9816 MMBTU (HHV)/day expressed dwar bhsis as
409 MMBTU HHV)/hr.

[basis: ShelfPA Consent Decree]

Condition # 22119

1. Only gaseous fuel shall be burnedi@é®. - [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

[Basis: Reg:320.1]

81(0.033 Ibs NOX/MMBTU) x (ton/2000 Ibs) x (881MMBTU/hr) x (8,760 hriyr) = 127.34 TPY
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2. The owner/operator shall operate S1760 to not exceed 0.05 |b NOX/MMBTU (HHVOrbased{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

a rolling hourly 87€éllour average heat input. The annual average heat input rate used to
calculate the allowable (potential to emit) NOx emissions shall be the source's maximum
permitted daily heat input rate of 3336 MMBTU (HHV)/day expressed #marbasis as

139 MMBTU (HHV)/hr.

[Basis: SheliPA Consent Decree]

In order to provide additional NOx reductions towards their CD commitment, Shell has
requested that the existing permit limit of 0.05 Ib/MMBTU (HHV) for S-1514 and -8 760 be
reduced by 196 and 34%., respectively. Specifically, the existing permit limit for1%14 will
be reduced from 0.05 Ib/MMBTU (HHV) to 0.045 Ib/MMBTU (HHYV), and the existing
permit limit for S-1760 will be reduced from 0.05 Ib/MMBTU (HHYV) to 0.033 Ib/MMBTU

(HHV).

AS it currently exists, part 2 of permit conditions #17532 and #22119 require a calculation of
annual potential to emit based on a maximum average heat input. This potential to emit is
used to calculate a maximum allowable annual NOx limit. Henceforth, ratha@han express
this limit in the form of a calculation the above permit conditions will be amended to

express them as the maximum allowable annual NOx limit instead.

As an example, considet™ 4. The proposed permitted allowable emission rate fooviee a

source is 0.045 Ibs NOX/MMBTU, and the lower of its permitted or maximum heat input rate

capacity is 409 MMBTU/hr. Thereforeydzanifor S1514 is 80.61 TP¥ In similar fashion, the

Eaowanidor S1760 is 20.09 TPY. The allowable emissionedatiove is inclusive of emissions
associated with startups, shutdowns, upsets and malfunctions for siklrdesn8 3760,

because the CD does not explicitly state that such emission types must be excluded when estimating
the allowable emissions.

Following are the revised textual descriptions of the permit conditions #17532 and #22119:
Condition # 17532

1. Only gaseous fuel shall be burne€lbil8. (Basis: Regb20.1)

2. Startup Condition Deleted.

3. Theowner/operator shall operate S1514 to not exceed 0.045 Ib NOX/MMBTU (HHV) based

on a rolling hourly 876&tbur average heat inp@ompliance with the NOx emission rate (in Ib
NOx/MMBTU) shall be determined using data gathered by NOx CEMS and fueltosv me
(Basis: ShellPA Consent Decree)

4. The owner/operator shall ensure that the allowable NOx emissions from S1514 do not exceed
80.61tons per year. The allowable NOx emissions shall include emissions associated with
startups, shutdowns, upsets mradfunctions.

(Basis: ShellPA Consent Decree)

Condition # 22119

1. Only gaseous fuel shall be burnedid@®. - "[Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

[Basis: Reg:320.1]
2. The owner/operator shall operate S1760 to not exceed 0.033 |b NOx/MNHBL
based on a rolling hourly 8#&fur average heat inpu€ompliance with the NOx

82(0.045 Ibs NOX/MMBTU) x (ton/2000 Ibs) x (409 MMBTU/hr) x (8 i) = 80.61 TPY
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emission rate (in Ib NOx/MMBTU) shall be determined using data gathered by NOx CEMS
and fuel flow meterfBasis: SheliPA Consent Decree]

3. The owner/operator shalisure that the allowable NOx emissions from S1760 do not
exceed 20.09 tons per year. The allowable NOx emissions shall include emissions associated
with startups, shutdowns, upsets and malfunctions.
[Basis: SheltPA Consent Decree]

On December 1, 20Q3he District issued Shell a Title V operating permit i.e. initial permit.
The proposed changes to Shell s Title V permit stemming
permit condition required by the CD forS1490, 81491, 8492, 81493, 51494, §495,
S$1496.51497, §1498. and 8499 and the amendments to permit conditions #17532 and
#2211quallfies as a minor permit revision L.e. a revision to an existing Title V permit that is
neither an administrative amendment as defined in Section6201, nor a signiiant permit
revision as defined in Section-B-226. Minor revisions to an existing Title V permit are
subject to a 45day US EPA review, but are not subject to a public notice. The initial permit

IS in the process of being renewed. The new permit conditidor the ten heaters and the
proposed amendments to permit conditions #17532 and #22119 will be incorporated into the
renewed permit before it is issued.

Emissions Summary

The issuance of an enforceable limit in the form of a new permit condifdd 96,

S1491, 8492, 9493, 8494, 9495, 8496, 9497, 9498, and-$499as required by the CD
and the proposed amendments to permit conditions #17532 and ##PadBincrease or change
emissions at the refinery.

Statement Of Compliance

SourcesS1490, S1491, 81492, §1493, S494, 495, 9496, 9497, 9498, and

S1499S51514 and-3760 were retrofitted withl t r a L ow NOX Burners to enhance Shel
compliance with Regulation 9, Rule 10. In addition. emissions from the abov&vdblbiece

continuously monitored with NOx and OEMS. Therefore, the above sources are expected to

comply with the above rule.

The project is categorically exempt from the District's CEQA regulation, per Section

2-1-312.11.1 because the issuance @ffanceable limit 161490, 9491, 8492, 493, 9494,

S1495, 8496, 9497, 9498, and-$499in the form of a new permit condition as required by

the CD will not result in an emissions increase. In addition, the proposed reductions to the

emisns limits for 4514 and-8760 will also not result in an emissions increase. Shell has

submitted Appendix H O0Environment al I nformati on For mé6.

The project is over 1,000 feet from the nearest school and is therefore not subject to the public
notification requirements of Regl2112.

BACT, PSD, NSPS, and NESHAPS are not triggered.

Offsets are not required.
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Permit Condition:

(PC 24263)
ForS1490, S1491, §1492, 1493, §1494, 1495, S1496, §497, S1498, and-$499:

1. Only gaseous fuel shalllgned inS51490, 81491, S1492, 91493, 1494, 9495, S - [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

1496, S1497, 9498, and-$499 [Basis: Regulatioril801]
2. The owner/operator shall oper&&490, S1491, 9492, 81493, §494, 9495, 8496,
S$1497, 8498, and-$499%o not exceed 0.033 Ib NOX/MMBTU (HHV) based on a rolling
hourly 8,76Mour average heat input.
[Basis: SheltPA Consent Decree]
3. The owner/operator shall ensure that the allowable NOx emissioB< #8&)
S1491, 9492, 9149351494, S495, 91496, §1497, 9498, and-$499do not exceed
127.34 tons per year. The allowable NOx emissions shall include emissions associated with
startups, shutdowns, upsets and malfunctions.
[Basis: ShellPA Consent Decree]

Recommendation:

Issue Shelin enforceable limit in the form of a new permit condition #24263 for sBurces

1490, 9491, 9492, 9493, 9494, 8495, 9496, 9497, 9498, and

S1499as required by the CD. Amend permit conditions #17532 and #22119 as proposed.

Incormr ate the changes that are part of this application i
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Evaluation Report
AIN 20070
G# 7114 (Plant 11, Source 1598)
Shell Refinery, Martinez

Background

Shell has applied for an A/C to replace the Phase Il vapo r recovery on the
existing GDF at the Martinez refinery with an EVR certified Phase Il system.

No other work is proposed under this application.

Shell currently operates one 12K tank and 2 single product nozzles with EBW

EVR 2- point Phase | and balance Phase Il vapor recovery equipment. This

project is limited to replacing the hanging hardware with VR - 203 certified
equivalents and installing the Veeder Root Vapor Polisher and other components

of the VST EVR Phase Il system without ISD.

Proposed Phase |l equipment consists of the VST EVR Phase Il system with the

Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher pursuant to CARB Executive Order VR - 203. ISD
controls have not been proposed.

Emissions

No change in permitted throughput has been requested.

As the EVR Phase | equipment is certified to slightly more stringent
standards than the existing balance Phase Il vapor recovery equipment, there

should be no increase in emissions per unit throughput.

The net emission increase under this A/N will be zero.

Statement of Co mpliance

As there will be no net emissions increase from this project, this application

is not subject to the BACT and offset requirements of Regulation 2, Rule 2.

The proposed VST EVR Phase Il equipment is certified under VR - 203. Plans
submitted with t his application verify that the installation will satisfy the

requirements of this Executive order:

1 Each dispenser will each be equipped with VST - EVR NB nozzles (one per « { Formatted: Bullets and Numbering
side) and VST hoses.
1 ThesitehasaV - R TLS 350 console and will be equipped with th e proper
software and controls for operation of the VST EVR Phase Il system with
the V - R Vapor Polisher
1 A Vapor Pressure Sensor will be installed in the dispenser nearest the
tanks.
1 This site is not equipped with vapor pots or condensate traps. This site
has not modified their underground piping since April 1, 2003 and thus
is not subject the piping size requirements of VR -203
1 The outlet of the V -R Vapor Polisher will be 126 above grade, and the

vent pipes will be adequately supported
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Shell is currently conditions to 940,000 gal/yr under cond #14098. They have

agreed to accept a condition limiting throughput to less than 600,000 gal/yr

and are thus not subject to ISD requirements.

Use of CARB certified equipment satisfies all requirements of District
Regulation 8, Rule 7.

Permit Conditions

Authority to Construct Conditions

COND# 24297

1. The VST EVR Phase Il Vapor Recovery System with the

Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher, including all assoc iated
underground plumbing, shall be installed, operated, and

maintained in accordance with the most recent revision of

the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Executive Order

(E.0.). VR - 203. Section 41954(f) of the California Health

and Safety Code prohibits the sale, offering for sale, or

installation of any vapor control system unless the system

has been certified by the state board.

2. Only CARB - certified EVR Phase | vapor recovery systems
shall be used in conjunction with the VST EVR Phase |l Vapor

Recovery System.

3. The owner/operator of the facility shall maintain records

in accordance with the following requirements. Record s shall

be maintained on site and made available for inspection for

a period of 24 months from the date the record is made.
a. Monthly throughput of gasoline pumped, summarized on
an annual basis
b. A record of all testing and maintenance as required by

E.O. VR - 203, Exhibit 2. The records shall include the

maintenance or test date, repair date to correct test

failure, maintenance or test performed, affiliation,
telephone number, name and Certified Technician
Identification Number of individual conducting
maintenance or test.

4. All applicable components shall be maintained to be leak

free and vapor tight. Leak Free, as pe r BAAQMD (District)
Requlation 8 - 7- 203, is a liquid leak of no greater than

three drops per minute. Vapor Tight is as defined in

District Manual of Procedures, Volume IV, ST - 30.

5. Start - up notification: applicant must conta ct the
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assigned Permit Engineer, listed in the correspondence
section of this letter, by phone, by fax [(415) 749 - 4949],

or in writing at least three days before the initial

operation of the equipment is to take place. Operation
in_cludes any start - up of the source for testing or other
purposes. Operation of equipment without notification being

submitted to the District, may result in enforcement action.

Please do not send start - up notifications to the Air
Polluti__on Control Officer.

6. The following performance tests shall be successfully
conducted at least ten (10) days, but no more than thirty

(30) days after start - up. For the purpose of compliance with

this C__ondition, all tests shall be conducted after back -
filling, paving, and installation of all required Phase |

and Phase Il components.
a. Static Pressure Performance Test using CARB Test
Procedure TP - 201.3 (3/17/99) in accordance with E.O.

VR 203, EX. 4. If the tank size is 500 gallons or less,

the test shall be performed on an empty tank.
b. Dynamic Back Pressure Test using CARB Test Procedure

TP- 201.4 (7/3/02) in accordance with the condition
listed in item 1 of the Vapor Collection Section of
E.O. VR - 203, Exhibit 2. The dynamic back pressure shall

not exceed 0.35" WC @ 60 CFH and 0.62" WC @ 80 CFH.
c. Liquid Removal Test using E.O. VR - 203, Exhibit 5.
d. Vapor Pressure Sensor Verification Test using E.O.

VR 203, Exhibit 8
e. Nozzle Bag Test on all nozzles in accordance with E.O.

VR- 203, Exhibit 10.

f. Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher Operability Test in
accordance _ with E.O. VR - 204, Exhibit 11.

g. Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher Emissions Test in accordance

with E.O. VR - 204, Exhibit 12.

7. The VST EVR Phase Il system with the Veeder - Root Vapor
Polisher shall be capable of demonstrating on - going
compliance with the vapor integrity requirements of CARB
Executive Order E.O. VR - 203. The owner or operator shall
conduct and pass the following tests at least once in each
consecutive 12 - month period following successful completion
of start - up testing. Tests shall be conducted and evaluated
using the above referenced test methods and standards.

a. Static Pressure Performance Test - _TP-201.3

b. Dynamic Back Pressure Test - TP-201.4

c. Liquid Removal Test - E.O.VR -203, Exhibit5
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d. Vapor Pressure Sensor Verification Test - E.O.VR -203,

Exhibit 8

e. Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher Operability Test in
accordance with E.O. VR - 204, Exhibit 11.

f. Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher Emissions Test in accordance

with E.O. VR - 204, Exhibit 12.

8. The applicant shall notify Source Test by email at
gdfnotice@baagmd.gov or by FAX at (510) 758 - 3087, at least

48 hou rs prior to any testing required for permitting. Test

results for all performance tests shall be submitted in a

District - approved format within thirty days of testing.

Start - up tests results submitted to the District must
include the ap plication humber and the GDF number. (For

annual test results submitted to the District, enter
"Annual” in lieu of the application number.) Test results

may be submitted by email (gdfresults@baagmd.gov), FAX (510)

758- 3087) or mail (BAA OMD Source Test Section, Attention

Hiroshi Doi, 939 Ellis Street, San Francisco CA 94109).

9. The maximum length of the coaxial hose assembly,
including breakaway, swivels, and whip hoses, shall be
fifteen (15) feet..

10. The dispensing rate shall not exceed ten (10.0) gallons

per minute (gpm), nor be less than six (6.0) gom with the

trigger at the highest setting. Compliance with this
condition shall be verified using the applicable provisions

of E.O. VR -203, Ex. 5. Flow limiters may not be used.

11. A Vapor Pressure Sensor shall be installed in the
dispenser closest to the underground tanks.

12. The TLS console controlling the V eeder - Root Vapor
Polisher shall be equipped with a printer and have an open

RS232 port that is accessible to District staff during
operating hours.

13. Except when necessary for testing and ma intenance, the

Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher shall be on and in automatic

vapor processor mode with the inlet valve in the open
position per E.O. VR - 203, Ex. 2. The handle shall not be

removed for any reason.

14. The outlet of the Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher shall be at

least 12 feet above grade.
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15. The station shall maintain OSHA - approved access to the
Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher. This access should be provided

immediately upon request by District personnel

16. The VST EVR Phase Il Vapor Recovery System shall be
maintained and operated in accordance with E.O. VR - 203 and
the System Operating Manual approved by CARB.

17. Security tags shall be installed and maintained on the

Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher. A Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher
Operability Test and a Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher Emissions
Test shall be performed after the replacement o f any damaged

or missing tags using the above referenced test methods and

subject to the above notification and reporting
requirements.

18. The headspace of all underground tanks connected to VST

EVR Phase Il Vapor Recovery System shall be connected by a
manifold below grade at the tanks and/or a manifold between

the vent lines.

19. For stations installed or performing a major
modification of underground vapor piping after April 1,
2003, all vapor recovery piping shall be a minimum of 2"
from the vent stack or dispensers to the first manifold and

a minimum of 3" in diameter from the manifold to the
under_ground tanks, with the headspace of all tanks connected

by a below - grade manifold. The following piping shall slope

down towards the lowest octane tank with a minimum slope of

1/8" per linear foot:
a) Any manifold piping connecting th e storage tank
headspaces.
b) All vapor recovery piping between the dispenser and
storage tank.
¢) Vent piping from the base of the vent pipe to the
storage tank(s).
A major modification is considered a proj ect that adds to,
replaces, or removes more than 50% of the underground vapor

piping.

20. Condensate traps or knock - out pots are prohibited.

21. Each storage tank vent pipe shal | be equipped with a
CARRB certified pressure/vacuum relief valve as required by
the applicable Phase | E.O.. Vents pipes may be manifolded
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to reduce the number of relief valves needed. No relief
valve shall be installed on the Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher
outlet.

22. The Veeder - Root EVR system and TLS console may only be
installed and serviced by contractors that have completed
the Veeder - Root training program. Inst allation and start - up

shall be in accordance with VR - 203 and the Veeder Root
installation manual.

Permit to Operate Conditions

COND# 7878

Pursuant to BAAQMD Toxic Section policy, this facility's
annual throughput shall not exceed 600,000 gallons in
any consecutive 12 month period.

COND# 21593

1. The EBW EVR Phase | Vapor Recovery System, including all
assoc iated plumbing and components, shall be operated
and maintained in accordance with the most recent
version of California Air Resources Board (CARB)

Executive Order VR - 104. Section 41954(f) of the
California Health and Sa fety Code prohibits the sale,
offering for sale, or installation of any vapor control

system unless the system has been certified by the state

board.
2. The owner or operato r shall conduct and pass a Rotatable

Adaptor Torque Test (CARB Test Procedure TP201.1B) and

either a Drop Tube/Drain Valve Assembly Leak Test

(TP201.1C) or, if operating drop tube overfill

prevention devices ("flapper va Ives"), a Drop Tube

Overfill Prevention Device and Spill Container Drain

Valve Leak Test (TP201.1D) at least once in each 36 -
month period. Measured leak rates of each component

shall not exceed the levels specified in V R-104.

The applicant shall notify Source Test by email at

gdfnotice@baagmd.gov or by FAX at (510) 758 - 3087, at least

48 hours prior to any testing required for permitting. Test

results for all performance tests shall be submitte d within
fifteen (15) days of testing. Start - up tests results

submitted to the District must include the application
number and the GDF number. (For annual test results
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submitted to the District, enter "Annual” in lieu of the
appl_ication number.) Test results may be submitted by email

(adfresults@baagmd.gov), FAX (510) 758 - 3087) or mail (BAAQMD

Source Test Section, Attention Hiroshi Doi, 939 Ellis
Street, San Francisco CA 94109).

COND# 24298  ----------

1. The VST EVR Phase Il Vapor Recovery System with the
Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher without ISD, including all
associated underground plumbing, shall be installed,

operated, and maintained in accordance with the most recent
revision of the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
Executive Order (E.O.). VR - 203. Section 41954(f) of the

California Health and Safety Code prohibits the sale,
offering for sale, or installation of any vapor control
system unless the system has been certified by the state
board.

2. The owner/operator of the facility shall maintain records

in accordance with the following requirements. Records sh all

be maintained on site and made available for inspection for

a period of 24 months from the date the record is made.
a. Monthly throughput of gasoline pumped, summarized on
an annual basis

3. All applicable components shall be maintained to be leak

free and vapor tight. Leak Free, as per BAAQMD (District)
Regulation 8 - 7- 203, is a liquid leak of no greater than
three drops per minute. Vapor Tight, as per District
Requlation 8 - 7- 206, is a leak of less than 100 percent of
the lower explosive limit on a combustible gas detector
measured at a distance of 1 inch from the source or absence

of a leak as determined by the District Manual of
Procedures, Volume IV, ST -30 or CARB Method TP - 201.3.

4. The VST EVR Phase |l system with the Veeder - Root Vapor
Polisher without ISD shall be capable of demonstrating on -
going compliance with the vapor integrity requirements of

CARB Executi _ve Order E.O. VR - 203. The owner or operator

shall conduct and pass the following tests at least once in

each consecutive 12 - month period following successful
completion of start - up testing. Tests shall be conducted and
evaluated using t he below referenced test methods and
standards.

a. Static Pressure Performance Test - _TP-201.3
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b. Dynamic Back Pressure Test - TP-201.4 (7/3/02) in
accordance with the condition listed in item 1 of the
Vapor Collect ion Section of E.O. VR - 203, Exhibit 2. The

dynamic back pressure shall not exceed 0.35" WC @ 60
CFH and 0.62" WC @ 80 CFH

c. Liquid Removal Test - E.O.VR -203, Exhibit 5, Option 1
(Only test hoses containing more than 25 ml liguid)

d. Vapor Pressure Sensor Verification Test - E.O.VR -203,
Exhibit 8,

e. Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher Operability Test. E.O.
VR 203, Exhibit 11

f. Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher Emissions Test - E.O.
VR 203, Exhibit 12

5. The applicant shall notify Source Test by email at
gdfnotice@baagmd.gov or by FAX at (510) 758 - 3087, at least
48 hours prior to any testing required for permitting. Test

resu lts for all performance tests shall be submitted in a

District - approved format within thirty days of testing.

Start - up tests results submitted to the District must

include the application number and the GDF number. (For

annual test resu Its submitted to the District, enter

"Annual" in lieu of the application number.) Test results

may be submitted by email (gdfresults@baagmd.gov), FAX (510)

758- 3087) or mail (BAAQMD Source Test Section, 939 Ellis
Street, San Francisco C A 94109).

6. The maximum length of the coaxial hose assembly,
including breakaway, swivels, and whip hoses, shall be
fifteen (15) feet..

7. The dispensing rate shall n ot exceed ten (10.0) gallons
per minute (gpm), nor be less than six (6.0) gpm with the

nozzle trigger at the highest setting. Compliance with this

condition shall be verified using the applicable provisions

of EEO. VR -203, Ex. 5. Flow | imiters may not be used.

8. The TLS console controlling the Veeder - Root Vapor
Polisher shall be equipped with a printer and have an open

RS232 port that is accessible to District staff during

operating hours.

9. Except when necessary for testing and maintenance, the

Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher shall be on and in automatic

vapor processor mode with the inlet valve in the open

position per E.O. VR - 203, Ex. 2. The handle shall not be
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removed for any reason.

10. The station shall maintain OSHA - approved access to the
Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher. This access should be provided
immediately upon request by District person nel

11. Security tags shall be installed and maintained on the

Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher. A Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher
Operability Test and a Veeder - Root Vapor Polisher Emissions
Test shall be performed after the replacem ent of any damaged

or missing tags using the above referenced test methods and

subject to the above notification and reporting
requirements.

12. Each storage tank vent pipe shall be equippe d with a
CARB certified pressure/vacuum relief valve as required by

the applicable Phase | E.O.. Vents pipes may be manifolded

to reduce the number of relief valves needed. No relief
valve shall be installed on the Veeder - Root Vapor Po __lisher

outlet.

Title V Permit Revisions

This plant has a Title V permit. This project will require a minor revision

of the Title V permit.

Proposed revisions to the Title VV permit are attached.

Recommendation

All fees have been paid. Rec ommend that an A/C be issued for the above
project.

By date

Scott Owen

Supervising AQ Engineer
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Table IV i BO

Sourcespecific Applicable Requirements

S1598° MAINT GASOLINE DISPENSING FACILITY

Eederally Euture

Applicable Regulation Title or Enforceable Effective
Requirement | Description of Requirement Y/N Date
BAAQMD
Requlation 8,| Organic Compounds- Gasoline Dispensing Facilities ( 11/6/02)
Rule 7
8-7-113 Tank Gauging and Ip&ction Exemption Y
8-7-301 Phase | Requirements Y
8-7-301.1 Requirement for CARB Phase | System Y
8-7-301.2 Installation of Phase | Equipment per CARB Requirements Y
8-7-301.3 Submerged Fill Pipes Y
8-7-301.5 Maintenance of Rase | Equipment per Manufacturers Y

Guidelines or CARB Executive Order
8-7-301.6 LeakFree, VapoifTight Y
8-7-301.7 Poppetted Drybreaks Y
8-7-301.8 No Coaxial Phase 1 Systems on New and Modified Tanks Y
8-7-301.9 CARB-Cettified Anti-Rotational Coupler or Swivel Adapter Y
8-7-301.10 System Vapor Recovery Rate Y
8-7-301.11 CARB-Certified Spill Box Y
8-7-301.12 Drain Valve Permanently Plugged Y
8-7-301.13 Vapor Tightness and Testing Y
8-7-302 Phase Il Requirements Y
8-7-302.1 Requirement for CARB Certified Phase Il System Y
8-7-302.2 Maintenance of Phase Il System per CARB Requirements Y
8-7-302.3 Maintenance of All Equipment as Specified by Manufacturer Y
8-7-302.4 Repair of Defective Parts Within 7 Days Y
8-7-302.5 LeakFree, VapoiTight Y
8-7-302.6 Insertion Interlocks Y
8-7-302.7 Built-In Vapor Check Valve Y
8-7-302.8 Minimum Liquid Removal Rate Y
8-7-302.9 Coaxial Hose Y
8-7-30210 Galvanized Piping or Flexible Tubing Y
8-7-302.12 Liquid Retainment Limit Y
8-7-302.13 Spitting Limit Y
8-7-302.14 Back Pressure for Vapor Balance
8-7-303 Topping Off Y
8-7-304 Certification Requirements Y
8-7-306 Prohbition of Use Y
8-7-307 Posting of Operating Instructions Y
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Table IV i BO

Sourcespecific Applicable Requirements

S1598° MAINT GASOLINE DISPENSING FACILITY

Federally Future
Applicable Requlation Title or Enforceable Effective
Requirement | Description of Requirement YIN Date
8-7-308 Operating Practices Y
8-7-309 Contingent Vapor Recovery Requirements Y
8-7-313 Requirements for New or Modified Phase Il Installations Y
8-7-315 Pressure Vacuum Valve Reaerinent, Underground Storage Tank Y
8-7-401 Permit Requirements, New and Modified Installations Y
8-7-406 Testing Requirements, New and Modified Installations Y
8-7-407 Periodic Testing Y
8-7-408 Test Notification Y
8-7-501 Burden of Proof Y
8-7-502 Right of Access Y
8-7-503 Record Keeping Requirements Y
8-7-503.1 Gasoline Dispensed Records Y
8-7-503.2 Dispensing Facility Maintenance Records Y
8-7-503.3 Dispensing Records Retention Y
BAAQMD
Condition #
7878
Part 1 Annual gasoline tlrughput limit [basis: Cumulative Increase, N
Toxics
Part 2 Recordkeeping [basis: Toxics, Cumulative Increase, Toxics] N
Table VII T BD
Applicable Limits and Compliance Monitoring Requirements
S1598 MAINT GASOLINE DISPENSING FACILITY
Citation of Future Monitoring | Monitoring
Type of ~ltation ot EE | Effective Requirement | Frequency | Monitoring
Limit Limit Y/N Date Limit Citation (P/CIN) Type
HAP BAAQMD N Annual gasoline BAAQMD P/M Records
Condition throughput shall not excedl Condition
# 7878, 600,000 gallons in any 13 #7878,
Partl month period
POC 8-7-3016| Y All Phase | vapor recoveny| 8-7-301.13 P/A Tightness
eguipment, except for 8-7-602 Test
components with an
allowable leak rate, shall
maintained to be leakee,
vapor tight
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Table VI i BD

Applicable Limits and Compliance Monitoring Requirements

S1598 MAINT GASOLINE DISPENSING FACILITY

Citation of FuturAe Moni}oring Monitoring -
Type of = | EE | Effective Requirement| Frequency | Monitoring
Limit Limit Y/N Date Limit Citation (P/CIN) Type
POC 8-7-3025| Y All Phase Il vapor recover| 8-7-301.13 P/A Tightness
eguipment, except for 8-7-602 Test
components with an
allowable leak rate, shall
maintained to be leakee,
vapor tight
POC Cond Y Back Pressure for Vapor| 8-7-302.14 P/A Back
#24298 pt. Balance, per Executive 8-7-601 pressure
4 Order VR 203 shall not Test
exceed 0.35" WC @ 60
CFH and 0.62" WC @ 8(
CFH measured using
CARB TP201.4 (7/3/02)
POC Cond Y Liguid Removal Test perf| CARB E.O P/A Liquid
#24298 pt. CARB E.O. VR203, VR-203 Removal
4 Exhibit 5, Option 1 Test
POC Cond Y Vapor Pressure Sensorf| CARB E.O P/A Vapor
#24298 pt. Verification Test per E.O VR-203 Pressure
4 VR-203, Exhibit 8, Sensor
Verification
POC Cond Y VeederRoot Vapor CARB E.O P/A Vapor
#24298 pt. Polisher Operability Test VR-203 Pressure
4 E.O. VR 203, Exhibit 11 Operability
Test
POC Cond Y VeederRoot Vapor CARB E.O P/A Vapor
#24298 pt. Polisher Emissions Test VR-203 Polisher
4 E.O. VR203, Exhibit 12 Emissions
Test
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ENGINEERING EVALUATION
Shell Oil Products USH Martinez Refinery, Plant: 11

Application: 20868

Background
Shell Oil Products USMartinez Refinery (Shell) has submitted this application to obtain a Permit

to Operate (PO) to replace two Stratco® Contactor Reactors (Reactors) at the following source:

S-1430CP Alkylation Plant (ALKY)
14,000 bbl/day alkylate produced

The ALKY wunit is made up of four simultaneously operating
dedicated acid settlers for each of the four Reactors, 2 columns, 3 chillers, &, dwescer

exchangers, pumps, piping, various vessels, and related refinery equipment. Shell has proposed to

replace Reactors #2 and #3 under this application, which is similar to the Reactors #1 and #4

replacement projects that were reviewed by the Distliet Application 7770 in 2003 (for Reactor

#1) and Application 16726 in 2008 (for Reactor #4), respectively. As was the case with the

predecessors to Reactors #1 and #4, the existing Reactors #2 and #3 have reached the end of their

useful life and need lb@ replaced. In comparison to the reactors they will replace, the new Reactors

#2 and #3 will have a different metallurgy, larger capacity (13,000 gallons versus 11,000 gallons),

and a smaller tube diameter (3/46 versus 16) for increase

The alkylation reaction combines isobutane with light olefins in the presence of a strong acid catalyst
within the Reactor to form a low vapor pressure, high datering component (alkylat&ach

one of Shellds f our Resselcdn@inirg anirmer aircufation tube,ant a l pressur e
tube bundle to remove the heat of the reaction, and a mixing impeller. The hydrocarbon feed and
sulfuric acid enter the Reactor via separate nozzles on the suction side of the impeller inside the
circulatiortube. As the feeds pass across the impeller, an emulsion of hydrocarbon and acid is
formed. The emulsion in the Reactor is continuously circulated at very high rates around the tube
bundle to convert the olefins to alkylate. A portion of the acid emmigierReactor is withdrawn

from the discharge side of the impeller and flows to an acid settler, where the hydrocarbon phase
(reactor effluent) is separated from the acid emulsion. The acid, being the heavier of the two phases,
settles to the lower pati of the settler vessel. The acid leaving the settler vessel is recycled back to
the suction side of the impeller in the form of an emulsion, which is richer in acid than the emulsion
entering the settler. When the acid loses its strength, the sgerstémied offsite to an acid

reprocessing facility.

The purpose of the tube bundle is to remove the heat of reaction and minimize temperature
differences between any two points in the reaction zone. This reduces the possibility of localized hot
spots tlat could potentially cause side reactions which could degrade the alkylate product and
increase the chances of corrosion within the Reactor vessel. The intense mixing in the Reactor also
provides uniform distribution of the hydrocarbons in the acid emwsich prevents localized

areas of nooptimum isobutane to olefin ratios and acid to olefin ratios, both of which promote

olefin polymerization reactions. In the absence of the intense mixing in the Reactor described above,
higher reaction temperatuvesuld dramatically favor the side polymerization reactions which

would dilute the acid and require more fresh acid to be added to get the same alkylate quality.
Therefore, the better the mixing and greater the cooling surface area, the less catalyst (acid)
needed to get the best quality product.
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Shell achieved all of the above benefits when it replaced Reactors #1 and #4. Specifically, after
increasing the reactor volume and tube bundle surface area at a constant feed rate, the overall
temperature with Reactors #1 and #4 was lowered, acid consumption was reduced, and alkylate
quality was improved (higher octairepther words, the overall lower temperature and fewer hot
spots from the larger reactor volume combined with the increased tube Hacdlama caused

less acid to be wasted on side reactions, and therefore decreased acid consumption.

Regulation-2-234.1 states the following:

02-1-234 Modified Soukog:existing source that undergoes a physical change, change in method of operation,
increase in throughput or production, or addition and that results or may result in any of the following:

234.1 An increase in either the daily or annual emission level of any regulated air pollutant, or an increase in the
production rate or capaégytet to estimate the emission level, that exceeds emission or production levels
approved by the District in any authority do construct.

Part 1 of permit condi t i5%lmisalglatdBodicedatshee! | 6s Title V per mi
ALKY unit to 14,000 bbl d a y . Shell 6s proposal to replace Reactors #2 a
application will not result in an increase in alkylate production beyond the above limit, nor

would it de-bottleneck any units upstream/downstream of the ALKY. Therefore, per

Requlation 21-23.1 the ALKY unit isnot considered a modified source.

Based on information contained in Shell ds Flare Minimizat
the District in July 2007 and subsequent annual FMP updates, the ALKY unit is serviced by the

LOP Flare$1471). It is highly unlikely that the proposed replacement of Reactors #2 and #3 at S

1430 would result in flaring beyond existing levels4atlS

There will be a small increase in emissions from fugitive components. This increase will be
consideré to be an exempt modification in accordance with the exemption in BAAQMD
Regulation2-128.21.

Emissions Calculations

Process units such as the ALKY are closed processes, implying that the only sources of
emissions from such units are from fugitive Ide. No pumps, compressors, or
pressure relief valves will be replacedas a result of the proposed project. Valves and
flanges will be replaced as needed. An increase in the number of valves and flanges
at Reactors #2 and #3 is not anticipated to increaseHowever, it is conservatively )
assumed that there would be an increase of up to 80 new valves and 80 new flanges in
oli1 ght [T qui 6 service. Tabl e [ summari zes | eak rates
components, which are similar to those that were used by thestrict under
Application 182%4

SAlref erences to 0Shell s Title V permité in this evaluation refer to
to Shell on May 17, 2007.
84The District issued Shell an AC and PO for Application 1821 on January 2002sir20@2igespectively.
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I Table 1 |
| Note:

Valves/Gas/Light Liquid 80 0.00016 |0.0124 0.3072|112.12{ 0.056
Flanges/AR 80 0.00028 [0.0204 0.4992|182.20{ 0.091
Totals 160 _0.033( 0.8064(294.33( 0.147
Emission .
. Number of factor ———| POC, | POC, | POC,
Type/service components| (Lbhr/_ | i |Ib/day | Ibiyr | TPY
component)
11) Component counts estimated by Shell. < { Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]

12) Correlation equations used to derive the emission factors discussed below were excerpted from
Table V3 a (_p a g e Califérnia Implemdative Gudelines for Estimating Mass
Emi ssions of Fugitive Hydrocarbon Leaks at Petroleum Fac
following comr2RéEba(BVh~"6qudid7bdbowase used in concert with a
Value (SV) of 100 ppmv to derive the entidsictor forvalvesas shown below:
= 2.27E6*(100)0.747
= (7.1E5 kg/hr/source) x (2.205 Ib/kg)
= 1.6E4 Ib/hr/valve
Thef ol | owing corrE&ba{BVYh~rB6qdBeb6dowasdusd58d in concert with
Value (SV) of 100 ppmv to derive the donidactor forflangesis shown below:
= 4.53E6*(100)"0.706
= (1.2E4 kg/hr/source) x (2.205 lb/kg)
= 2.6E4 Ib/hr/flange
Please note that the SV of 100 ppmv used in the above equations is based on the maximum leak
rate allowedbRegul at i oG@oBmpo@®ndadai cRule 18 OEqui pment Leakso.
Though a flanged valve requires at least two flanges i.e. valves leak at a higher rate than flanges,
it can be seen from the leak rates outlined in Table 1 that the leak rates for flanges is greater than
those for finged valves. In contrast, soeket| ded val ves dond6t require flanges. F
purposes of this evaluation it is assumed that the 80 new valves that will consist of 40 flanged
valves and 40 sockeé¢lded valves.
13) Flange counts include connectors.

It can be seen from Table 1 above that the proposed modifications/alterations to process
units that are part of this application would result in an increase of less than a pound
(0.8064 Ibs/day) of fugitive POC emissions per day.

85POCJ Precursor Organic Compounds
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Toxic Risk Screen Analysis

Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) emissions from fugitive components summarized in Table 2 below

were estimated using organic gas spéppesati on profiles |ist
valves & flanggsc o mposi tedé in CARBOs sh.rxlasdé hfecert telmase | ed O0ORGPRO
compounds for which the District has established TAC Trigger Levels (TTLs) irfbalie 2
Regul ati oMew ,SoRwrlcee 5Reovi ew of Toxic Air Contaminantso. A
spreadsheet can be found fromftilewing URL :
http://ww w.arb.ca.gov/ei/speciate/dnldopt.htm#specprof

Propylene . 0.000034 0.00082 . .0002

n-hexane 0.034 0.0011 0.0264 9.636 0.005

Isomers of 0.002 0.000067 0.002 0.73 0.0

xylene

Benzene 0.001 0.000034 0.00082 0.30 0.0002

Toluene 0.005 0.0002 0.005 1.83 0.0009
Note:
For example,-hexane emissions summarized in Table 2 above were estimated as follows:
From Table 1, the daily POC emissions from the 160 new fugitive commegunal to 0.0336
Ib/hr. The organic fractionofme x ane i n CARBG&6s OORGPROF. x|l sé6 spreadsheet i
Therefore, the hourlylmexane emissions are equal to 0.0336 x 0.034 = 0.0011 Ibs/hr, and the daily
& annual Fhexane emissions are 0.0264 Ibs/d@@10 x 24) & 9.636 Ibs/yr (0.0264 x 365),
respectively.
Table 3 below summarizes the Acute and Chronic TTLO6s for
compares the emissions summarized i54inthe above table to t

Requlation Rule 5 to verify if a Toxic Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) is warranted.

Propylene| NA NA 125,000 . No
n-hexane NA 0.0011 NA 270,000 9.636 No
Isomers No
of xvlene 49 0.000067 No 27,000 0.73

Benzene 2.9 0.000034 No 6.4 0.30 No
Toluene 82 0.0002 No 12.000 1.83 No

It can be seen from Table 3 above, that this application does not warrant a Toxic HRSA.
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Regulation A-128.21 Exemption

Requlation-2-128.21 states the following:

0 A-128 Exemption, Miscellaneous Equiimnfetitwing equipment is exempt from the requirements of

SectionslB01 and 302, provided that the source does not requirsugertritiBectledilf.

128.21 Modification, replacement, or addition of fugitive components (e.qg. valves, flanges, pumps, compressors, relief
valves, process drains) at existing permitted process units at petroleum refinégiesineeimical plants, bulk

bulk plants, provided that the cumulative emissions from all additional components installed at a given process unit
during any consecutive twelve month period do not exceed 10 Ib/day, and that the components meet applicable
requirementseffRu | at i on 8 rul es. 0

[/t can be seen from emission calculations summarized in Table 1 above that the cumulative
emissions from the 160 new fugitive components that will be installed at the ALKY unit as

part of this application is below 10 Ib/day i.e. 0.808#/day. In addition, the new fugitive
component s, summar i zed i n Table 1 will meet t
Compoundsao, Rul e 18 oO0Equi pment Leakso and wil
Detection and Repair (LDAR) program.

he requireme
/! be [ ncorpo

The proposdl alteration to the ALKY unit that is part of this application also meets the
requi rements outl {I-Bl6illrougm31idae fgllowsat i onds 2
11 Requlation 21-316: « [Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
The hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions from fugitive components
In Table 2 above will neither result in the emission of 2.5 TPY or more of a single
HAP emissions, or 6.5 TPY or more of a combination of HAPs.
1 Reqgulation 21-317:
The ALKY unit is not a source of public nuisance.
1__Reqgulation 21-318:
/'t can be s eeamd r3 nabloavbel etdhsat? t he ALKY wunit doesndt cor
the compounds listed in Sections 318.1 through 318.8 of the above requlation.
1 Regulation 21-319:
/'t can be seen from Fadnter adll &a bR@E& amiasts itdies ofproasm t he
160 new fugitive comonents is below 5 TPY (0.147 TPY), and all the requirements
contained in Requlation 21-316 through 21-318 are satisfied.
For the pur pos e-(316throudheSl9Lttie @missions om the changes in
fugitive components have been considered toe the source, and not the entire process unit.
The emissions from the fugitive components at the entire process unit have not been
determined at this time.

Therefore, the District concludes that the additional fugitive components summarized in
Table 1above qualify for the exemption under Regulation-2128.21.

BACT

Per Regulation 2, Rule 2, Section 301, BACT is only triggered if emissions from a new

source or an increase in emissions from a modijfied source has the potential to emit 10 Ibs or

more pa highest day of emissions. Replacement of Reactors #2 and #3 at the ALKY unit

does not constitute a modification of the above process unit (please refer to the Red: 2

234. 1 discussion in the oBackgroundd smction), and the fu
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Table 1 above are exempt per Regulation2128.21. Therefore, BACT is not triggered for
the increase in emissions from fugitive components that are part of this application.

Agai n, this s because t helld8Cbaxapioris for he purposes of t
considered to be the changes in the components. If the process unit were considered to the

oOsource, 6 the process unit would have been subject to BAC
than 10 Ib POC/day before the modification.

Cumulative Increase &Offsets

Shell is an existing facility. Since the increase in POC emissions stemming from the
additional fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above are exempt under Requlation
2-1-128.21, the proposed project to replace ALKY Reactors #2 and #3 will result in a
cumulative increase in criteria pollutant emissions. Therefore, offsets are also not
warranted.

Statement Of Compliance

The fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above will be subject to Sections 301, 302,

304, 306, and 307 in Regulatin 8 0 Or gani ¢ Compoundso, Rule 18 OEqui pment
Sections 301, 302, and 304 require, among other things, that organic compound leaks, not

exceed 100 ppm for general components, valves, and connections. Sectb6+866 limits the

percentages of norreparable equipment allowed. Section-&-307 requires that leaking

equipment not be used unless the leak discovered by the operator, is minimized within 24

hours and repaired within 7 days.

The four existing Reactors at the ALKY unit are not equipped with Atospheric Pressure

Relief Devices (APRDs), nor would the replacement of Reactors #2 and #3, which is the

Ssubject of this evaluation, result in the addition of any new APRDSs. For the purposes of

Regul ation 8 00Organi c CompounahPiessurdRellee 28 oO0Epi sodic Rel ea
Devices at Petrol eum Refineries and Chemical Pl ant so, It
columns downstream of the four Reactors are equipped with APRDs. Specifically. the

Deisobutanizer (Column #. G111; APRD #s. SVMB4 & SVVIM-37), the Depr@anizer

(Column #: C-112: APRD #: S\k143), and the C4/C5 Splitter (Column #: 129; APRD #:

SVH-288). The replacement of Reactors #2 and #3 will not impact the relief scenarios at the

above columns, because the flows to the columns will remain unchanged anére will be

no increase in the amount of alkylate producéblat the ALKY unit. Please refer to a copy of

a letter aated July 28, 2006 which is attached with this evaluation from Shell to Mr. Kelly

Wee, Director of Compliance and Enforcement Division whit summarizes information on

PRDs at pressure related systems at process units & RpIocess units at the refinery for

purposes of Requlation 8, Rule 28.

Requl/ ation 11 oHazardous Pol/l utantsoo, Rul e 7 oBenzeneo [ i
from sources (such aspumps, compressors, pressure relief devices, sampling connection

systems, operended valves or lines, valves, flanges and other product accumulator vessels,

and control devices)ntended to operate in benzene service. Requlation-I-P07 defineo | n

Benzene s er vaqupmentwhigh eliher centaigs or contacts a fluid (liguid or

qgas) that is at least 1percentbenzene by weight. The proposed project will not involve

process streams, which will either contain or contact a fluid that & least 10 percent

8%Ppart 1 of PC 18618 in Shel |l 6sl430tot4/0@0bdaper mi t | i mits al kyl ate produce
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benzene by weight. Therefore, Requlation 11, Rule 7 does not apply to the ALKY Reactors
#2 and #3 replacement project

The increase in the number of fugitive components associ a
Project 6, whhbythéDistiet andar Application 88 nade the ALKY unit subject

to the requirements of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart GGG OEqui
Refineriesdéd (NSPS GGG) on NeAle @b eArN 19, Sh0e0 2.6 sT hlaughe Tvabl
permitdo®t explicitly list NSPS GGG as the applicable requi
implied that the requirements of the above rule summarized in FTBIHeapply to the above

process unit at all times. In light of the above applicability determihetiorm hew Reactors and

the 160 fugitive components summarized in Table 1 above are subject to and are expected to

comply with the requirements of NSPS GGG.

p
€
re

Please note that TableD/P c ont ains references to 40 CFR Part 60 Subpar
Perfamance for Equipment Leaks of VOC in the Synthetic Organic Chemicals Manufacturing

Il ndustryé (NSPS VV) only because NSPS GGG references NSPS
subject a facility (Shell in this case) to either NSPS GGG or NSPS VV and ndaghbathaife

rules. In other words, the NSPS GGG requirements applied to refinery process units, and chemicals

plants were expected to comply with the requirements in N8PS VV

As it currently exists in-ABE&AN)théAKYunitidnet V permit (refer t
subject to any National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) in 40 CFR

Part 61, because the above rule regulates sources of specific pollutants. The proposed ALKY

Reactor replacemantil not result in emissionsary new pollutants that are subject to the

NESHAPSs. Therefore, the ALKY unit is not subject to 40 CFR Part 61.

Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards in 40 CFR Part 63 is

applicable to toxic air emissions emanating from specific sourcategories at racilities,

which are major sources of HAPs. The MACT standards that potentially are applicable to

the ALKY wunit [include 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart A oGeneral
Part 623, Subpart CC oNat i on abAirPallitans fromns St andards for Hacz
Petrol eum Refinerieso (MALT&CAEN.I ThEweh! GablTretbkel V per mit
donét explicitly [ ist MACT CC as the applicable requireme
implied that the requirements of the above rule summarized ifiable IV-DS apply to

various refinery operations (such as the ALKY unit) including equipment leaks at all times.

AS previously discussed in the preceding paragraphs, though NSPS V'V is not directly

applicable to petroleum refineries in the Bay Area thatdont _pr oduc e M-DSBE, Table [V

contains references to sections from the above rule only because MACT CC references

NSPS VV.

In light of the above, the fugitive components similar to those summarized in Table 1 above, which
will be added to the ALKY unit, sttcomply with NSPS VV if they will be used in organic HAP

(OHAP) derwirgeni@ hazardous air pollutant serviceod is def
Omeans that a piece of equipment 5percenhbyweightont ai ns or cont a
of total organic HAP®&s as determined according to the pro

87 The District issued Shell an AC and PO under AN 1821 on January 16, 2002 and Augussfie&0@ty.
8Refineries that produce MTBE are subject to NSPS VV. Because refiner
NSPS VV is not directly applicable to Shell.
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of this subpart. The provisions of § 63.180(d) of subpart H also specify how to determing that a piece of equipment i
not in organic HAP service. o

Of the TACO6s summari zed i n Tablebs 2 & 3 above, benzene
(0.5%), and the mixed isomers of xylene (0.2%) appear in Table 1 of MACT CC. Since the

total percent by wei ghowb%if 42%, ¢he mew ugitive OHAPSOs [ s bel
components that will be added as part of the proposed ALKY Reactor replacement are not

subject to MACT CC. However, the requirements of MACT CC in Table ADS would

apply to the new fugitive components even if they contaleontact fluids containing less

than 5% by wt. This is so because when MACT CC went into effect in 1998, Shell decided to

eliminate the quesswork/urrcertainty surrounding whether a certain OHAP stream(s) was

subject to the MACT CC or not. Giventhatthe 3t r i ct 6 s Requl ati on 8, Rul e 18 | s
stringent if not more stringent than MACT CC., Shell decided to subject their process units

and associated components to the MACT CC requirements at all times.

PSD is not applicable to this project because #he is no cumulative increase in emissions at
the plant. since the increase in emissions associated with the new fugitive components that
will be added as part of the proposed ALKY Reactor replacement project are exempt from
Requlation 21-301 per Requlatin 2-1-128.21.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):
Per Section-2-311 of the District Rules and Regulations, a permit application for a proposed new
or modified source will be classified as ministerial and will accordingly be exempCiEGA the
requirement of Sectionr12310 if the District's engineering evaluation and basis for approval of the
permit application for the project is limited to the criteria set forth in Set#®8 2nd to the
procedures, fixed standards and objectivaimesnts set forth in the District's Permit Handbook
and BACT/TBACT Workbook. The method for determining whether a given permit application
will be classified as ministerial is set forth in Seeiidi2?2.

Per Section-2-427, if the District determintt its evaluation of the permit application is covered

by the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the District's
Permit Handbook and BACT/TBACT Workbook, the District's evaluation of the permit

application is ctaified as ministerial and the engineering evaluation of the permit application by the
District will be limited to the use of said specific procedures, fixed standards and objective
measurements. For such projects, the District will merely apply thth&fmdts as presented in

the permit application, and the District's decision regarding whether to issue the permit will be based
only on the criteria set forth in Sectiehh428 and in the District's Permit Handbook and

BACT/TBACT Workbook.

For this @rmit application, the District determined that its evaluation of the permit application is
covered by the specific procedures, fixed standards and objective measurements set forth in the

District's Per mi't Handbook Ehwipstseron3s.64 o0 PSeatnrcoel eethne Ref i ner

District classified this permit application as ministerial pursuant to Séetlf And as a result of

its evaluation of the permit application, the District determined that all of the criteria for approval of
ministerial permapplications pursuant to Sectiehh428 were met, the issuance by the District of

an Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate for the proposed project is a mandatory ministerial
duty and is accordingly exempt from the CEQA requirement of Seb#t0.2
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In addition to the ministerial exemption determination above, the District has also determined that
the CEQA categorical exemptions of Sectiei812.7 and-2-312.11 of the District Rules and
Regulations and the CEQA "Common Sense Exemption" apply.

CEQA Categorical Exemptions and CEQA "Common Sense Exemption":

Though the District concludes that the modifications/alterations that are part of this application are
ministerial, it also concludes that, even if it were not ministerial, certain otbiboexé&Tm

CEQA apply (see CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15300.1). Sedtidh20of the District Rules and

Requlations sets forth specific types of projects, which have been determined by the District to be
categorically exempt from CEQA.

Per Sectiof-1-312.7 pemit applications for the replacement or reconstruction of existing sources

or facilities, where the new source or facility will be located on the same site as the source or facility
replaced and will have substantially the same purpose and capasitvi@® thiefacility replaced,

are exempt from the CEQA review.

Per Section-2-312.11, in addition to ministerial projects, permit applications for a new or modified
source or sources or for process changes, which will satisfy the "No Net Emissieth Increas
provisions of District Regulation 2, Rule 2 and for which there is no possibility that the project may
have any significant environmental effect in connection with any environmental media or resources
other than air quality, are exempt from the CEQidwevThe reason for this exemption should be
apparent on its face: if a facility is given legal permission to emit more air pollutants from certain
points while at the same time being disallowed permission for an equivalent amount of the same
type of emisions from other points at the facility, then there is deemed to be no net effect on the air
environment, and therefore no possibility of a significant effect under CEQA., proaied no

impacts are also examined and deemed to be of no possible sipneanience.

Also, per the CEQA Guidelines in Title 14, California Code of Requlations, Chapter 3, Article 5,

Section 15061(b)(3). a project is exempt from CEQA if the activity is covered by the general rule

that CEQA applies only to projects, which lthegotential for causing a significant effect on the

environment. This is commonly known as the "Common Sense Exemption”. Where it can be seen

with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on

the environment, the activity is not slubject to CEQA. The
312.11 is essentially a specific, codified, instance of the Common Sense Exemption.

The new fugitive components that will be added as part of the proposed ALKY Féer
replacement project are exempt from Regulatiorr 2301 per Requlation A-128.21. As a
result, the 0.147 TPY increase in POC emissions summarized in Table 1 above will not be
counted toward the cumulative increase in emissions at Shell. Therefore, strict
determined that the project satisfies the "No Net Emission Increase” provisions of District
Requlation 2. Rule 2. Shell has completed and submitted to the District CEQA Appendix H,
Environmental Information Form, for the project.

TheDistricthas revi ewed the CEQA Appendi x H for m. Shell did not
response to any of the questions in the above form. Shell submitted the following additional
information to enable the District to determine the project's possible significant effects.
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16. Please describe any new equipment, including pumps and piping that will be installed for tH Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
new piping be installed aboveground? How often welaté dap@vemaund piping and exposed
buried piping be inspected fal kgaiks7an
Each new Alkylation reactor will replace an existing reactor of approximately the same
size. The new reactors will have a different metallurgy, a slightly larger capacity (13,000
gallons versus the existing 11,000 gallons), and smaller tube déatn e r (3/ 46 versus the
existing 16) for increased surface area. The new reacto
location as the existing reactors, with substantially the same purpose and capacifl
piping will be above ground. Prior to usage, the piping wil be inspected and pressure
tested in order to verify adequate integrity of the systenThe associated piping
components will also be entered into the facilityvide leak detection and repair program
and maintained per BAAQMD Reqgulation 818.

17.To deterreipotential impacts to groundwater and surface water quality, please respone to t{ Formatied: Bullets and Numbering ]

v. Wil this project result in an increase in the risk of a spill with potential for imapacti Formatied: Bulets and Numbering ]
and groundwater? Please explain.
There is minimal potential for the Alkylation Project to increase the risk of a
spill that would i mpact surface water or groundwat e
of operator training, prevention, mitigation and response. The system is
designed to prevent leakage and spillage. Shé 6 s response program is based
on prevention of environmental impacts.

w. What spill prevention measures and monitoring are in place at Shell to limitthe {{ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering ]
spill due to this project.
Spills are prevented through the training, daily inspé&ions and maintenance
programs at Shell. Shell has an approved Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), which are available upon request.

x._To address runoff at the site, doesaStelihavater Pollution Prevention Plan<and § Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan?
Shell has an approved SWPPP and SPCC Plan, as required, which are
available onsite for inspection during normal business. The SPCC plan will
not be updated to @count for the two new Alkylation reactors.

y. How frequently does Shell conduct groundwater monitoring and how often @re tH Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Board?
Shell performs quarterly groundwater monitoring as requideby Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDR) Order 9234, issued by the San Francisco
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB). Results are
submitted to the SFBRWQCB twice a year. A recent copy is available upon

request.

Additionally, Shell is reaiired to perform a capture zone analysis on the
facility. The WDR order requires that an ongoing hydraulic groundwater
capture program be installed, operated. and maintained. Groundwater
extraction systems are installed at the perimeter of the facilitye serve to
capture the groundwater before it leaves the site. The Alkylation Reactors
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No. 2 and 3 will be located in the East Valley groundwater basin. A copy of
the most recent annual capture zone report is available upon request.

Z. What is directiothefgroundwater flow beneath the Shell refinery site? - [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Groundwater flows from South to North at a velocity of approximately four
feet per year.

18.To determine potential impacts diieeledlieseks associated with the project, please respond( Formatied: Bullets and Numbering

following:

a. How and from where will materials be delivered to the new reactor? < { Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering

Materials are delivered to the Alkylation reactors via existing piping. No elieskeld
trucks are used to deliver materials to the new reactors.

b. If diesélieled truckswsed to deliver materials, what is the average storage capaci( Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

delivery truck, and how many delivery trucks will be making deliveries to the new reactor on any
given day (worst case)?

Materials are delivered to the Alkylation reactors vistng piping. No dieseiueled
trucks are used to deliver materials to the new reactors.

c. Would the installation of the new reactor result in an increadeadteexistoioticiéae! [ Formatted:  Bullets and Numbering

to and from the truck loading racks?
No, this project will not impact existing diesetfueled truck traffic.

d. For construction, how masfiyedeseiicks will be used for mobilization, construction Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

demobilization of the project?
Construction, mobilization, and demobilization of the project will require up to
7 total dieselfueled truck round trips. The following dieseffueled truck round

trips are expected:
i Delivery of the new reactor® 2 round trip - [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

ii. Removing old reactorsd 2 round trip

iii. Shipments of pipes and fittingsd 1-2 round trips
iv. Shipments of structurdmaterialsd 1-2 round trips
V. Shipments of instrumentsd 1 round trip

e. What is the likely route that tHeieliedetucks will take from the nearest freeway to {{ Formatted: _Bullets and Numbering

gate?
All trucks will exit 680 at Pacheco Boulevard and come to the receiving yard
through the P3 gate.

The District finds these assertions and arguments to be credible. Thus, the District concludes that
the permit application is exempt from CEQA because it is ministerial, it is categorically exempt from
CEQA, and the project quadii for the "Common Sense Exemption" of Subsection (b)(3) of the

State CEQA Guidelines.

Based on all of the information before the District and the District's review of the information
submitted, the District has determined that there is no possililietheoject may have any
significant environmental effect.
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The District has considered whether the proposed ALKY Reactor replacement project is
part of a larger project for CEQA purposes, and has concluded that it is not. On a general
level, the stategburpose of the proposed ALKY Reactor replacement project is that the
existing Reactors #2 and #3 have reached the end of their useful life and need to be
replaced. This purpose does not imply any necessary relationship to other projects, in the
sense of leing prerequisite to other projects or a foreseeable consequence of them.

Permit Conditions
Part 1 of permit condition 18618 in Shell és

Ti

ALKY wunit to 14, 000 bbl/day. ShH&3uhdesthispr oposal

application will not result in an increase in alkylates beyond the afereferenced permitted
limit. Therefore, no changes to permit condition 18618 are warranted at this time.

Recommendation
Waive the AC and issue Shell a PO to perfarfoldowing alterations:
1 Replace two existing 11,000 gallon Reactors #2 and #3 with two new 13,000 gallon
reactors.
1 Install 80 new flanges and 80 new valves.

At the following source:
S1430CP Alkylation Plant (ALKY)
14,000 bbl/day alkylate pragkd

K. R. Bhagavan
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APPENDIX C
CORRELATION BETWEEN PM AND OPACITY FOR CO BOILERS
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Particulate Matter (gr/dscf)
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APPENDIX D
CAM ANALYSIS
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Comenent
CF Catalytic Cracking A12, A13, Not Mecessary 1o Cpactty Is conslder=o to De 3
1426 unit ([CCU) FP Ald ESE 0.15 grain per dsef 6-1-310 N ¥ (CoM) Calculate N 41 CFR 64.2(0)1){l) | surrogate for free particies
CP Catalytic Cracking CC emisslons shall 'NSPS Subpert ] Mot Necessary o
1426 unit (CCU) co net exceed SO0 ppmy | 60.105(a0), 60.103(c) N ¥ COCEMs Calculate N 41 CFR 84 2D 1)ivl) Exempt
S1507.
S1509, CO pollers
s1512
CF Catalytic Cracking COemisslons shall | NSPS Suspartd ot Mecessary o
1426 unit (CCU) co not exceed 500 ppmy 60.103(3) N ¥ COCEMs Calculate N 42 CFR 64.2(D)(1)ivl) Exempt
CP Catalytic Cracking CO emisslons shall | NSRS Suspart) Not Macesgary to
1426 unit (CCU) co not exceed 500 ppmy 60.103(3) N ¥ COCEMs Calculate N 43 CFR B4.2(D)(1)ivl) Exempt
9-1-307 ang NSRS
CP Sulfur Plant 1 250 ppmy S02 dry. | Subpart J 0,104 Not Mecessary 1o
1431 (8RU1) =02 Asz SCOTHD. 1 31 0% oxygan @2 N ¥ 50, CEME Caleulate N 40 CFR 64.20)(1)(v) Exempt
FTTFR S
CF Zulfur Plant 1 250 ppmv S02 dry, |MACT Subpart UL Not Macessary o and 40 CFR
1431 (sRU1} =02 Asz SCOTHO. 1 3% 0% oxygen 53.1558a)( - proposad 91151396, ¥ 50, CEMS Calculate N G4.2(0)(1)vi) Exempt
F-E% Backap Thermal T-T-307 ang MSFE
CF Sulfur Plant 1 Cxidizer for Sulfur | 250 ppmv 502 ary, at| Subpart J 60.104 Mot Necessary o
1431 (8RU1) =02 A1501 Planis 1and 2 0% oxygen @2 N ¥ 50, CEME Caleulate N 40 CFR 64.20)(1)(v) Exempt
F-58 Backup Thermal 40 CFR 84.2(0)(1)1)
CP Sulfur Plant 1 Cxdizer for Sulfur | 250 ppmv 502 dry, at|MACT Subpart UUU Not Necessary o and 40 CFR.
1431 (sRU1} 502 A1501 Plants 1and 2 0% oxygen 53.1558(3)(1)1) |- proposed 9111398 ¥ 50; CEMS Calculate N G4.2(0)(1)vi) Exempt

Appendix DiSummary CAM App no flares

Page 1

8/&/2010
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Subject to
CAM?
Comment
F-77 Prmary Tnermal 3-1-307 ang NSFS
CF Sulfur Flant 1 Cxkdizer for Sultur | 250 pomv 502 ory, at| Subpart J £0.104 Not Mecessary o
1431 (8RUT) s02 A1517 Plants 1and 2 0% oxygen @2 N ¥ 50; CEMS Calculate K 40 CFR 64.2(2)(1)(v1) Exempt
F-77 Primary Thermal 40 CFR 84.2[0)(1)(1)
CF Sulfur Flant 1 Oxkizer for Sulfur | 250 pory 502 ory, at|MACT Subpart LUL ot Necessary o and 40 GFR
1431 (SRUT) s02 A1517 Plants 1and 2 0% oxygen S3.1588(3)( 141} |- proposed 911171398 ¥ 50, CEMS Calculate K S4.2(0)1)v1) Sxempt
3-1-307 ang MSFS
CF Sulfur Plant 2 250 ppmy SC2 dry. at| SubpartJ £0.104 Not Mecessary o
1432 (SRUZ) =0, A1431 SCOT M. 2 0% oxygen @z N ¥ 80, CEMS Calculate N 40 CFR 64.Z{D){1)ivl) Exemp:
FTTFR S 2N
CF Sulfur Flant 2 250 ppmy 502 ary. &t [MACT Subpart UL ot Necessary o and 40
1432 (sRUZ) 20; AT431 SCOT MNa. 2 0% cuygen 53.1558(3)(1)l) |- proposed 91171396 ¥ 50; CEMS Calculate N B4 2001 )T Sxemp?
F-55 Backup Thermal 3-1-307 ang MSFS
CF Sulfur Plant 2 Cxkdizer for Sultur | 250 pomv 502 ory, at| Subpart J £0.104 Not Mecessary o
1432 (8RUZ) s02 A1501 Plants 1and 2 0% oxygen (@20} K ¥ 50, CEMS Calculate K 40 CFR 64.20m)(1)(v]) Exempt
Appendix DiSummary CAM App na flares Papge 2 8/6/2010
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‘Comment
F-55 Backup Thermal 40 CFR 84.2[)(1)1)
CF Sulfur Plant 2 Cxkdizer for Sultur | 250 pory 502 ary, at|MACT Subpart LUL| Not Mecessary i and 40 ¢FR
1432 (sRUZ) s02 A1501 Plants 1and 2 0% oxygen S3.1588(3)( 141} |- proposed 911171398 ¥ 50; CEMS calculate S4.2(5)1)vT) Exempt
F-77 Prmary Tnermal 3-1-307 ang NSFS
CF Sulfur Plant 2 Cxkdizer for Sultur | 250 porv 502 ory, at| Subpart J £0.104 Not Mecessary 1o
1432 (sRUZ) s02 A1517 Plants 1and 2 0% oxygen @i N ¥ 50, CEMS Calculate 40 CFR 64.2(2)(1)(v) Exempt
F-77 Primary Thermal 40 CFR 84.2[)1)1)
CF Sulfur Flant 2 Cxiizer for Sulfur | 250 porny 502 ory, at|MACT Subpart LUL| ot Necessary o and 40 CFR
1432 (sRUZ) s02 A1517 Plants 1and 2 0% oxygen S3.1588(3)( 141} |- proposed 911171398 ¥ 50, CEMZ Calculate S4.2(5)1)vT) Exempt
Electrostatic Y Not Macessary i
1507 UTIL CO Balier 1 P Atz Precipitator 1 0.15 grainidset £-1-310 N COMS Calculate 40 CFR 64.2(5)(1)(v1) | Coaclly Is a surrogate far PM|
Apgendlx DUSUmmary CAM App 1o Tlares Page 2 252010
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Suliject to
CAM?
CAM Exemption Comenent
Electrosiatic Y Mot Necessary o
1509 UTIL CO Boller 2 2M Al Precipitator 2 0.15 grainidsct 6-1-310 N COMS Calculate N 40 CFR 64.2(0)(1)ivl)| Opacity Is 3 surrogate for PM
Electrostatic Y Mot Mecessary o
1812 UTIL CO Boller 3 21 Ald Precipitator 3 0.15 grainidsct 6-1-310 N COMS Calculate N 40 CFR 64.2(D){ 1){vl) | Cpacity Is a surrogate for PM
F-5& Backup Thermal
Sultur Pt for Sufur Cxdizer for Sulfur 250 pomy SOZ ary, at| NSPS Subpartd Mot Mecessary o
1578 Fiant 1 s02 A1301 Flanis 1 and 2 0% oaygen 0.104(a)Z) K ¥ 50, CEMS calculate N 40 GFR 64.2(2)(1)(v1) Exempt
F-77 Frimary Thermal
Sultur Pt for Sufur Cxdizer for Sulfur 250 pomy SOZ ary, at| NSPS Subpartd Mot Mecessary o
1578 Fiant 1 s02 A1517 Planis 1and 2 0% oxygen 50.104(3; N ¥ 503 CEMS Calculate N 40 CFR 8420 1)ivl) Exempt
F-56 EEEKUP Thermal
Sulfur PR for Sulfur Cxdizer for Sulfur 250 pomy SOZ ary, at| NSPS Subpartd Mot Mecessary o
1579 Flant 2 s02 A1501 Planis 1and 2 0% coygen 50.104(aN2) N ¥ 50, CEMS Calculate N 40 CFR 64.2(D)(1)(v1) Exempt

Appendix DiSummary CAM App na flares

Page 4

8/6/2010
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Comment
F-77 Brimary Tharmal
Sulfur B2 far Suitur Cuidizer for Sulfur | 250 pprv 502 ory, at|  NSPS SubpartJ Not Macessary to
1578 Flart 2 s02 A151T Planis 1and 2 0% oxygen 60.104{aN2) N ¥ 50; CEMS Calculate 40 CFR 64.20D)(1)(v) Exempt
Regulation 3-1-307
NEFS Subpart J 40
CFR G0.104{3)2 | ¥ 40 CFR 84.2[3)1)1)
OPCEN Sultur Plant 3 250 ppmy 302 dry. | NESHAFS 20 CFR [ Subpart UUU was ¥ Not Macessary to nd 40 CFR.
1785 (SRU3) s02 ATE SCOT No. 3 al 0% oxygen £3 Subpar UJy proposed 9111198 £02 CEMS Calculate B4 20001V Exempl
3-1-307 ang MSFS
OPCEN Sultur Plant 3 250 pomv 502 ary, at|  Subpart J £0.104 Not Macessary to
1785 (SRU3) s02 . Thermal axidizer for 0% oxygen @2 N ¥ 50, CEMS Calculate 40 CFR 64.20D)(1)(v) Exempt
SRUZ
40 CFR 64.20)(1)01)
OPCEN Sultur Plant 3 250 porv 502 ary, at|MACT Subpart UL Not Macessary to and 40 GFR
1785 (SRU3) s02 0% oxygen 53.1558(3)( - proposad 91171398 ¥ 50; CEMS Calculate 54.2{8)1)v1) Exempt
Tnermal Owidizer for | = 250 pprvd 502 3t [ 9-1-307 ang NSFS
OPCEN Sultur Plant 3 Sulfur Plant 4 and | 0% oxygen. 12-hour | SubpartJ 60.104 Not Macessary to
1755 (8RU3) 502 A-4181 | sullurpitin Sufur Pt | ralling average (@2} N ¥ 50, CEMS Calculate 40 CFR 64.2D)[1)(v) Exempt
Thermal Oxidizer for | = 250 pgmvd SO2 & 40 CFR 84.2[)1)1)
OPCEN Sultur Plant 3 Sultur Flant 4 and | 0% oxygen. 12-hour |MACT Subpart LUL Not Macessary to and 40 GFR
1785 (8RU3) 502 A-4181 | sullurpitin Sweur PIL3 | ralling average 53.1558(3)( ¥- proposad 911 1/199€| ¥ 50, CEMS Calculate 64.2{0)1){vi) Exempt
210 P * inr Water spray s not wihin e
particulate, whera P Is. CAM control device definision|
Water Spray Sprnklers | process weight rate In Not Mecessary io because It does not destroy
1603 | OFCEM Coke Comal =M A1303  [tor CPCEN Coke Carmal toninr Fieguiation 5-1-311 N N Calculate N ar remove 3l polutantis).
Appendix DuSummary CAM App no flares Page 5 B/E12010

263



Permit Evaluation and Statement of Basis: Site [#}, [Site nameg §idress]

264



