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Bragg Crane Service
457 Parr Boulevard
Richmond, CA 94801
November 20, 2015

Greg Nudd

Air Program Manager

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, California 94109

Dear Mr. Nudd:

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed refinery rules currently under
consideration by the District.

The California Air Resources Board has recommended that regional air districts NOT
mandate facility-specific greenhouse gas emissions limits at the local level as these
emissions are being addressed statewide as part of AB 32. Proposals to impose additional
limits are therefore unnecessary and should be rejected.

With respect to Rule 8-18, I disagree with the removal of the low-level leakage repair
provision. This rule goes too far and could lead to refinery unit shutdowns, which would

disrupt fuel supplies and impact fuel prices at the pump. The repair provision should be
reinstated.

Rule 9-14 appears to be unnecessary, since the Bay Area District is already in attainment
with federal sulfur dioxide rules, and should be rejected.

Rule 11-10 is likewise unnecessary since cooling towers are already monitored under
existing US EPA rules. This rule would impose millions of dollars in unnecessary
compliance costs when merely incorporating the US EPA requirement as an option would
be sufficient.



Greg Nudd
November 20, 2015
Page 2

Finally, overly-burdensome rules will have severe negative impacts on oil industry jobs
and revenues here in the Bay Area. Those impacts should be given serious consideration
during deliberations on adoption of the rules as currently proposed.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
s (‘\ /,' _,/7
( =T ['/d%’/
A" B
Jon Elliff

Operations Manager
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November 20, 2015

Greg Nudd

Air Program Manager

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, California 94109

Email: gnudd@baagmd.gov

Dear Mr. Nudd:

My name is John Sakamoto. | am the Executive Vice President of Eichleay Engineers Inc. of California. Our 250 employees
are committed to a sustainable California economy which promotes the health and livelihood of its citizens.

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed refinery rules currently under consideration by the District that
would be redundant with current regulations and which would impose unnecessary burdens which ultimately affects all
Californians.

The California Air Resources Board has recommended that regional air districts NOT mandate facility-specific greenhouse
gas emissions limits at the local level as these emissions are being addressed statewide as part of AB 32. Proposals to
impose additional limits are therefore unnecessary and should be rejected.

e  With respect to Rule 8-18, | disagree with the removal of the low-level leakage repair provision. This rule goes
too far and could lead to refinery unit shutdowns, which would disrupt fuel supplies and impact fuel prices at the
pump. The repair provision should be reinstated.

e Rule 9-14 appears to be unnecessary, since the Bay Area District is already in attainment with federal sulfur
dioxide rules, and should be rejected.

e Rule 11-10 is likewise unnecessary since cooling towers are already monitored under existing US EPA rules. This
rule would impose millions of dollars in unnecessary compliance costs when merely incorporating the US EPA
requirement as an option would be sufficient.

Finally, overly-burdensome rules will have severe negative impacts on oil industry jobs and revenues here in the Bay
Area. Those impacts should be given serious consideration during deliberations on adoption of the rules as currently
proposed. Thank you for your consideration.
Regards,

@Sakamoto

chleay Engineers Inc. of California
Executive Vice President

Page | 1



To BAAQMD

New Draft Refinery Rules

Sep. 17 2015

Your proposed new "emissions" rules does not take into account and
conflicts with many of the factors reviled by EPA's EJ screen.
http://www2.epa.gov/ejscreen. At best your proposals can be characterized
as poorly thought-out and most likely deliberately discriminatory in nature.
Low-income minority communities will bear a disproportionate share of
the cumulative burden to environmental exposure due to these
regulations. Regulation conflict with Civil Rights title VI, Cal Gov.
Code 11135 and Presidential Executive Order 12898. Simple put: Every
man, woman and child has the right to live in an as clean and as
beautiful environment as anyone else. Your "open house" does not meet
CEQA's requirement for meaningful participation and is designed to stifle
communication and free speech. You say nothing about the thousands that
might die from an air/fuel detonation of your air pollution You say nothing
about the Declaration of Independence's stated reason for forming a new
government is to best protect "Safety and Happiness" of the people. Your
arguments for way discrimination is acceptable relies on numbers killed,
length of time before death and not knowing the name of the person killed.
One can only conclude a blindfolded gunman shooting of rounds in a
community he dose not known would be found innocent by BAAQMD of
committing any crimes. Putting in the technology to modernize faculties and
produce a safer world would put tens of thousands of Americans back to
work doing jobs they could be proud of. Apparently you care nothing about
America's heritage or future, only corporation greed.

Sincerely:

James Brian MacDonald

Jbmd56@yahoo.com




Carbon Steel, Stainless Steel and Aluminum

m METAL SUPPLY INC.
N4

11810 Center Street, South Gate, CA 90280 | (562) 634-9940 or (800) 400-6832

Greg Nudd

Air Program Manager

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, California 94109
Dear Mr. Nudd:
| am writing to express my concerns about the proposed refinery rules currently under consideration by the District.

The California Air Resources Board has recommended that regional air districts NOT mandate facility-specific
greenhouse gas emissions limits at the local level as these emissions are being addressed statewide as part of AB 32.

Proposals to impose additional limits are therefore unnecessary and should be rejected.

With respect to Rule 8-18, | disagree with the removal of the low-level leakage repair provision. This rule goes too far
and could lead to refinery unit shutdowns, which would disrupt fuel supplies and impact fuel prices at the pump. The

repair provision should be reinstated.

Rule 9-14 appears to be unnecessary, since the Bay Area District is already in attainment with federal sulfur dioxide

rules, and should be rejected.

Rule 11-10 is likewise unnecessary since cooling towers are already monitored under existing US EPA rules. This rule
would impose millions of dollars in unnecessary compliance costs when merely incorporating the US EPA requirement

as an option would be sufficient.

Finally, overly-burdensome rules will have severe negative impacts on oil industry jobs and revenues here in the Bay
Area. Those impacts should be given serious consideration during deliberations on adoption of the rules as currently

proposed. As the president of a small business that employs over 150 local workers, this will greatly affect our ability
to do business and support the wage of our employees leading to unnecessary cuts to our workforce. Please strongly

consider the emphasis that | have placed on the points above and reconsider your position.

Thank you for your consideration,

Dion Genchi
Sales Department Fax: 562-634-1907 | Email: sales@metalsupply.com
Fabrication Department Fax: 562-634-5189 | Email: fab@metalsupply.com
www.metalsupply.com




PHILLIPS

Phillips 66

San Francisco Refinary
1380 San Pablo Avenue
Rodeo, CA 94572

November 23, 2015 ESDR-328-15
05-C-03-G

Certified Mail — 7006 0810 0003 4487 8671

Mr Eric Stevenson, Director of Technical Services
Mr Greg Nudd, Air Quality Program Manager
BAAQMD

939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

RE-  Phillips 66 Company
Comments on Proposed BAAQNMD Rules/Amendments and Associated
Documents, including CEQA analyses:
* Regulation 12, Rule 15: Petroleum Refining Emissions Tracking
=  Regulation 12, Rule 16: Petroleum Refining Emission Limits and Risk
Thresholds
* Air Monitoring Guidelines for Petroleum Refineries
= Regulation 9, Rule 14: Petroleum Coke Calcining Operations
= Regulation 8, Rule 18: Equipment Leaks
* Regulation 11, Rule 10: Hexavalent Chromium and Total Hydrocarbon
Emissions from Petroleum Refinery Cooling Towers
= Draft Envircnmental Impact Report for the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District Regulation 12-15: Petroleum Refining Emissions
Tracking Regulation 12-16: Petroleum Refining Emissions Limits and Risk
Thresholds
» Negative Declaration BAAQMD Petroleum Refinery Emissions Reduction
Strategy

Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Nudd

Phillips 66 Company ("Phillips 66") provides the following comments regarding the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's ("BAAQMD" or "District”} proposed rules/amendments as listed
below, for all posted documents ncluding the rule text, staff report, socioeconomic analysis,
and the analyses conducted pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA").

*» Regulation 12, Rule 15. Petroleum Refining Emissions Tracking (“Rule 12-15")

= Regulation 12, Rule 16" Petroleum Refining Emission Limits and Risk Thresholds
(“Rule 12-16")

Arr Monitoring Guidelines for Petroleum Refineries (*Air Monitoring Guidelines™)
Regulation 9, Rule 14 Petroleum Coke Calcining Operations (“Rule 9-14")

Regulation 8, Rule 18. Equipment Leaks {"Rule 8-18")

Regulation 11, Rule 10" Hexavalent Chromium and Total Hydrocarbon Emissions from
Petroleum Refinery Cooling Towers (“Rule 11-10")
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= Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Regulation 12-15 Petroleum Refining Emissions Tracking Regulation 12-16 Petroleum
Refining Emissions Limits and Risk Thresholds ("DEIR™)

= Negative Declaration BAAQMD Petroleum Refinery Emissions Reduction Strategy
(*Negative Declaration”)

Rule 12-15 and Rule 12-16 were posted on October 9, 2015 Rule 9-14, Rule 8-18, and

Rule 11-10 were posted on October 23, 2015 Comments on all aforementioned rules are due
by November 23, 2015 Phillips 66 has requested an extension of the comment period The
relatively short imeframe provided by BAAQMD fo review and comment on the rules and
documents listed above is significantly shorter than typical rulemaking at the BAAQMD This
abbreviated time peried 1s insufficient to allow the necessary analyses and feedback from
industry and other stakeholders regarding this BAAQMD rulemaking, which is sweeping in
scope and significant in its economic and operational impacts As of the date of this submittal,
the Public Hearing on these rules 1s scheduled for December 16, 2015 Phillips 66 renews its
request for an extension of the comment period until December 8, 2015 and requests that the
Public Hearing be continued fo a later date, which will provide BAAQMD with the time needed to
evaluate all comments received and to modify and re-propose the rules accordingly.

Phillips 66 owns and operates a refinery in Rodeo, California ("Refinery™), which converts crude
oil and semi-refined materials into petroleum products, such as gascline and diesel fuel, for Bay
Area residents The Refinery is located within the BAAQMD's urisdiction and has continuously
operated at this location since 1898. It currently employs approximately 450 people Including

contractors, the Refinery is a source of livelihood for more than approximately 650 people

Phillips 66 Supports and Adopts Comments by the Western
States Petroleum Association

Phillips 66 supports and adopts the comments regarding the aforementioned rules submitted by
the Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) on November 23, 2015 Phillips 66 also
has the following additional comments

DEIR and Negative Declaration

1. The DEIR and Negative Declaration “piecemeal” the proposed Regulations listed
at the beginning of this letter.

The DEIR 1s deficient because it does not include the effects of proposed Rules 12-15 and 12-

16 along with Rules 9-14, 8-18, 6-5 and 11-10 1n one single EIR Instead BAAQMD separates

these proposed Rules into one DEIR and one Negative Declaration BAAQMD Board

Resolution 2014-07 adopted October 15, 2014 directs BAAQMD staff to do ALL the following
¢ Continue to prepare Rule 12-15

1 BAAQMD Board Resolution 2014-07 available on BAAQMD website
hitp /fwww baagmd govi~/medialfiles/board-of-directors/adopted-resoiutions/2014/2014-07 pdf?la=en,
Accessed 11/20/15
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¢« Develop Rule 12-16 to set emission thresholds and mitigate potential emission
Increases

o Prepare a strategy to achieve further emission reductions from refineries which include
as a goal a 20% reduction In refinery emissions

In its October 2015 Pefroleum Refinery Emissions Reduction Strateqgy: Staff Report (PRERS
Staff Report), BAAQMD states in the Execufive Summary on page 1 that the emission reduction
strategy “stems from a Board of Directors’ resolution (2014-17) adopted in October 2014, in
which the Board mnstructed staff to develop a regulatory strategy that would further reduce
emissions from petroleum refinenes, with a goal of an overall reduction of 20 percent (or as
much as feasible) no later than 2020”

Because proposed Rules 12-15 and 12-16 along with Rules 9-14, 8-18, 6-5 and 11-10 are all
part of Board Resolution 2014-07 and affect the same refineries, they should be included in one
single EiR, not piecemealed into separate documents

2. The CEQA documentation is inadequate because it does not analyze the impacts
of a refinery in the region being shutdown.

As discussed above, BAAQMD Board Resolution 2014-07 directs BAAQMD staff to try to
reduce emissions from petroleum refineries by 20 percent Because there are five refineries
within the BAAQMD junisdiction, a shutdown of one refinery would lead to an emission reduction
of approximately 20 percent It is not unreasonable to assume that one outcome of the
proposed Rules would be a shutdown of one refinery The shutdown of one Bay Area Refinery
has the potential to result in significant global GHG and other environmental impacts The
CEQA document should analyze the impacts of the Rules causing a shutdown of one of the five
Bay Area refinernes

3. The DEIR indicates that Alternative 2 “Adopt Rule 12-15 and Not Rule 12-16” is
environmentally superior and meets 6 of the 8 objectives.

Page 1-20 of the DEIR states that “Since Alternative 2 would efiminate all of the potentialfy
significant impacts and achieve most of the project objectives, it would be considered the
environmentally superior alternafive.” Because Alternative 2, not adopting Rule 12-16, 1s the
environmentally superior alternative, BAAQMD must provide more justification why foregoing
this alternative is acceptable The DEIR states that because “the need for emission reductions
has not yet been determined, the amount of emissions reductions that would not occur under
Alternative 2 is unknown " In other words, until the results of the analyses and emission
inventories required by Rule 12-15 are completed, there is no way to determine what, if any,
benefits from Rule 12-16 emission reductions would be achieved.

RULE 12-15 — REFINERY EMISSIONS TRACKING

1. BAAQMD should not regulate crude inputs — District permitting rules assure
emission limits will not be exceeded and sufficiently protect air quality
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The District has not demonstrated that the requirement for refinery owners and operators to
submit the refinery crude slate information as proposed in Rule 12-15 satisfies the "necessity"
requirement In California Health and Safety Code section 40727 It only speculates that “the
refining of these different crude oils may also lead to increased emissions” and that “[blecause
of the potential for changes in the sources of crude oil, it 1s prudent for the Arr District to
Improve our understanding of emissions from the refineries and set standards to ensure that
public health is protected” (Staff Report, pg 12-16-17) District permitting rules already restrict
Increases to emissions at refineries such that any change n crude slate that may lead to a
change in emissions would already be limited by stringent permitting rules, but the District
ignores these requirements in purporting to justify its authority to collect confidential and
business-sensitive manufacturing-input information, which 1s an unprecedented first for a
regulatory agency tasked with regulating emissions.

2. BAAQMD should site, operate, and install community monitors

Rule 12-15-501 requires refinery owners and operators to site, instali, and operate community
monitors Per the District’s website, BAAQMD has sited, installed, and operated more than a
dozen air monitoring sites that provide data to the public regarding ambient air quality > The
District does not need to promulgate a rule to duplicate this effort In fact, the rule requirements
impose a burden on refinery owners and operators with which they legally cannot comply -- only
the District purportedly has the eminent domain authority to obtain access to public or private
property across the community to install the required monitors

3. BAAQMD should not require refineries to submit Solomon reports

Proposed Rule 12-15 requires the submission of the report prepared by Solomon Associates
evaluating the refinery’s performance aganst others in the industry This information 1s hughly
confidential, and the District has not provided adequate safeguards to prevent public disclosure
of such information

AIR MONITORING GUIDELINES

In August 2015, BAAQMD published Air Monitoring Guidelines to implement proposed
requirements under Rule 12-15 to site, install, and operate fenceline and community monttors.
These comments address Philips 66’s concerns with the Air Monitoring Guidelines and
corresponding requirements within Rule 12-15°

Table 1 of the socio-economic report provided by BAAQMD notes that annual costs to operate
the Fenceline Air Monitoring and Community Air Monitoring System as proposed in the Air
Monitoring Guidelines will be $125,000 annually. BAAQMD's annual cost estimate 1s extremely
fow and appears to omit costs needed for data management, QA/QC, website management,
24/7 maintenance support and response to real and false detections There are also annual
costs associated with replacement parts including the sources (UV light, FTIR filament, and

2 hitp /fhank baagmd gov/tec/mapsidam_sites htm, Accessed 11/17/156

® The Guidelines are accessible at the following site http /Awww baagmd govi~fmedialfiles/planning-and-
research/ruies-and-regs/workshops/2015/100915/monttoringguidelines-pdf pdf?la=en, Accessed
111715
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TDL retro-reflector cubes) and FTIR detectors that can significantly add to the annual cost As
a real-world benchmark, Phillips 66’s expenditures for its Fenceline have averaged
approximately $360,000 annually since 2011 and we expect that the annual costs for the
Fenceline Air Monttoring and Community Air Monitoring System as proposed in the Air
Monitoring Guidelines will be at least this much if not likely more These mcreased costs need
to be incorporated into the BAAQMD rulemaking process and analysis.

Phillips 66 has additional comments regarding specific provisions of the Air Monitoring
Guidelines that are Iisted in Table 1, below
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Table 1. Phillips 66 comments on BAAQMD Air Monitoring Guidelines

Topic BAAQMD Text Phillips 66 Response

Definitions Fence-line Monitoring System Equipment that Our experience has shown that the fence-line system 1s a

12-15-2089 measures and records air pollutant concentrations at | tool for detecting potential off-site impacts, but it 1s not

Fenceline or near the property boundary of a facility, and which | feasible to estimate the quantity of an emission from the

Monitoring may be useful for detecting and/or estimating the facility We propose the definition be reworded to the

System guantity of fugitive emissions, gas leaks, and other following (in underlined text)

air emissions from the facility Fence-line Monitoring System Equipment that

measures and records air pollutant concentrations at or
near the property boundary of a facility, and which may
be usefui for detecting gas leaks and the potential for off-
site impacts from the facility

12-15-407 Air Monitoring Plans. A refinery owner/operator Phillips 66 believes that 1s in the best interest of all

Air Monitoring | shall obtain and maintain APCO approval of a plan parties involved for the BAAQMD to site, install, and

Plans for establishing and operating a fence-line operate the proposed community monitors The Air

monitoring system and community air monitoring
system. Timely submittal as described in the next
sentence shall constitute comphance with this
requirement unless and until there 1s a determination
of disapproval by the APCO pursuant o Section 408
On or before December 31, 20186, the refinery
owner/operator shall submit to the APCO a plan for
establishing and operating a fence-line monitoring
system to aid i determining specified poliutants that
cross the refinery fence- line(s) in real-time and a
community air monitoring system to aid in assessing
air guality impacts in communities near refineries
The plan shall include detailed information
describing the equipment to be used to monifor,
record, and report air pollutant levels, the siting,
operation, and maintenance of this equipment, and
procedures for implementing data quality assurance
and quality control. Within one year of approval by
the District Board of Directors of updated air

Monitoring Guidelines currently allows the option of
having BAAQMD operate the community monitor, but this
is not apparent in the rule language Therefore, the
proposed rule wording changes are noted bejow

Air Monitoring Plans A refinery owner/operator shall
obtain and maintain APCO approval of a plan for
establishing and operating a fence-line monitoring
system and community airr monitoring system i
accordance with this section or with 12-15-407 1 below

407.1 APCQO Owned/Operated Community Air
Monitoring System: As an alternative o the community
arr monitonng system requirements in 12-15-407, the
refinery owner/operator may reguest that the APCO site
and operate the communify air monitoring system
Submitial of a wrtten request, on or before December 31,
2016 by the refinery owner/operator to the APCQO for the
APCQO to site and operate the community monitoring
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Topic BAAQMD Text Phillips 66 Response
monitoring guidelines published by the APCO under | system constitutes compliance with the requirements of
Section 12-15-410, the refinery/operator shall submit | 12-15-501 and 12-15-407 An Air Monitoring Plan is not
to the APCO an updated air monitoring plan. The reqguired to be submitted for a community monitoring
siting of community air monitors shall be addressed | system when the refinery owner/operator elects to have
in an Air Monitoning Plan Siting Addendum that may | the APCO site and operate the system
be submitted subsequent to the required time for
submittal of the Air Monitonng Plan, provided the
community air monitoring system 1s installed and
operated In a timely manner as provided in 12-15-
501
The Air Monitoring Guidelines, page 19, states,
“Once siting has been determined, the refinery
operator may choose to have the Arr District operate
the community monitoring site utilizing its QAPP fo
define QA/QC procedures and its website to display
the data ”
12-15-501 Community Air Monitoring System Within two The proposed wording (in underlined text} I1s
Community Air | years of the approval of an air monitoring plan under | recommended to be added to capture the sites that will
Monitoring Section 12-15-408 4, the refinery owner/operator will | elect to have the BAAQMD site, install, and operate the
System ensure that a community air monitoring system is community monitors:
installed, and 1s operated and maintained in 501.1 APCO Cwned/Operated Community Air
accordance with the approved air monitoring plan. Monitoring System Refinery owners/operators that
Community air monitoring system data shall also be | comply with 12-15-407 1 are exempt from 12-15-501.
reported as specified in the approved plan
Air Monitoring | Instrumentation must meet a minimum of 75% The proposed downtime guidance 1s not straightforward
Guidelines completeness on an hourly basis, 90% of the tme We propose to keep the downtime requirements
Section 1.1 based on annual quarters (Page 5) consistent with the requirements for Area Monitors as
Fence-line stipulated under Section 1-530 of Regulation 1 as noted
Monitoring — below:
Instrument 1-530 Area Monitoring Downtime “Area monitoring

Completeness

downtime caused by nstrument malfunction, where such
downtime exceeds a continuous 24-hour perod, shall be
reported to the APCO within the next normal working day
after discovery of the malfunction Downtime due fo
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Topic BAAQMD Text Phillips 66 Response
maintenance or repair which 1s expected to exceed 5
days’ duration shall be reported to the APCO prior to the
commencement of such maintenance or repairs ”
Air Monttoring | Measurements must cover populated areas within 1 | The Rodeo Refinery Fenceline monitors have been sited
Guidelnes mile of the refinery fence-line likely to be affected for nearly 20 years and have been used as tools to
Section 11 when the annual mean wind direction lies in an arc identify potential for off-site impact A key to the siting of
Fence-line within 22.5 degrees of a direct line from source to these was the topography of the plant that limits the
Monitoring — receptors 10% of the time, or greater, based on the | places they can be sited due to the proximity to hilis and
Fenceline most representative meteorological measurements steep elevation changes Since the monitors need to be

monitor siting

for sources likely to emit the compounds listed above
at the refinery If this 1s not the case and an
altermnative method, such as dispersion modeling 1s
used to determine fence-line locations, refinery
operators must provide rationale for utihzing any
alternative In the Air Monitoring Plan that addresses
why receptors would not be affected by emissions
from the sources within the refinery. (Page 5 and 6)

accessed frequently, they need to be located in an area
for safe access Proposed wording change to account
for this 1s noted below

Measurements must cover populated areas within 1 mile
of the refinery fence-line likely to be affected when the
annual mean wind direction lies Iin an arc within 22 5
degrees of a direct line from source to receptors 10% of
the time, or greater, based on the most representative
meteorological measurements for sources likely fo emit
the compounds [isted above at the refinery. If this is not
the case and an alternative method, such as dispersion
modeling 1s used to determine fence-line locations,
refinery operators must provide rationale for utilizing any
alternative in the Air Monitoring Plan that addresses why
receptors would not be affected by emissions from the
sources within the refinery or note when topography or
physical feasibility determines siting locations

Air Monitoring
Guidelines
Section 1 1
Fence-line
Monitoring —
Fenceline
monitor siting

Refineries that already have open path monitoring
capabilities 1n place need only provide verification
those current systems adequately address
population requirements. (Page 6, also repeated on
Page 11)

The wording does not provide clear guidance on what 1s
required for verification. Proposed wording 18 below (In
underlined text):

Refineries that already have open path monitoring
capabilities in place need only provide venfication those
current systems adequately address population
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Topic BAAQMD Text Phillips 66 Response
requirements. One example of such verfication is to
provide typical wind pattern information showing the
current siting adequately addresses population
reguirements

Arr Monitoring | Refinery operators must appropriately site and Section 1 2 does not mention that the Refinery can

Guidelines operate at least one permanent community air alternatively request the Air District to operate the

Section 1.2 monitoring station that provides a reference for community site  This 1s not noted until page 19 of the

Community exposures for residents living near the refinery guidelines. It1s recommended that this 1s noted earlier in

Monitoring (Page 6) the document. Proposed wording to Section 1 2 1s
provided below (In underlined text)
Refinery operators must appropriately site and operate at
least one permanent community air monitornng station
that provides a reference for exposures for residents
living near the refinery The refinery operator may elect
for the Air District to site, install, and operate the
community monitor(s) Upon notifying the Air District that
the refinery defers community monitoring to the Air
District, all requirements of Section 1.2, and Sections 4
through 7 no longer apply to the refinery owner/operator

Alr Monitoring | Air Monitoring Plans must address why a particular Errors inherent to the design of the measurement

Guidelines measurement method was chosen for a given technelogies and imitations {o accuracy, repeatability,

Section 3 3 location based on likely emissions from nearby and precision are not possible to be remedied Phillips 66

Appropnate contributing sources, desires to reach appropnate will strive to operate the measurement technologies at

Sampling levels of detection and ability to measure their optimurn levels, but cannot possibly achieve

Methodologies | compounds that have potentially unique relationships | performance beyond the capabilities of the technologies

that apply to the particular facility. Factors that affect
measurements, such as path length and potential
interferences, should also be addressed Issues that
affect data completeness for the measurement
technique preposed should be documented If time
periods when data cannot be collected due to these
operational 1ssues are to be excluded from data
completeness calculations, methodologies for

themselves
Philiips 66 suggesis the following change to the language
(in strikeout text)

“Errors associated with the measurement technologies as
well as accuracy, repeatability and precision sheuld be

documented and-presenied-and-ways-to-addressthese
ssuesprovided n the Air Monitoring Plan”
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determining and documenting when the events occur
must be addressed Errors associated with the
measurement technologies as well as accuracy,
repeatability and precision should be documented
and presented and ways to address these issues
previded in the Air Monitoring Plan (Page 12)
Air Monitoring | Methodologies for ensuring appropriate levels of Based on Phillips 66’s expernence with its fenceline
Guidelines QA/QC must be provided m the Air Monitoring Plan monitoring system, there are Imitations to the level of
Section 3 4 to ensure data are of high enough quality and accuracy this type of equipment can achieve and the
Quality representative and defensible enough to meet the error bar can be wide The fenceline monitoring program
Assurance/ goals descrnbed in Section 3.3 The QA/QC plan serves its purpose of indicating potential off-site impacts
Qualty Control | should set data acceptance levels as well as However, it cannot be expected to generate laboratery
(QA/QC) appropriaie levels of data quality In addition, the quality data given the technical iimitation, nor does
QAJ/QC plan should address data management require that level of precision to indicate potential off-site
issues and provide the levels of review that data will | impacts. Phillips 66 requests that BAAQMD revise the
go through to determine validity. This should be language as below to accept the inherent Imitations to
outimed In a Qualiy Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) | the technology’s capabilities {in underlined text).
that follows EPA guidelines submitted in the Air
Monitoning Plan It is critical that this portion of the ‘Methodologies for ensuring appropriate levels of QA/QC
monitoring plan identify a clear and fransparent must be provided 1n the Air Monitoring Plan to ensure
manner when data does not meet quality data are of high enough quality and representative and
requirements and should be removed from the data | defensible enough to meet the goals described 1in Section
set, to ensure the community understands why data | 3 3 to the extent possible by the technology ”
s removed {(Page 12 and 13)
Air Monitoring | Once siting has been determined, the refinery Reference for the Refinery owner/operator to defer o the
Guidelines operator may choose 1o have the Air District operate | Air District to operate the community monitoring
Section 6 the community monitoring site utilizing its QAPP to equipment should be noted earlier 1n the Guidelines and
Siting define QA/QC procedures and its website to display | in the rule text The Air District should also perform the

Considerations

the data. This may result in monitoring at the
community site being incorporated into the Air
District’'s moniioring network and, as a result, be
used for NAAQS determination as defined in 40
CFR, Part 58 If this option is chosen, the refinery

siting and installation Proposed wording has been noted
for Secton 1 2 Community Monitoring above
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Topic BAAQND Text Phillips 66 Response

operator will be responsible covering costs of all Air
District resources needed to operate and maintain
the site The refinery operator must include in the Air
Monitoring Plan an agreement regarding the
operation of the necessary equipment and
recognizing that the Air District may be required to
continue operation of equipment as mandated by 40
CFR, Part 58 The agreement must also allow the Air
District to operate additional equipment at the
location, If desired, but that the cperation and
maintenance costs associated with any equipment
are covered by the Air District (Page 19 and 20}
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RULE 9-14 — COKE CALCINING

Because Rule 9-14 pertains to a facility separate from our Refinery, Phillips 66 wilt submit its
comments regarding Rule 9-14 under separate cover

RULE 8-18 — EQUIPMENT LEAKS

1. Heavy liquid fugitive components generate low VOC emissions and should not be
subject to onerous tagging and monitoring requirements.

Phillips 66 has demonstrated that fugitive leaks from equipment in heavy liquid service are
minimal. Requiring tagging and monitoring for these components would impose significant
costs and operational burden with little to no benefit to air quality.

BAAGQMD has significantly overestimated the emissions from heavy liquid components by using
outdated, extremely conservative emission factors. Phillips 86 provided actual heavy liquid
component monitoring data to BAAQMD demonstrating emissions are orders of magnitude
lower than the District's emissions estimates. See E-mails from Jennifer Ahlskog, Phillips 66, to
Greg Stone, BAAQMD, September 25, 2014 and October 8, 2014, Under EPA fugitive
regulations such as 40 CFR 60 Supbart VV (e g 40 CFR 60.482-5), Phillips 66 must identify
leaks that are discovered through Audio, Visual, and Olfactory (AVO) means. As AVO leaks
are identified, Refinery personnel undertake Method 21 monitoring of the leaks. Phillips 66
reviewed historical data where an AVO leak was discovered and follow-up monitoring was
conducted for heavy liquid components and shared that information with BAAQMD staff. See E-
mails from Jennifer Ahlskog, Phillips 66, to Greg Stone, BAAQMD, September 25, 2014 and
October 8, 2014. Of the 60 component AVO leaks for which follow-up Method 21 monitoring
was conducted, 48 of the readings were 0 ppm, and the average VOC concentration detected
was 2 4 ppm. The highest measured value was 89 ppm, and the second highest was 30 ppm.
To compare, the BAAQMD’s current emission factors are orders of magnitude larger and
equivalent to a reading of 484 ppm for valves, 16,134 ppm for pump seals, and 1,017 ppm for
connectors. See Letter from WSPA to BAAQMD, March 5, 2015. The AVO leaks, where the
worst case concentrations are expected, had minimal measured VOC concentrations based on
real monitoring data. The District has ignored this data and offered no justification for doing so

Phillips 66 performed testing on approximately 350 different components in September 2014
and this data was also provided to BAAQMD. See E-mails from Jennifer Ahiskog, Phillips 66, to
Greg Stone, BAAQMD, September 25, 2014 and October 8, 2014 The monitoring was
conducted across both newer and older units, diesel streams, and other heavier streams No
leaks were detected for any of these components The District has ignored this data and
offered no justification for doing so

2. Requiring tagging and monitoring of heavy liquid components is not cost-
effective.

District BACT guidelines state that for organics, BAAQMD’s guideline cost limit is $17,500 per
ton of organic emissions reduction.” Beyond that, an emission reduction mandate is not cost-

¢ http /fhank baagmd gov/pmb/bactworkbook/intro3d htm, Accessed 11/18/15
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effective The District has also stated that organic compound control rules typically range from
several thousand to over fifteen thousand dollars per ton of emissions reductions See
Regulation 9-14 Staff Report, pg 15

Phillips 66 estimates that approximately 173,000 heavy iquid components will need to be
tagged at the Refinery to meet the requirements of this rule  In 2009, Philips 66 re-tagged a
large portion of the LDAR components at the Refinery, and the costs were approximately

$10 75 per component This project 1s expected to be no different, If not more costly because
this will be a new effort, not a re-tagging effort It will cost approximately $2 million to tag the
173,000 heavy liguid components at the Refinery necessary for comphance with the Rule

Based on the monitoring data discussed above in this letter and use of more reasonable
emissions estimation methods In the 1999 ARB/CAPCOA “California Implementation Guidelines
for Estimating Mass Emissions of Fugitive Hydrocarbon Leaks at Petroleum Facilities” (details
included in the aforementioned emails to BAAQMD), Phillips 66 estimates VOC emissions from
heavy liguid components at the Refinery to be about 3 tpy The District currently estimates
heavy liquid component emissions to be about 120 tpy To compare, the total VOC emissions
from the rest of the enfire refinery are around 130 tpy. See 2014 emission inventory for
BAAQMD PTO fees attached The District has used erroneous emission factors to artificially
inflate heavy liquid component fugitive emissions from 3 tpy to 120 tpy, essentially doubling the
Refinery’s total VOC emissions

Using a more realistic estimate of VOC emissions from heavy liquid components of 3 tpy and
Phillips 66’s estimated cost of compliance of at least $2 million initially (annualized to $174,000
per year over 20 years with a 6% interest rate) and ongoing labor costs around $520,000 per
year (the cost to double our LDAR staff), the cost-per-ton reduction if we were to reduce all
heavy lguid component emissions to 0 tpy would be $231,000 per ton VOC reduction (This is
even using the conservative assumption that the rule as proposed will actually reduce heavy
liquid fugitive emissions down to 0 tpy, which it probably cannot since it is simply a leak
detection and repair rule, not a guarantee of complete leak elimination } Requiring $231,000
per ton of VOC reduction far exceeds BAAQMD's $17,500 per ton cost-effectiveness threshold
The District has overstated the actual emissions from leaking components in heavy hquid
service, and then used that inflated figure to justify a rule that would otherwise be prohibitively
costly

RULE 11-10 — COOLING TOWERS

1. BAAQNID Overstates Actual Refinery Cooling Tower Emissions by a Factor of 25.

In its October 2015 Petroleum Refinery Enissions Reduction Strategy. Staff Report (Staff
Report), BAAQMD indicates that the potential volatile organic compounds ("VOCs") emission
reductions for the Refinery cooling towers resulting from implementation of the proposed
amendments to Rule 11-10 1s 84 tons per year ("tpy") See Staff Report, p. C.5, Table C2 This
is impossible because the BAAQMD emission inventory for the cooling towers at the Refinery
indicates they emit only a fraction of those VOC emissions  For example, in 2014, the
BAAQMD emission inventory has only 3 3 tons of VOCs emitted from the Refinery's cooling
towers. This amount of yearly emissions (1 e, 3 3 tpy) is typical of the Refinery's cooling tower
emissions and I1s based on Phillips 66 cooling tower monitoring data provided to BAAQMD  See
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attached Phillips 66 BAAQMD Permit to Operate Rather than utilize actual VOC emissions
data, BAAQMD apparently used default uncontrolled versus controlled U S EPA AP-42
emission factors to develop the proposed emission reductions in Table C2.

BAAQMD also indicates in Its Staff Report that the proposed amendments to Rule 11-10 will
result in a reduction of VOC emissions to 0 7 pounds per million gallons of recirculated water
("lb/MMgai") See Staff Report, p C 5, Table C2 However, the 3-year average (2012-2014)
for VOC emissions from all Refinery cooling towers 1s only 0 46 Ib/MMgal See attached e-mail
from Suejung Shin, Phillips 66, to Brian Lusher and Bhagavan Krishnaswamy, BAAQMD, dated
February 24, 2015 Therefore, the rate of Refinery cooling tower emissions is already below the
emission rate that the proposed amendments are attempting to achieve Further, there 1s no
basis for the monitoring proposed in Rule 11-10-304 when actual Refinery emissions are
already lower than the emission reduction goal In the proposed rule (0 46 Ib/MMgal vs 0 7
Ib/iMMgal) See Phillips 66 Permit Condition 22121

2. BAAQMD Uses Inaccurate Cost Effectiveness.

As described above, the actual emission reductions from Refinery cooling towers are well below
the 84 tpy used by BAAQMD to calculate the cost effectiveness of the proposed rule Using the
costs depicted in the Staff Report and assuming 100% control of all Refinery cooling tower
emissions (1e, 3 3 tpy), the cost-effectiveness ranges between $64,000 to $230,000 per ton,
This greatly exceeds the cost-effectiveness values reported of $2,533 to $9,125 per ton and
upon which BAAQMD has traditionally assessed its regulations as being cost-effective See
Staff Report, p C'6, Table C4 The BAAQMD VOC control rules typically have cost
effectiveness that ranges from several thousand to over fifteen thousand dollars per fon of
emissions reductions See Regulation 9-14 Staff Report, pg 15. The District BACT guideline
states that for organics, BAAQMD's guideline cost imit is $17,500 per ton See

http //hank. baagmd.gov/pmi/bactworkbook/intro3.htm, Accessed 11/18/15.

3. Additional Comments

The daily or continuous monitoring proposed 1n Rule 11-10-304 should be altered or deleted. As
described above, the monthly monitoring conducted by Phillips 66 has demonstrated to
BAAQMD satisfaction (by virtue of the sampling data’s inclusion in the development of the
Phillips 66 BAAQMD emission inventory for the cooling towers) that emissions are below the
emission rate of 0 7 Ib/MMgal that the proposed Rule I1s attempting to achieve.

The Leak Action Level as defined in Regulation 11-10-204.1 should be calculated, as in Phillips
66 Permit Condition 22121, to be the difference in the return and sample line sample results
This difference 1s an indication of what VOCs are being emitted to atmosphere. As discussed
above, this sampling has been proven to demonstrate that cooling tower emissions are low,
which makes the additional monitoring proposed unnecessary

Because current Phillips 66 emissions are below the emission reduction goal of the proposed
Rule as described above, the Best Management Practices in Regulation 11-16-402 should be
deleted from the proposed rule. Compliance with the monthly sampling as described above is
sufficient to meet the *best modern practices” definttion as it is used m Regulation 8 Rule 2 and
the monttoring proposed in Regulation 11-10-402 1s unnecessary, burdensome and provides no
additional emission reduction benefit




BAAQMD Proposed Refinery Rules Comments ESDR-328-15
November 23, 2015 05-C-03-G
Page 15

The Leak Action Requirement in Rule 11-10-305 should include a delay-of-repair provision As
BAAQMD acknowledges in Table C5 of its Staff Report, there are cases where ieaks may not
be able to be repatred within the 21 days currently prescribed in Rule 11-10-305 due to being
technically infeasible and/or parts/personnel being unavailable Rather than simply including a
delay-of-repair period, BAAQMD states 1n the Staff Report that in cases where leaks cannot be
repaired within the proposed timeframe, refinery operators can request reprieve through the
BAAQMD’s variance and/or compliance agreement process At best, this I1Is a cumbersome
solution that unnecessarily requires effort and wasted hours by refinery personnel, BAAQMD's
Office of Counsel, and the BAAQMD Hearing Board, not to mention imposing other
inefficiencies and unnecessary costs Rather than enact regulatory requirements that it knows
will unnecessarily create compliance problems and "punt” resolufion of those problems to
subsequent Hearing Board and enforcement discretion processes, BAAQMD should enact a
more sensible provision in the rule, which we have set forth above

The Leak Action Requirement in Regulation 11-10-305 should designate a specific subset of
the TACs in Table 2-5-1 of Regulation 2 Rule 5 that require speciation it is infeasible to test for
all TACs listed in Table 2-5-1 as currently required in the proposed rule. There 18 no reason why
the majority of TACs in Table 2-5-1 would even be present in a cooling tower leak and to test
for all the components would be inefficient and Impose excessive costs

The reporting requirements In Regulation 11-10-401.1 should be medified to delete the
requirement to notify the APCQO of pH, iren and chlonne concentrations in the cooling water
because these parameters are nof relevant to hydrocarbon leaks.

Regulation 11-10-401.2 should be altered to delete the requirements to demonstrate that total
hydrocarbon emissions from a leak are below 15 pounds per day (Ib/d) and TAC emissions
from the leak are below their corresponding acute and chronic trigger levels in Table 2-5-1 of
Regulation 2 Rule 5 The Staff Report indicates that the requirement to demonstrate total
hydrocarbon emissions are below 15 Ib/d was included to demonstrate comphance with
Regulation 8-2-301 This requirement is unnecessary because the proposed rule tself qualifies
the cooling towers for the "best modern practices” exemption Regulation in 8-2-114 and,
therefore, the limit in Regulation 8-2-301 is not applicable There is no justification for the
requirement to demonstrate TAC emissions are below their corresponding acute and chronic
tngger levels in Table 2-5-1 of Regulation 2 Rule 5 The trigger levels in Regulation 2 Rule 5
are only designed for new and modified sources to determine whether or not the New Source
Review requirements for TACs in Regulation 2 Rule 5 apphes to that new or modified source.
These tnigger levels should not be used as an arbitrary emission limit for unpredictable
emissions from leaks and this Iimit should be deleted from the proposed language in 11-10-
401.2

The proposed Rule should be updated to include an exemption for cooling towers that service
heat exchangers where the process fluids do not contain VOCs. As an example, the Phillips 66
Unit 110 Hydrogen Plant Cooling Tower does not provide cooling water for any streams
containing VOCs. The proposed Rule is unnecessary for such cooling towers because even If a
leak occurs, there will not be any VOCs present in the process fluid to be emitted to
atmosphere from the cooling tower
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If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (510) 245-5825

Don Bristol

Environmental Superintendent

Attachments
cC Eric Stevenson, BAAQMD (via e-mail EStevenson@baagmd gov) w/Attachments




ATTACHMENTS

RULE 8-18 COMMENTS




Shin, Suejung

From: Ahlskog, Jennifer;

Sent: Wednesday, October 08, 2014 201 PM

To: gstone@baagmd.gov

Cc: blusher@baagmd gov, Bristol, Don A

Subject: RE: Phillips 66 8 18 Exempt Monitoring Results
Attachments: P66 8 18 Exempt Monitoring 2014_0%30 Flange and Plug pdf

Attached are additional monitoring records for different types of components in Heavy Liquid service from some of the
units referenced below.

Jennifer Ahlskoqg
Phillips 66 - San Francisco Refinery
Environmental Services Department

From: Ahlskog, Jennifer:

Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2014 1:55 PM

To: gstone@baagmd.gov

Cc: blusher@baagmd.gov; Bristol, Don A

Subject: Phillips 66 8 18 Exempt Monitoring Results

Greg, per the discussion with the BAAQOMD Emission Inventory group on September 18, 2014 attached are the direct
monitoring results from two types of 8-18 exempt (1.e. heavy liquids) components undertaken by Phillips 66. The initial
monitoring that was previously shared with our BAAQMD Permit Engineer is titled “P66 AVO Method 21 Leak

Results”., The attached email to Brian Lusher on August 21* gives additional background on the monitoring. We feel the
AVO monrtoring results represent worst-case, conservative emissions since that data set was generated from the
monitoring of leaks identified from AVO inspections. The additional attachment is titled “P66 8-18 Exempt Monitoring
2014_09”. Our 3™ party LDAR monitoring company performed testing on approximately 350 different components this
past week. The monitoring was conducted in a number of units that included newer Unit components (U250, U246},
and older unit {U200, U40, & U80) components. Diesel as well as other heavier streams were monitored, In all cases
the Method 21 monitoring result was zero (0).

The additional monitoring conducted furthers our believe that the CAPCOA default zero factor is a reasonabie
assumption for the 8-18 exempt components. Please let us know the review status of other refy monitoring

data. Ideally, once an assessment is made we would prefer that our current invoice be quickly updated so that we can
pay the necessary full fee in a timely manner. Due to our check processing approval process it would be helpful if we
could be re-invoiced by October 1, 2014. Thanks and please advise if you have any follow-up questions.

Jennifer Ahiskog
Phillips 66 - San Francisco Refinery
Environmental Services Department

From: Ahlskog, Jennifer:

Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:34 PM

To: blusher@baaamd.gov

Cc: Bristol, Don A; dhali@baagmd.gov; Sanjeev Kambo) (Skamboj@baagmd.gov)
Subject: P66 Heavy Liquid Fugitives

Brian, as you are aware, Phillips 66 {P66) included Heavy Liguid fugitives in the 2013 Annual Update fugitive values. The
emissions were based on the CAPCOA default zero factors and using the ratio of Heavy Liquid components factor found
in the ICR protocol We believe this value provides a representative estimate that should be utilized for 2013

1




emissions Per our discussions tast year and this year we think it 1s inappropriate for BAAQMUD to inconsistently apply a
Heavy Liquid component factor that has not been vetted and likely significantly overestimates facibty & BAAQMD air
shed emissions. We believe the Heavy Ligurd companent emissions factor should be tackled through the emission
inventory protocol portion of the BAAQMD's 12-15 rule making process WSPA has requested meeting(s) with BAAQMD
to begin reviewing the emission protocol on a methedical source by source basis By going through this process an
appropriate emission factor can be determined using sound science and available and/or targeted monitoring data.

The CAPCOA default zero factor constritutes 3 tpy VOC for the P66 Refinery. As evidence this value 1s reasonable we
wanted to make you aware of some Heavy Liguid monitoring that we undertake throughout the year on an as-needed
basis. Under EPA fugitive regs such as 40 CFR 60 Supbart VV (e g. 40 CFR 60.482-5) we must identify leaks that are
discovered through Audio, Visual, and Olfactory {AVO) means As AVO leaks are identified the facility undertakes
Method 21 monitoring of the leaks. In some cases, these leaks are in Heavy Liguid service and may also have a slow
hquid drip. An example of the type of component where this might occur would be a heavy liquid pump seal

leak. Attached are examples of instances where a AVO leak was discovered and follow up monitoring was conducted for
heavy liguid components The average ppm emissions for this data set is 2.4 ppm, the majority of the readings are 0 In
the highest emission case the emissions were 8% ppm and the second highest measured value was 30 ppm  In order to
perform an evaluation of the appropriateness of the CAPCOA default zero factor | used the CAPCOA correlation with two
cases of emissions. One was at 5 ppm (close to avg of 2 4 ppm) and one case at 30 ppm {mid high measurement} The
resulting emissions are 3 — 9 tpy of VOC enussions (see calcs below). | beheve this confirms the CAPCOA Default Zero
factor and associated emissions of 3 tpy are appropriate for the P66 mventory

Please let me know if you have any questions, We look forward to working with BAAQMD on the 12-15 emissions

inventory protocol to ensure that accurate emissions are determined in a consistent fashion for P66 and the local
refineries.

Pae Eslinaled Heavy Liguit Entiasions Based on AFO 3pol Moniloring

Case 1 AVO Avg s pprn (2.4 ppm) Cadculated Emis
CAPCOA Factors Sersening Value Factor
Component Service {ppm} {(kgfhr/source)
Connector Heavy Liquid  1.53E-6™(5V"0.736 5 0.0000050
Pump Heavy Liquid  5.07E-5%(GVin0.622 5 0.0001380
Valve Heavy Liguid  2.27E-6%(5V"0.747 5 0.0001380
Total
Case 2 - AVO Mid Worst Case 30 ppm Calculated Emis
CAPCOA ractors Screening Value Factor
Compaonent Service {ppm) {kg/hr/spurce}
Conneclor Heavy Liquid  LO3E-0MGVI0.736 30 0.0000187
Pump Heavy Liquid  b.O7E-5*EVA0.622 30 0.0004205
Valve Heavy Liquid  2.27E6%GV)A0.747 30 0.0004205
Total




Jennifer M. Ahlskog
Phillips 66 - San Francisce Refinery
Environmental Services Department
(510) 245-4439

Jennifer M Ahlskog@ P66 com




AVO Discovered Leaks & Follow Up Method 21 Monitoring
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Heavy Liquid Component Readings
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Heavy Liquid Component Readings

Valve | Pump connector ‘Reading """ |Other™ ~—
51 | GATE vV & -8 A~
52 yo
53 po -
54 s
55 / )y
56 | Za
57 ] yoa
58 o £
59 yZa
60 J A
61 [ ) £ -
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64_| Plixa vy ! Vs
65 l ! ..
66 Ploe vy G-% - L
67 §4AY ] col
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96 fzl
97 2l
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Heavy Liquid Component Readings

Pump.__

Connector
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Heavy Liquid Component Readings
- Val p | Connector | Reading —| Other l EQ/ ZL_
. alve ump Q )
51 G-167A | 1 — é’ M 223!
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53 Viua Q _ P }‘\k 12650
54 ] rip’ Q
55 Plata B
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Heavy Liquid Component Readings

&_)(‘
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Heavy Liquid Component Readings
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Heavy Liquid Component Readings
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. BAY AREA AR QUALITY

AOO1e

MAMAGEMENT DISTHICT
U39 ELLIS STREE]
SAN FRANCISCO CALTORMA 94409 "?
(41%) 771 8000
Plant# 21359 Page 1 Expites:

Phillips 66 Company - San Francisco Refinery
1380 San Pablo Ave
Rodeo, CA 94572 Lo

APR 2010

Location: 1380 San Pablo Ave

The operating

Rodeo, CA 94572

DESCRIPTION

Process Heater/Furnace, 22MM BTU/hr max, Multifuel
U229mB—30l HEATER
Emigsions at: P2 Stack

Process Heater/Furnace, 62MM BTU/hr max, Multifuel
U230_B-201 HEATER
Emissions at: P3 Stack

Process Heater/Furnace, 95MM BTU/hr max, Multifuel
U231 B-101 Heater
Emissions at: P4 Stack

Process Heater/Furnace, 104MM BTU/hr max, Multifuel
U231 B-102 Heater
Emigsions at: PS5 Stack

Process Heater/¥urnace, 64MM BTU/hr max, Multifuel
U231 B-103 HEATER
Emissions at: P6 Stack

AUG 1,
Thts document does not permit the holder to viclate any District regulation or other law.

[Schedule]

(B]

(B]

[B]

(B]

Industrial Boiler - Other, 61MM BTU/hr max, Multifuel

U240 B-2 BOILER
Emissions at: P8 Stack

set forth in the attached conditions of the Permit to Operate, The 1imits of operation in the permit

[B}

2015

PAID

698

1970

3014

3301

2030

1927

parameters described above are based on information supplied by permit holder and may differ from the limits

L conditions are not to

be exceeded,

Exceeding these 1imits 15 considered @ violation of District regulations subject o enf

Forcement action.




04/23/15

Plant# 21359

BAY AREA AR QUALITY
MANAGEMENTDISTRICT
620 ELLIS STREET

SANFRANGISCO, CAL IFORMIA 84109
(415) 771-6000

AQOle

FPage: 138 Expiies: AUG 1, 2015

This document does not permit the holder to vielale any District regulation or other law,

*%% DPERMIT CONDITIONS #*%%*

meets the degign criteria of BAAQOMD Regqulation 8-5-
321.3 and secondary seal that meets the design
criteria of BAAQMD Regulation 8-5-322.5. The
owner/operator shall ensure that there are no
ungasketed roof penetrations, no slotted pipe guide
poles unless equipped with float and wiper seals,
and no adjustable roof lege unlesg fitted with vapor
seal boots or equivalent., [Cumulative increase]

Monthly records of the throughput of each material
procesged at this tanhk shall be kept in a District-
approved log for at least 5 years and shall be made
available to the District upon request. [Cumulative
Increase]

"""""""""" “TTT END OF CONDITIONG ~rrrrrrmormmmmsmmemmems

P




Bay Area Air Quality *% SOURCE EMLSSIONS *% PLANT #21359

Management District Apr 23, 2015
Annual Average lbs/day
SH Source Description PART ORG  NOx 502 CO
2 U229 B-3201 HEATER i G 2 8 1
3 U230 B-201 HEATER 2 1 26 15 3
4 231 B-101 Heater 8 3 45 64 10
5 U231 B-102 Heater 8 3 53 &4 10
7 U231 B-103 HEATER 2 1 37 17 4
9 U240 B-2 BOILFR 4 2 15 32 5
10 U240 B-101 HEATER 18 8 23 159 25
il U240 B-201 Heater 12 5 88 o8 15
12 U240_B-202 HEATER 3 1 14 A 9
13 U240 B-301 Heater 22 9 49 178 28
15 U244 B-501 HEATER 7 3 8 59 9
16 U244 B-5G2 HBATER 7 3 7 52 8
17 U244 B-503 HEATER 6 2 7 49 8
18 U244 B-504 HEATER 3 1 3 23 4
19 U244 B-505 HEATER 1 0 1 7 1
20 U244 B-505 HEATER 2 1 11 18 3
2% U244 B-507 HEATER - - - - -
22 U248 B~606 HEATER 2 1 8 18 12
25 U200 B-5 Heater 12 5 65 98 15
30 U200 B-101 Heater 5 2 39 40 6
31 U200 B-501 Heater 1 0 8 7 18
36 Vacuum Tower Fesed Heater 8 0 8 16 10
43 U200 B-202 Heater 21 8 90 rLa6 26
44 U200_B-201 PCT Reboil Furnace - - - - -
45 Heavy Gas 0il Feed Heater 5 5 6 1 15
50 Diesel Engine, turbine 8-352 startup - - 0 - 0
51 Diesel Engine, turbine $-353 atartup - - 0 - 0
52 Diegel Engine, turbine S-354 startup - 0 0 - 0
53 Diesel Engine, emergency standby = - 0 - 0
54 Diesel Engine, emergency standby - - - - -
55 Diesel Engine, emergency standby - - - - -
56 Diesel Engine, emergency standby - - 0 - 0
57 Diesel Engine, emergency standby - - 0 - 0
58 Diesel Engine, emergency standby - - 0 - 0
59 Diesel Engine, emergency standby - - ¢ - 0
69 PROPANE LOADING RACK - - - - -
70 BUTANE LOADING RACK - - - - -
71 U32 WAX & LUBE OIL TAWNK CAR LOADING RACK - - - - -
72 U32 WAX TRUCK LOADING RACK - - - - -
73 LUBE OIL TRUCK LOADING RACK - - - - -
90 TANK NO. 67 - 1 - - -
91 TANK NO. 73 - 1 - - =
94 TANK NGO, 78 - O - - -
97 TANK NO. 100 - 3 - - -
98 TANK NO. 101 - 31 - - -
99 TANK NO. 1462 - 0 - - -
160 TANK NO. 103 - - - - -
101 Tank 104 Storm Water Bgualization - 13 - - -
102 Tank 105 Storm Water Bgqualization - 13 - - -
103 TANK NO. 106 - 1 - - -

Page 1389




Bay Area Air Quality **% SOURCH BEMISSIONS *4

Management Digtrict

St

500
503
504
505
506
507
igo2
1003
1009
1008
L0065
1010
32100
32101
32102
32103
32104
32105
32106
32110
B423
Ad272
A49

ULSD Cooling Tower

sulfur Storage Tank

Sulfur Degassing Unit

Sulfur Truck Loading Rack

Fixed Roof Tank 257; abated by A-7, Vapor
Unit 76 Active Skimmer System 450 gal fix
Sulfur Plant - Unit 236

Sulfur Plant Unit 238

Ui00-Dissolved Air Flotation Unit (with £i
U100_Primary Stormwater Basin

UL00 Main Stormwater Basin

U235 Sulfur Recovery Unit

Pugitive Sources - Vacuum Producing System
Fugitive Sources - Process Vessel Depressu
Fugitive Sources - Valves, Flanges, and Co
Fugitive Sources - Pumpsg & Compressor Seal
Fugitive Sources - Pressure Relief Valves
Fugitive Sources - Procegs Drains

Fugitive Sources - Wasgte water

Process Gas (Combustion) Emissions from Fl1
Thermal Oxidizer for S-1003

Thermal Oxidizer for 85-1002

DAF Thermal Oxidizer

TOTALS

PLANT #21359
Apr 23,

2015

Annual Average lbs/day

PART CRG NOx 502

0 1 - -
- - - 0
11 - - -
- 1 -

- 0 - -
24 7 14 71
50 10 18 54

6 1 49 26
- 539 - -
- 334 - -
- 11 - -
- G - -

1 28 0 &8

#% PLANT TOTALS FOR EACH EMITTED TOXIC POLLUTANT #*+%

Pollutant Name

Benzene

Formaldehyde

Phenol

Toluene

Xylene

BEthylbenzene
Acetaldehyde
Chloroform
Glutaraldehyde
Cadmium

Lead (all) pollutant
Manganese

Nickel pollutant
Mercury (all) pocllutant

Diegel Engine Exhaust Particulate Matter

PAH's (benzolalpyrene equiv)
Naphthalene
Ammonia {NH3) pollutant

Page 144

Emissions lbs/day

2.18
21.68
.06
2.44
3.96
L7
.18
.83
.23
.02
.04
.03
.14
.16
.04
.09
4,89
352.04

it b,
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WSEPA

Wastmrh Martnn Fatenieum deinelatia:

Western States Petroleum Association
Credible Solutions « Responsive Service e Since 1907

Guy Bjerke
Manager, Bay Area Region & Siale Safety Issues

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Maich 5, 2015

My, Jim Katas

Permit Services Division

Bay Area A Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, CA 94109-7799

RE: BAAQMD Methods for Calcnlating Fugitive Emissions from Components in Heavy
Liquid Service

Dear Mr. Karas:

The Western States Petroleurn Association (WSPA) is a non-profit trade association
representing twenty-six companies that explore for, produce, refine, transport and market
petroleum, pelioleum products, natural gas and other energy supplies in California, Arizona,
Nevada, Oregon, and Washington. Our members in the Bay Area have operations and facilitics
regulated by the Bay Aiea Air Quality Management District (District).

As you arc aware we are scheduled to have a meeting on Monday, March 9, 2015 to
discuss the method for estimating fugitive emissions from components in heavy liquid service
that Ms. Leong identified to me vetbally on Decembei 9, 2014. i.e, she relayed that you had
decided that the District will use “Method 1” average emission factors fiom the 1999
ARB/CAPCOA “California Implementation Guidelines fo1 Estimating Mass Emissions of
Fugitive Hydrocaibon Leaks at Petroleum Facilities”," even though she acknowledged that the
method is very conservative and results in very high emissions estimates. The purpose of this
letter is to both formally document our issues with the District’s approach (most of which we
have previously identified to the Distuict in meetings on September 2, 2014 and September 18,
2014) and 1o respond to Ms Leong’s February 11, 2015 e-mail 1equest o “Please send any
proposals for a joint study or inspection sweeps to develop 1epresentative factors for the heavy
liquid components and we will review them before the meeting.”

* Available fiom hitp.//www aib ca gov/fupitive/fugitive him

1200 Oak Knoll Drive Concord, CA 94521
{925) 826-5354  FAX (925) 887-6674 e ghjerke@wspa org » www wspa org




We are concerned aboul the District’s significant changes to longstanding documented
policies (and in some cases, teplacement of factors that are even incorporated into District
permits) without identifying any technical basis or new supporting data  The “Method 17
approach significantly inflates emissions and theicfore also significantly inflates the health risk
impacts calculated m health risk asscssments. For example, the Distiict’s application of the
Method 1 factor for pressure relicf devices corresponds to a factor that is approximalely twice
the factor that would be calculated using ARB/CAPCOA Method 3 if 100% of the devices weie
leaking and “pegged” the monitor at 10,000 ppmvC,, an absuid result which has not been cven
close to supported by any ptevious studies The District’s appioach also inflates permut 1enewal
fees, and the switching of methodologies may 1esult in an apparent increasc in refinery cmissions
that is likely to creatc confusion relative to the actual downward trend 1n refinery emissions over
time (that District staff have already conveyed to the Board). This ncw methodology piresents
skewed information to the public and Board of Directors who make decisions based on the
numbers and expect them to be based in reality and not conscrvative to the point of being
meaningless. The public would be misinformed about health risks More impoitantly, the Board
of Directors may choose to target heavy liguid fugitive emissions as an area ol emissions
reductions; this would only result in reductions “on paper” that would drive attention away from
real air improvement goals and strategies. Refineries are not the only facilities which handle
heavy liquids, and therefore emissions fiom refineries’ components in heavy liquid service
should not be calculated any differently fiom other facilities® components that arc also i heavy
liquid service.

As we have 1dentified previously, we believe that the Distirict’s current approach is
inaccurate and yields misrepresentative results, We have identified our technical comments in
Attachment A to this letter (some of which are reiterated {rom our meetings in September 2014).

In addition, we take issue with the process that the District has been using for
implementing its new approach, which represents a significant departurc from the past. In the
past, the District has developed documentation indicating that there 1s some value associated
with having consistent, defensible, written procedures. For example, the District is listed as
having participated in the development of the 1999 ARB/CAPCOA guidelines—which
“represents a multi-year effort on the part of industry...(CAPCOA), and the (ARB), to provide a
consistent approach for purposes of estimating fugitive emissions from equipment components
used in the California petroleum industry”,” and specifically lists components in heavy liquid
service® as being exempted (along with many other components, such as those operating under
negative pressuie, those buried below ground or underwater, those handling instrument air, etc.)
The Distiict has cross-referenced these guidelines in its own Permit Handbook for many yeats
(further clarifying that while gasoline terminals can use Method I factors, refineries should use
site-specific emission factors developed using Method 3 from the ARB/CAPCOA guidelines)
WSPA supports the development of—and subsequent use of—clearly written and supported
guidelines over the informal, insupported changes that the District is now seeking to implement.

“Dean C Simeroth (Chief, Cntetia Pollutants Baanch, ARB), cover [etter dated February 18, 1999, avarlable from
http-//www arb.ca gov/fugitive/fugitive htm
? Specifically, “components handiing exclusively liquids which evapoate 10% or less at 150 °C”,




Howcver, in spite of the wnitten documentation identificd above, WSPA has been made
awarc that over the last several years the District’s peimit enginccis have not been addressing
cmissions from components in heavy liquid scrvice from all of the 1efinerics consistently and the
documentation and support has been lacking, While some refinerics weic allowed lo exclude
components in heavy liquid service pet the ARB/CAPCOA guidelines, others weie requited to
inchude them, and some wete requiled to use emission factors for components in heavy liquid
service that are orders of magmitude higher than others, or risk not getting a permit rencwal.
When WSPA met with the Distiict on September 18, 2014 (to addiess components in heavy
liquid service specifically), we weie assured that the District would work with us and discuss this
issue further. WSPA membets were asked by the Distriet to provide inspection data for
components m heavy liquid service and they did so. On December 9, 2014, Ms. Leong informed
me that effectively all of the data provided by the WSPA members werc being discounted and
that you had decided that the District would apply “Method 1” average emission factors from the
ARB/CAPCOA Guidelines to components in heavy liquid service (and acknowledged 1esult in
significantly higher emussions than i the past) The District issued permit renewal mvoices to
the refineries based on this new methodology that were substantially higher than in the past for
all of the refincries, and in at least one 1nstance these factors conflict with factors that the District
wrote nto an air permit

On January 26, 2015, Ms. Leong provided me with a listing of District responses to
WSPA’s comments regarding the District’s draft “Refinery Emissions Inventory Guidclines. An
Asscssment of EPA Document Emission Estimation Protocol for Petroleum Refinerics” for the
District’s draft proposed Rule 12-15 (made on September 2, 2014} which include the statement
that “Regarding the [1999] CAPCOA guidance, the Distiict did not partake in the collection of
the data, does not understand the component identification and selection process (process
unif/component type) used in the collection, and cannot defend on a technical basis any resulting
data obtained from the collection of any such data ” The District has not clarified why it is
disavowing the ARB/CAPCOA guidance that it participated in developing (and the language in
its own Permit Handbook, and the language in some of its permuts, and its past site-by-site
unwaiitten policies) after so many years and the District has not identificd any technical basis or
Justification for doing so.

In summaty, the approach that the Distict identified to us vetbally and 1s basing its
invoices on is lechnically flawed and the District’s past and current quantification of these
emissions has been inconsistent, It 1s therefore important that both WSPA and the District find a
resolution to this issue that is technically supportable

Ms. Leong’s January 26, 2015 response to our September 2014 comments identified that
“the District 1s open o a comprehensive study conducted at the time and expense of the
refineries with the District’s input and validation checks” and as mentioned above Ms. Ieong
requested on Febroary 11, 2015 that we “send any proposals for a joint study or inspection
sweeps to develop representative factors for the heavy liquid components” prior to ow meeting
on March 9. We have reservations about collecting the data ourselves (or with our contractors),
without getting some sort of prior agreement from the District that the results of the data will be
used to estimate HL emissions. We have rdentificd elements of a draft proposal in Atlachment B
to this letter, and feel that it is critical that the District participate in the details of the proposal’s




development and provide some type of written assurance that they will use the results in lieu of
the curient Method 1 factors WSPA would also like to have a discussion about the factors that
the District will be using for permit tenewals and invoicing prior to the completion of the
proposed study. In particular, we are requesting that all invoice amounts for 2013 emissions
associated with fugitive enussions from components m heavy liquid service be held in abeyance
until the completion of the study.

We appreciate your consideration of these comments and look forward to ow meeting on
March 9. If you have any questions, pleasc contact me at (925) 826-5354 or (925) 890-7803
{mobile) or gbjerke@wspa org.

Guy Bierke

Manager, Bay Arca Region & State Safety Issues

Sincerely,

ce: Jack Broadbent
Jeff McKay
Pam Leong
Fric Stevenson




Attachment A

Technical Issues With District “Method 1” Approach to Fugitive Emissions from
Compeonents in Heavy Liquid Service

The ARB/CAPCOA guidelines identify four different approaches for quantifying fugitive
emissions from components in heavy Hquid scrvice, the two that are relevant m this discussion
are “Method 17 (the Average Emission Factor Mcthod, that involves multiplying the number of
components by an average factor per component and is taken ditectly fiom US EPA’s 1995
“Protocol for Equipment Leak Emission Estimates™) and “Method 3” (the Correlation Equation
Method, that mvolves employing EPA Method 21 to measuie concentrations at components and
cstimate a corresponding mass emussions tate) These will be discussed in more detail below.

Interpretation of the ARB/CAPCOA Guidelines

The opening paragraph of Section V of the gmdclines is as follows:

“The collected data used to develop the EPA 1995 emission faclois were defined
and counted using a specific methodology. In order to accurately calculate
fugitive emuissions from leaking equipment using the new correlation cquations
and emission factos, it is essential that users identify and count components in
the same way. This section defines and illustrates how components are to be
counted for use with the new emission factors This section also provides
examples of components which are not included in component counts when using
the Correlation Equation Method (general or unit-specific) for the quantification
of fugitive emissions ”

Section V then proceeds to identify specifics of various types of components (connectors,
flanges, etc.) and concludes with the following section:

“Components Not Counted

The following components arc not included in component counts used for the
quantification of {fugitive emissions.

components handling commercial natural gas

components handling fluids of 10% by weight ot less volatile organic
compound

components operating under negative pressure at all times

components totally encloscd or contained such that there are no VOC
emissions to the atmosphere

components handling non-volatile lubricating {luids

components handling non-volatile hydrocaibon fluids used as heat transfer
mediums, such as Therminol and glycol

vyv Vv Vv

A-1




components buiied below ground o1 under watet

components handling exclusively liquids which evapoiate 10% or less at 150
°C

components in watcr streams after primary separation at light crude oil
production facilities

components where a hydrogen sulfide (H,S) exposwie danger is present
componcnts handling instrument air

components on hiquid drain lines downstream of the second block valve
components on discharge lines of pressure rclicf devices that discharge to the
atmosphere (however, the final discharge point will be considered as an open
ended hine)”

TFVYV ¥V ¥%V7

As we identified in September 2014, it is for this reason that WSPA coniends that the intent of
the ARB/CAPCOA gumdelines was to not count “components handling exclusively liquids which
evaporate 10% or less at 150 °C” when calculating leak emissions Bay Area refineries may be
conservatively reporting some of these components anyway, given that they report emissions for
all components subject to the monitoring requitements of Rule 8-18, and Rule 8-18’s heavy
liquids exclusion is more restrictive—i.e., it only excludes heavy liquids “having an initial
boiling point [emphasis added] greater than 302 °F” (302 °F = 150 °C).

The District, in its January 26, 2015 responses to WSPA’s comments, reitetated only the last
sentence of the opening paitagraph of Section V of the gindelines and contended that “The
CAPCOA guidance is clear that the Correlation Equation Method including the ‘Default Zero
Factors’ is the only method not to be used for heavy liquid components. Therefore, the average
emisston factors are the only method available.” While it may be possible to grammatically
parsc the sentences in Section V of the Guidelines

“This section defines and illustrates how components arc to be counted for use
with the new emission factors. This section also provides examples of
components which are not included in component counts when using the
Correlation Equation Method (general or unit-specific) for the quantification of
fugitive emissions ”

to mean that the (a) discussion of the specifics of counting various types of components
(connectors, flanges, etc.) only refers fo “emission factors” (Method 1} and not the Correlation
Equation Method (Method 3) and that (b) the listing of components excluded from counting only
applies to Method 3 and not to Method 1, this does not make any sense from a technical
perspective, for the following reasons.

e That interpretation is inconsistent with the fact that the discussion of counting various
types of components includes diagrams of where to screen components when using
Method 3

o That inteipretation would indicate that all of the components listed under “Components
Not Counted” would need Method 1 average cmission factors applied lo them too (which
makes no sense, and not all of these even have average emission factors available in

Table 1)
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e That inferpretation would mean that there arc components (including but not limited to
those in heavy liquid service) for which only Mcthod 1 emission factois can be used and
that they cannot be further 1elined or improved upon (using Method 3), which does not
make sense

Methodology Identified in BAAQMD’s Permit Handbook

The use of only Mcthod 3 is consistent with the District’s Permit Handbook, which lists Method
1 emission factors for gasoline marketing terminals but does not list Method 1 emission factors
for refineries, stating mstead that

“Bach of the five majo1 refineries . in the Bay Area alrcady have District-
approved fugitive emission factors detived from the Coirelation Equation Mcthod
(Method 3) of the [ARB/CAPCOA] Guidelines, based on a comprchensive
inspection program of the fugitive components at each of the refincries When
reviewing permits for those five refineries, the permit cngineer should use the
refinery’s District-approved tefinery-specific fugitive emission factors.”*

The District’s Permit Handbook makes no mention of a requirement that refineries additionally
calculate emissions from components in heavy liquid service using Method 1 of the Guidelines,
and this is significant since the latter cxceed emissions from the components in gas and light
liquid scrvice that are using the District-approved refinery-specific fugitive emission factors,

Technical Issues Associated with the Use of Method 1 for Estimating Emissions

‘There are several tcchnical issues associated with applying Method 1 emission factors fo
components in heavy liquid service.

1. One of the simplest issues is that the application of those factors to components in heavy
liquid service results in cmissions from these components being considerably higher than
those from components in gas/light liquid service, even though the latter are more
numerous and contain more volatile matesials. In fact, for at least some of the refineries,
use of the Method 1 factors results in higher emissions fiom the heavy liguid components
alone than the entire total of VOC emissions fiom the rest of the refinery.

2. Also, as identificd in our meefings on Scptember 2 and September 18, 2014, the
Method I emission factois correspond to average Method 3 screening values that are a
physical impossibility for many heavy liquids, even at elevated temperatures; i.e., the
screcning values would cxceed the tiue vapor pressute of the liguid  For example, the
saturation vapor pressure of jet fuel and diesel fucl at ambient tempetatures is
approximately 0.015 psi= 1,000 ppmv, yet the Method [ emission factor for pump seals
in heavy liquid service cortesponds to a Method 3 screcning concentration of 16,134

* BAAQMD, “Petroleum Refinery Fugitive Emissions”, Section 3 4 of the Sowce-Specific Guidance (cross-
referenced by “Butk Loading Faciities”, Section 3 1) in the BAAQMD Engineering Division’s Permit Handboolk
(February 15, 2007 and Novembet 17, 2014 veisions)
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ppm The Method | emission factor for valves in heavy liquid service is technically
feasible for an individual valve—i.e., it corresponds to a Method 3 screening
concentration of 484 ppm—but its application to a univeise of valves would correspond
to the condition that a very large percentage of them were leakig, which is inconsistent
with the data collected by the refineries in late 2014 per the District’s request, refinery
personnel ebservations duiing tegular audio/visual/olfactory (AVO) inspections required
by 40 CFR 60 Subpart VV (e.g , 40 CFR 60.482-5) and follow-up for leaks, and District
mspections. For othet components—i e., connectors, open-ended lines, and sampling
connections—the Mcthod 1 factor is independent of the type of service (which is
illogteal, given that the factors for pump seals and valves show a clear difference based
on volatility) and the corresponding screening values are 1,017 ppm, 18,124 ppm, and
110,196 ppm, respectively. The Method 1 emission factors for compressor seals and
pressure relief valves cortespond to screening values of 37,757,671 ppm and 4,400,057
ppm, respectively. This provides further evidence that the Method 1 emission factots are
conservative to the point of being meaningless. See Table A-1 below which summarizes
the illogically high scieening values. For pressure relief devices (PRDs), another way of
looking at this is to consider the fact that Method 3 identifies that if a PRD were to be
screened and the concentration was so high as to “peg” the monitot (i.e., went beyond the
upper limit of its range) at 10,000 ppmC1, the emussion factor would be 0 082 kg/hi, So
applying an emission factor of 0.082 kg/hr to PRDs corresponds to the condition that
100% of the PRDs were leaking so much that they pegged the monitor at 10,000 ppmCl,
and the District’s method of applying the Method 1 factor for PRDs (0.16 kg/hr) is
approximately twice that
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Table A- 1. Average Emission Factors from CAPCOA/ARB Guidance, and
Corresponding Screening Values (based on correlation formulas in Table IV-3a of
that Guidance).

Method 1 Method 3 Method 3
Component Scrvice Type Enmussion Factor Emission Factor Scieenmg Value
Type (kefheisource)” (kgfhr/souce) Correspondmg 1o
as fen of screenmg vale (SV)°| | Method 1 factor
Valves/All Gas 2 68E-02 282,673
Laght liquid 1.09E-02 2 27E-06 (SV)~ 0747 84,77t
Heavy hquid 2 30E-04 484
Pump seals/All Light hgud I 14E-01 5 OTE-05 (SV)* 0622 244,851
Heavy hquid 2 10E-02 16,134
Compressol seals Gas 6 36E-01 8 G9E-06 (SV)" 0 642 37,757,671
Pressuie 1elef valves Gas 1 60E-01 & 69E-06 (SV)™ 0.642 4,400,057
Conneclots All 2 50B-04 1 53E-06 (SV)Y™ 0736 £,017
Open-ended Lnes All 2 30E-03 1 90E-06 (SV)" 0724 18,124
Samplng connections All 1 50BE-02 8 69E-06 (SV)» 0 642 110,196

aSource 1995 EPA Protocol for Equipment Leak Erussion Estunates (EP A-453/R-95-017, November 1995) which
referenced the 1980 Peltoleum Refining Study (EP A-600/2-80-075¢, Aprill 1980) All factors shown arc the same
as those shown n Vol 3, App B, Table B2-23 of the 1980 Petroleun Refimug Study, cxcept the factor for pressurce
reliel valves (Table B2-23 wentified a faclor of 0 19 b/ln/source = 0 086 kg/lu/source)

bScreenmg Value (SV) 15 the concentration (ppi as wethane, or ppmC1) momtored usmg EPA Method 21

3. As discussed last September, the US EPA definition of “heavy liquid” is different fiom
the exemptions in the ARB/CAPCOA Guidelines o1 the District’s Regulation 8-18; i e,
US EPA defines heavy liquids as ones that contain < 20% (wt.) of materials with vapo1
pressutes in excess of 0.3 kiloPascals (kPa) at 20 °C. This catcgory is likely to
conservatively inco1porate morc substances than arc cxempted from the ARB/CAPCOA
Guidelines or the Distiict’s Regulation 8-18,

4. Finally, as explained in US EPA’s 1995 “Protocol for Equipment Leak Emission
Estimates™, the Method 1 factors are based on relatively sparse data collected from a
1980 study, as shown in Table A-2,




Table A-2. Fugitive Component Counts included in 1980 Refinery Study,” the basis for the
1995 EPA Protocol Method 1 Factors

Component Type Setvice Type Number of Number of
components components
screened” leaking (> 200
ppmCe and/or >
0.00001 lb/hr)
Valves Gas 563 154
Light Liquid 913 330
Heavy Liquid 485 32
Pumps Light Liquid 470 296
Heavy Liquid 292 66
Compressor seals All 142 105
Pressure relief valves® | Gas 92 42
Light Liquid 28 7
Heavy Liquid 23 8
Connectors (incl. Gas
flanges)® Light Liquid 2094 62
Heavy Liquid
Open-ended lines Gas
Light Liquid 129 30
Heavy Liquid
Drains All 257 49

*From Tables B2-1 and B2-2 except as noted elsewhere,

®Breakout of service types is from Table B2-22; it was noted however that the total
numbers of PRVs shown as being screened and leaking here (143 and 57, respectively)
are slightly less than the total numbeis identified in Table B2-1 (148 and 58,
1espectively).

‘Table B2-21 identifies at least 353 of these were in gas/vapor service, at least 575 were
in light liquid/iwo-phase service, and at least 307 were in heavy liquid service, but the
total of these is well below the total number screened as identified in Table B2-1.

5. In Appendix A-1 to the ARB/CAPCOA Guidelines it 1s acknowledged that “The EPA
average emissions factors may not be 1epresentative of California emissions” and a
proposed action item was to “Develop California specific emission factors based on
California data” (p. 2). Use of the Method 1 factors certainly accrues no benefit to the
installation of components meeting District BACT guidelines (e.g., graphitic gaskets,
dual mechanical seals, etc )

¥ Weathethold, R G, L.P. Provost, and C.D, Snuth (Radian Corporation) “Assessment of Atmospheiie Emissions
fiom Petioleum Refinmng”: Volume 3. Appendix B EPA-600/2-80-075¢ Piepared for US EPA (Reseaich
Tuangle Paik, NC), April 1980




Attachment B

Draft Proposal for Joint Study/Inspection Sweep to Develop Representative Factors for the
Heavy Liquid Components

To the extent that the District is not comfortable with the conclusion that fugitive emissions
components in heavy liquid service—i e , those that arc exempt [tom Regulation 8-18, with
initial boiling points above 302 °F = 150 °C—are negligible, o1 with the emission factors for
components in heavy liquid service that it has used at several of the refineiies 1n the previous
years (for permilting and inventories), WSPA is prepared to consider a joint study/inspection
sweep to develop representative factois for heavy liquid components based on Method 21
sampling at Bay Area refineries. However, with regard to the District’s request for a
“comprehensive” study, WSPA would like to point out that the study should not need to involve
substantially more components than were used to generate the “Method 1> US EPA factors for
refinery components m heavy liquid service that the District is currently backing (see table in
Attachment A to this letter).

As you are aware, pel your tequest, several refineties already submitted Method 21
measurements to you in 2014; however, our understanding was that these were discounted esther
because (a) the District did not petsonally witness the testing and/or (b) the Disttict was not
involved in selecting which components to monitor and therefore felt that the data might not be
representative  As a result, WSPA will be asking that the District (a) personally witness the
testing and (b) identily how 1t would like us to select a “represcntative sample” of components
in heavy liquid service

B-1
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RULE 11-10 COMMENTS




From: Shin, Sueng

To: "Brian Lusher'; Bhagavan Krishnaswamy
Cc: Eastep, Brent P

Subject: RE, VOC Data for Ceoling Towers

Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8 58 27 AM

Attachments: Cooling Tower Records 2012-2014 to B Lusher xis

e T = o e i

Hi Brian and Bhagavan,

Please find attached P66's cooling tower VOC monitoring data for the last three years. Please let
me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Suejung

Swvejung Shin

Eaovironmental Engineer

Eavuonmental Services Depattment

Philips 66 Company

San Francisco Refinery

1380 San Pablo Avenue || Rodeo, CA 94572-1354
suejung.shin@p66 com || (510) 245-4655

From: Brian Lusher [ mailto:blusher@baagmd.gov]
Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2015 11:49 AM

To: Shin, Suejng

Cc: Eastep, Brent P; Bhagavan Knshnaswamy
Subject: [EXTERNAL]VOC Data for Cooling Towers

Suejung,

District staff 1s working on better addressing VOC emissions from cooling towers Specifically, staff
is trying to determine how appropriate the AP-42 default emission factor is for estimating
emissions from cooling towers. Staff is also trying to determine whether or not there are potential
emission reductions associated with better control of cooling towers.

The Phillips 66 cooling towers are subject to Condition 12122 (Shown below).

This condition requires VOC monitoring of the influent and effluent of the towers. This data and
the associated recirculation rate for each tower would be very useful information for this effort.
Question: Can Phillips 66 provide a spreadsheet with the VOC data for each cooling tower for the
last three years? if yes, then could you emall this information to Bhagavan Krishnaswarmy and

myself.

It is my understanding that Jennifer had provided accurate information for the recent annual
updates on the total amount of water recirculated through each cooling tower, This information
and the VOC data can be used to compare the a mass balance approach with the AP-42 value.
Let me know if you have any questions,

Brian Lusher

Senior Air Quality Engineer

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Phone 415 749-4623

Fax 415 749-5030

COND# 22121 ~mmmmmmm e e e

For Soutces S452, S453, 8455, 8457, $458, 8500, Cooling
Towers (Applicattons 10349, 14112 and 17465)

1 The ownet/opetator shall take a sample and peiform a
visual mspection of the cooling tower water at each




cooling lower above on a daily basis to check for signs
of hydiocarbon m the cooling watet (Regulation 2-6-
503)

2 The ownet/operator shall take a sample of the cooling
tower water 3 tunes per week at each coohing tower above
and analyze for chlonne content as an indicator of
hydiocarbon leakage mto the cooling water On a monthly
basss, the owneit/operator shall sample the watet m the
inlet line and m the 1etuin hine of each coofing tower
and determine the VOC content 1n each line using CPA
laboratory method 8015 Any petiod of samphng when the
difference between the return and supply YOC
concentiations 18 greater than or equal to 84 pph 1s
considered a hydiocatbon feak. (Regulation 2-6-503)

3 The ownei/operator shall mamtain daily 1ecords of
sodiam hypochlorits usage at each cooling towei above
(Regulation 2-6-503)

4 The owner/operator shall sample the cocling tower watel
at each cooling towei at least once per month and
subject the samplc to a Distuct apptoved laboratory
analysis to determine its total dissolved solids

content (basis

Regulations 2-6-503, Regulation 3)

5. If the monttoring m patt 1 ot part 2 indicates that
thete 15 a hydiocaibon leak 1nto the cooling watet, the
ownei/opetator shall 1etest two times to confiim that
there 15 a hydiocarbon leak If the VOC concentiations
in the second and third leak tests aie less than 84 ppb,
the owncr/operator shall 1evert to monthly testing,
Howevet, 1if the VOC concentrations in the second and
third leak tests a1e pgreater than or equal to 84 ppb,

the owncr/operator shall submit a 1eport to the
Enforcement and the Engincering divisions at the
District The ownet/operator shall petform weekly
testing until VOC levels ate below 84 ppb for two
consecutrve weeks The owner/operator shall submit
reports on a weekly basis until the monitonng indicates
that no hydrocaibon leaks into the cooling watel
(Regulation 1-441)

6 If the monitormg in pait 1 o part 2 mdicates a
hydiocarbon leak for longer than 4 wecks, the
ownet/opetator shall estumate the daily amounnt of VOC
entted using the following procedure The
ownet/opetator shall sample the water in the 1nlet hine
and 1n the tetn line and detetmine the VOC content m
each line using EPA laboratory method 8015 This
analysis shall be peiformed each week until VOC levels
return to normal. The ownerfopeiator shall 1eport the
VOC estimates to the Enfoicement and the Engineering
drvisions at the Distuict on a monthly basis If a
hydiocarbon leak occwis at Souces 5452, $457, S458, or
5500, the ownei/operatot shall use the VOC estimates to
confirm that no motc than 5 tons VOC per yem was
emutted at any source If more than 5 tons VOC per yeai
1s cimtted at 5452, 8457, 8458, o1 S500, the facihity
shall submmt an application for & District permat within
90 days of determuning that the souice 1s subject to




Dastuct pevmats. (Regulations 1-441, 2-1-424, 2-6-
416 2,2-6-501, 2-6-503)

7 The owner/operator shall use the total dissolved solids
monrtoung to estunate annual emissions of particulate
fiom the cooling towers The estimated annual emissions
shall be reported to the Engineeting Divisions by Junc
30th of cach yeai as part of the annual update The
owner/operator shall use thig estimate to confirm that
S452 has not emirtted moie than 5 tons patticulate per
year (Regulation 1-441, 2-6-416 2, 2-6-501)

8 The ownet/opetator shall maintain the following
1ecords for five years fiom the date of 1ecord.

a Recoids of daily visual mspection

b Records of chlorine content 3 times per week

¢ Recoids of monthly usage of sodum hypochloritc
d Records of monthly detetnmnation of total
dissolved solds

e. Records of any indications of hydrocatbon leaks

T Records of any analyses of VOC content in cooling
tower miet and outlet

(Regulation 2-6-501)




Hates.

€ 3 yaadelim eontesa ent A3 aio Dyserior C7CIZ bommar yme mq ) 23y phmitond ona U EF2122 Ha b \ (ehanm camepr SBAIHGE = o Dot bmnb oo gleamudt Baboten s §ADE res s srepoted AR B e Wy repcrss & Smzedimdrad OCm et 3he 23neets

Deedlankr EYLIFY D= e st
Reoriz anraad 3 b 002 IS perm spstea on A usfUtats o o srec™om &% AT HGA 10 pn b 22

BAAGYD 47 432 433 s 47 48 -
GCoang Tewer us upg vas B (2 uito Uzt hsem e uzsy tsn
= Ao Rect Ao Reat Reer Recre
= EFey R oan o WG Ras Sgpy Rewm W00 R Sumh Be.m YOO Fax Sy Rete VWGE Raz  Svey Revm VOC Ris  Sqpy Revn ADE Ras Sy VR
oo B B L L B B 1 T L B B 1 I B I S B I o e ST SR S S i Fre)
B2 OF0  Sobouw Seebibw 41 T 1D o o aem o 1D o M 13 ro 6 235 1™ 19 ¢ % D o s@»  tp o
Febf2 9600 Sobehow Seebsow 2% 700 1D o ¢ mew 1@ W o T SeebwspSestesy 0 130 SetlsuwSebeos © 0 118 1D 1D o 5 nD o
M312 EEN  Betew Secbiow N 70 1D o @ momwm D D ¢ M o 23 [ ¢ 1w D o 9 B0 N ¢
B0 Grtelw Sealeow 877G 1D i 0 3 ro 1o ¢ [ T D 3% Setwwedslua 00 314 1D 0D LT Y ©
Wa 12 8400 Srlchw Sebsow 32 7050 1D 1T 6 Mws 1D ¢ # ol ro D 2MD SerdowSesbims 7 1 0 D o sam m [
Laiz BHN feolstn Seleow WO TG 1D 1D o M KD 1D I oo b 2M0 Seebdonsabies 1 158 0 D 8 BE0 KD o
5492 BEND ¥ o L ) R Y-V S+ o o 1D 1D ER T R ) o L T ¢ sso a0 o
fi312 88 D o o 7@ 1o T HES G D a Wm0 m o 2L KD hD 0 1= e o 6 sem o o
Sep12 860 1D o [ TS ORI - o LI 0 as MW no o 1@ ro ho [T o
otz M 1D X9 0 Tt D o 3o 1D A o o o 6 230 % re o f1ee ro @ & 5em D o
HoeiZ RED Stibdow Sl DO 700 1D IS 4 a2 o 1 © 1 3 kD O Zxd SebeouSsbeow 18 1M1 D ro ¢ tmm D o
etz BED 1D tn 0 [ L T a  aom W P> 0 = o 1o ¢ 2w n o o 119 o Ko ¢ ssm 1@ [
EIY 00 kD o o 7we o 19 o Mee WD [ ] M o o 6 M 1D o o 110 o 1D [ 560 tD o
13§50 KO e o 0% ro 1o o wem D to 0 W oN oo [ T ro 5 1150 KO o o s 1o o
T R ) 1o € @ o o 6 M D o o @ o 1D I =" B ro o 110 Wy up o 560 1D ]
Fp1i BSO D 1o o TEO N MO o mm  1w o o W0 D [ 230 D ' 0 110 SeebobaSirb-ue 1 SEM WO o
[T T o o e to 1o L) o o W™ e 1B O R T I ) o 1 o [ o swa o o
o] o 0o W KO tp e mma 1o ro o WM o [ 12010 1o o1 W to 0 sem w o
C g 1w IEd 6 rem w to o 3wo  1m W o D 1o 6 2.1 1D D ot D a o smm 1D ]
LS E T B ro 0 ren D D LI Y B T a = Al 0 2x0 1T WD 9 s 13 o sek 1D o
Sepia wEM 1D [k 6 Tea  ra o L T T o [E ) o 6 2x1 W MO E T B R &  sem D [
Od $0 to ro 2 mww 1D ro 0 Mo to 1D 5 T R 0 Mm@ e 118 M o OB D °
I3 8500 1D o 4 Iem v o aem e @ 2 W am o € 220 1D mm 9 ta M o sem 1w o
Deodd #5060 KD " 4 Tes D Lo o 3em o awm ° nr s ro © 20 tp D o 118 b D 0 sH0 o 0
= ] o eeE 4D ro o mew ma m o [ ] no 75 M 1D o 113 10 ke o semmn a
Febl4 8500 KD xa [T B e L I s ) ° 1o o 8 2xa o ) e 1®m 10 W o sem pp °
EERT TS ] o oM D to e @ e 1@ o 10 ro 0 7: w10 o 113 1 b E - Y o
Amd oS80 KD o ¢ =m0 12 W 6 mow w o ID v =ro e oz MO ¢ m o s °
M1 B0 D i T B0 1m [ 0 mon M 1D [ ™= Mt @ 2x0  te tp 6 311 D 1D o sem Mo ©
51l BEO0  Besbeow Sedetd 55 800 WD MO o DM M KD 0 EC T R 0 250 Seebemwiicbdor | 15 o 1w 9 sem 1o e
LHd eam fD ro ¢ cem gD a0 o @m 3 - T 6 2 e ¢ 119 @ kD o 53 D o
Ml BEC m e BT L . 0 Rwe @ ro o [T L 4 zxt s nD ¢ 1t o kD 6 sem o o
Sepid g0 D ] 0 fow 1o M o meG® 1D Hn 0 W D 0 2x0 M up 0 150 M D e sem 1D ¢
otil 9N 1D o o fme b D 4 moo o to a =0 @ 1D o PHY tD e 0 1o o o BT R 0
Bootd 858 1D w0 LI T B T 0 =R W 1D [ L T 4  P®C M MD o 1% K D o S60 o o
Becdd 950 1D 0 0 b0 1D 4 BN 4 m Y W @ = R ] © 1% ke D 6 SED ¥ g
[E¥A ECTUSL AVERAGE VDT LBTAY E3 o [ o 1 [l T i
YR ACTUAL AWERAIEVEC TFY. 5 [ o o [ 3 °
EAATAG B 2010 P10 o ¥OG LBDAT £l T 3 T T T
BAMA B 2043 PIO kv VDCTEY. 3 1 s 9 [
Werkiy Sampiing Triggered
[T Zppn
AAACND €2 482 54 457 454
Cetg Towt R0 v une 11223 1o e
Reax Reat Reere Reert
R Sgdy Ream VoG Far  £5pf  Revn voC Ay fuply At V0D R Sy R WG
Bemd b bekd ) L B R ) BRY b e @) etk lel] bl (BMde
[t uo 20 0
19012 400 o =0 5
wmENR fEm 20 ™ @
Az 858 10 em 5
oWz BHD 10 B ES
25a012  PE0 a7 0 1 L] 6 soysRem 23 @ 55 1
2 64m 7 ®0 a
ANz wem & o 2
w02 9am n 20 B
L2 BB & 200 7
T2 B 5 zt 19
gz BHD ] 20 =
aram2 e =] Erl =
amz eEm 0 4 EE- T is '
4viz eEm 1w e u
cmiz aEm 1w 80 5t
42vRi eE0 1 ) 2
iz DEG D & W
ST GO 1D 2 30 28 2 w0 ]
L2 PED 0 mO 3m
iz e e no axe w0 = e
Nz SED & a0z 2E0 W @ 7
“uN? eKn  EM @0 20 W W 5
BN $80  Zom  suE en 230 D 2500 SawheRen
EE02 SED M B [ 238 20 1D SartreRe
B0 BEN Mo 5 4 FELC Y N ey Rt
ARGz BEX 5D fode A 2% mp D 8
e gem 150 e L 73 KD 1o 2
D02 BEN 18D £ E E2= TS T o
a1ty 1890 Ko 3w 4
s 180 M o
A3 "R ]
E2CO BN 0 3bm @4 2t W 20 5
G134 90 1D 10 o 20 @ 1D o
elgm 950 1D o B FE T T o
¢nans B30 D o o LT T °

B oaa Iim
PN LR PR L
e At e wan

wha

L m Loodeirs dafovmmeet 7 dadr ohd 1 wata prow kr et o i
Aewpbems =)

€+ Coramatom o sergumoe T i <ih g vy A4 TR e gt
Kot

t
P
14

Lrucenaecd 43 s74pabl foleant 4 Sty wlog Wit oel
Tice bt e cendmg w e iiaseper mansg (10" oy
LRACHIsTroat £ Padctin 168 it lnrahl
Teends of wre s ports pre pien £y
L o £ e Jroadi vt
Lo 8 T st ol B a2 prrd it G kg d Looe o Lok cavees oy

Ny
s
L1

TS, d

vy PRy
* 4 vrmong L] *h o, Lamra wer 3FE 1

Mokt Ui Fame rabod 2eerd VOGS | Mo PO L remos Wk P Demat 1
A ol Ao
ervainaere;

Ve Rt b st el

‘Mhﬂwa:rm r * P

Worter bl Lar i

o e i et |7 P g b vy
o e Sttty s ot
* Prta X pocrd turpendeey

O O s vyt EPAEd | ® Sovortur o vt i s
L LT
e

4 4 e e




5 A0016
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY

MNAGEMENT BISTRICT
030 ELLIS STREE]

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORMIA 94109
(4165 771-6000

Plant# 21359 Page 1 Expires: AUG 1, 2015
This document does not permit the holdser o viclate any District regulation or other law.

Phillips 66 Company - San Francisco Refinery
1380 San Pablo Ave
Rodec, CA 94572 Uk

PR A

Location: 1380 San Pable Ave
Rodeo, CA 94572

S DESCRIPTION [Schedule] PAID
2 Process Heater/Furnace, 22MM BTU/hr wmax, Multifuel 698
U229 B-301 HEATER [B]

Emisgsions at: P2 Stack
3 Process Heater/Furnace, 62MM BTU/hr max, Multifuel 1970
U230_B-201 HEATER (B]
Emissions at: P3 Stack
4 Process Heater/Furnace, 95MM BTU/hr max, Multifuel 3014
U231 B-101 Heater [B]
Emissions at: P4 Stack
5 Process Heater/Furnace, 104MM BTU/hr max, Multifuel 3301
U231 B-102 Heater [B]
Emissions ab: P5 Stack
7 Process Heater/Furnace, 64MM BTU/hr max, Multifuel 2030
U231 B-103 HEATER [B]
Emissiong at: P6 Stack
9 Industrial Boiler - Other, 61MM BTU/hr max, Multifuel 1927
U240_B-2 BOILER [B]

Emissions at: P8 Stack

The operating parameters described above are based on information supplied by permit holder and may differ from the jimits
set forth in the attached conditions of the Permit to Operate. The limits of operation in the permit conditions are not to
be exceeded. Exceeding these 1imits is considered a violation of District requlations subject to enforcement action.
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This document does not permit the holder to violate any District regulation or other law.

*%% PERMIT CONDITIONS **+*

meets the design criteria of BAAQMD Requlation 8-5-
321.3 and secondary seal that meetg the design
criteria of BAAQMD Regulation 8-5-322.5. The
owner/operator shall ensure that there are no
ungasketed roof penetrations, no slotted pipe guide
poles unless equipped with float and wiper seals,
and no adjustable roof legs unlessg fitted with vapor
seal boots or equivalent. [Cumulatbtive increage]

Monthly records of the throughput of each material
processed at this tank shall be kept in a District-
approved log for abt least 5 years and shall he made
available to the District upon request. [Cumulative
Increasel

""""""""" TTTTT END OF CONDITIOQNS ©& @ 7mrrmmmms oo s oo




Bay Area Air Quality

*% SOURCE EMISSIONS *+

PLANT #21359
2015

Management District

SH Source Desgcription

2 U229 _B-301 HIEATER

3 U230 _B-201 HEATER

4 U231 B-101 Heater

5 U231 B-102 Heatexr

7 U231 B-103 HEATER

9 U240 B-2 BOILER

10 U240 B-101 HEATER

11 U240 B-201 Heater

12 U240 _B-202 HEATER

13 U240_B-301 Heater

15 U244 B-501 HEATER

16 U244 B-502 HEATER

17 U244_B-503 HEATER

18 U244 B-504 HEATER

18 U244 B-505 HEATER

20 U244 B-506 HEATER

21 U244 B-507 HEATER

22 U248 B-~606 HEATER

29 U200 B-5 Heater

30 U200 B-~101 Heater

31 U200 B-501 Heater

36 Vacuum Tower Feed Heater

43 U200 B-~202 Heater

44 U200_B-201 PCT Reboil TFurnace

45 Heavy Gas 0il Feed Healer

50 Diesel Engine, turbine S-352 gtartup
51 Diesel Engine, turbine $-353 sgtartup
52 Diesel Engine, turbine $-354 startup
53 Diesel Engine, emergency standby
54 Diesel Engine, emergency sitandby
55 Diesel Engine, emergency standby
56 Diesel Engine, emergency standby
57 Diesel Engine, emergency standby
58 Diesel Engine, emergency standby
59 Diesel Engine, emergency standby
69 PROPANE LOADING RACK

70 BUTANE LOADING RACK

71 132 WAX & LUBE CIL, TANK CAR LOADING RACK
72 U32 WAX TRUCK LOADING RACK

73 LUBE OIL TRUCK LOADING RACK

90 TANK NO. 67

91 TANK NO. 73

94 TANK NO. 78

97 TANK NO. 100

98 TANK NO. 101

99 TANK NO. 102

1006 TANK NO. 1023

101 Tank 104 Storm Water Egualization
102 Tank 105 Storm Water Equallzabtion
103 TANK NO. 106
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Management District

SH#

377
378
380
381
382
383
384
385
386
387
388
385
390
392
398
400
401
425
426
427
428
429
4372
433
434
435
436
437
438
439
440
442
444
445
446
447
448
445
450
452
453
455
456
457
458
460
461
462
463
465

Source Description

Machine Shop Cold Cleaner
Muto Shop Cold Cleaner
Activated Carbon Silo {P-204)
Aeration Tank, Pact {(F-201)
Aeration Tank, Pact {F-202)
Clarifier, F-203

Clarifier (F-204)

Media Filter {F-271 to F-278)

PAC Regeneration Sludge Thickener (F-211}

Wet Air Regeneration (P-202)

Sludge Pretreatment (T-276 separator,
Diatomaceous earth silo (F-214)
F-248 Thickened Sludge Storage
Regenerated PAC Slurry Storage Tank F-266

MP-30 Flare

Wet Weather Wastewater Sump {(with vented c
Dry WealCher Wastewater Sump (with vented ¢

Marine Loading Berth M1
Marine Loading Berth M2
Marine Loading Berth B2
Marine Loading Berth B3
Marine Loading Berth B4
U215 beisobutanizer
MOSC Storage Tank

U246 High Pregsure Reactor Train

Reformate Splitter
Deigopentanizer
Hydrogen Manufacturing Unit

U110 H-1 Furnace (H2 Plant Reforming)

Tank 102 (MUK)

Tank 110 (Alkylate)

TK 112 (U244 Reformate)
Tank 243 (LAR Blendstock)
Tank 271 (Cracked Naphtha)
Tank 310 (ISOPENTANE)
Tank 311 (Isopentane)

Tank 1007 {Blendstock Receiving)

TANK #285 (CRACKED NAPHTHA)

Groundwater Extraction Trenches

U230 Cooling Tower
U236 Cooling Tower
U240 Cooling Tower
U110 Cocling Tower
U228 Cooling Tower
U200 Cooling Tower

Ultra Low Sulfur Diegel Hydrotreater

Hydrotreater Charge Heater

Fuel Gas Caustic Treating Unit - Unit 215
Butane Caustic Treabwment System

Unit 235 Sulfur Pit-Tank
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Bay Area Air Quality *% QOURCE EMLSSIONS **
Management Digtrict

Annual Average lbs/day

St

500
503
504
505
506
5G7
1002
1003
1607
1008
1008
1010
32100
32101
32102
32103
32104
32105
32106
32119
A423
A422
A49

Source Degcription

ULBD Cooling Tower

Sulfur Storage Tank

Sulfur Degassing Unit

Sulfur Truck Ioading Rack

Fixed Roof Tank 257; abated by A-7, Vapor
Unit 76 Active Skimmer System 450 gal fix
Sulfur Plant - Unit 236

Sulfur Plant Unit 238

U100-Digsolved Air Flotation Unit (with fi
U100 Primary Stormwater Basin

U100 Main Stormwater Basgin

U235 Sulfur Recovery Unit

Fugitive Sources - Vacuum Producing System
Fugitive Sources - Process Vessel Depressu
Fugitive Sources - Valves, Flanges, and Co
Fugitive Sources - Pumpg & Compressor Seal
Fugitive Sources - Pressure Relief Valves
Fugitive Sources - Procegs Drainsg

Fugitive Sources - Wasle water

Procegs Gas {Combustion) Emissions from F1
Thermal Oxidiger for S-1003

Thermal Oxidizer for 5-1002

DAF Thermal Oxidizer

TOTALS

PART

G

i1

24
50

PLANT #21359

Apr 23,

ORG NOx 502
1 - -
- - q
1 - -
0 - _
7 14 71
0 18 54

P

*#% PLANT TOTALS FOR EACH EMITTED TOXIC POLLUTANT #*#

Pollutant Name

Benzene

Formaldehyde

Phenol

Toluene

Xvlene

Ethylbenzene
Acetaldehyde
Chloroform
Glutaraldehyde
Cadmium

Lead (all) pollutant
Manganese

Nickel pollutant
Mercury (all) pollutant

Diesel Engine Exhaust Particulate Matter

PAH's (benzolalpyrene equiv)
Naphthalene
Ammonia {NH3) pollutant
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2.18
21.68
.06
2.44
3.96
.17
.18
.83
.23
.02
.04
.03
.14
.16
.04
.09
4.89
352.04
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WSPAR

Wektnnh Statnd Fatietmon Addoddatiar

Western States Petroleum Association
Credible Solutions « Responsive Service & Since 1907

Guy Bjerke
Manager, Bay Area Region & State Safety Issues

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

June 19, 2015

Mi. Greg Nudd

Manager, Rule Development Section

Bay Aiea Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
939 Ellis Siteet

San Francisco, CA 94109

RE: WSPA Comments on BAAQMD’s Petroleum Refinery Emissions Reduction Strategy:
Initial Report and Concept Papers

Dear Mr. Nudd:

The Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) is a non-profit trade association
representing twenty-six companies that explore for, produce, refine, transport and market
petroleum, petroleum products, natural gas and other energy supplics in California, Arizona,
Nevada, Oregon, and Washinglon Our members in the Bay Arca have operations and facilities
regulated by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (District).

WSPA is concerned that the District is (a) 1ushing draft language out for comment before
conducting sufficient technical analysis (including consultation with the regulated entities) and
(b) not following its own rule development process.

WSPA is concerned that the district has rushed the publication of draft language
without sufficient technical analysis. Theie are important errors and misleading statements in
the concept papers that negatively reflect on the District’s credibility, and that could have been
avoided had the District consulted with WSPA  These statements include but are not limited {o-

+ The statement on page A:4 that “Staff do not believe that the proposed [FCCU)]
regulations will require any additional controls. We expect that the rcfineries that use
ammonia or urea injection will be able to meet the proposed limits by optimizing
injection locations and rates.” As we have identified previously, refineries are all
different; the fact that one refinery can meet the limit is insufficient evidence for
assuming that all of them can. Based on the refineries’ operating experience, at least one
refinery completely disagrees with staff’s assessment and others believe that staff docs
not have sufficient information to be able to assert this with confidence.

1200 Oak Knoll Drive Concord, CA 94521
{925) 826-5354 « FAX (925) 887-6674 e ghjerke@wspa org & Www.wspa.org
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e The statement on page C:3 that “four of the five refinerics are already meeting [the
proposed] hmit” for total sulfur in refinery fuel gas  All five refineties identified that
they cannot mect the proposed limit of 40 ppm total sulfur (3-hour rolling average).

e The statements on page E:3 that “Staff prefers continuous hydrocarbon analysis as a
method of acquiring cooling tower water emissions data  Such a device is already in use
in...two Bay Arca refiners. Chevron and Shell ” The monitoring systems at both
companies have detection limits that are higher than the 84 ppbw limit that the District
has identified, and both companies have also experienced technical issues with those
monitors.

¢ The statement on page F:3 for gas turbinc SCRs that cost estimales “based on “30 percent
additional costs [relative to costs of new systems]...accommodate 1etrofit into an existing
facility”. The 30% factor does not cover the cost of 1etrofits, particulaily when space is
limited (as it is, at least in some cases).

Our overall key point is that there are many detailed technical issues that warrant
discussion between the 1egulated community and District staff, and that it is much more efficient
to have these discussions than for the District to release hastily constructed draft language, ask
WSPA to comment, revise the draft language, ask for more comments, etc. For several of these
measurcs, there is also a need to look at pollutants together, 1ather than individually, because
there are tradeoffs (such as ammonia minimization vs. PM/opacity control, criteria pollutant
reduction for GHG 1ncreases, cte.)

WSPA is concerned that the district has not followed its typical and statutory rule
making process. The rule development process described on the District’s website begins with
(1) identification of an air pollution problem, and (2) a technical assessment memorandum that
reviews options for addressing the problem.! We have seen no such identification of an air
pollution problem (or a review of options for addressing the problem), especially given that (a)
the District currently attains all of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)” and
{b) BAAQMD’s moniloring data have reflected a declining trend in ambient concentiations for
decades (meaning that the air that people breathe now is cleaner than it has ever been); and (c)
the District’s CARE program identified that the most significant toxics impacts are not in the
vicinity of the refineries, but are instead in the vicinity of “the maze” of highways across from
the Bay Bridge.” Instead, what the District’s strategy identifies is a desire to reduce cmissions
from petroleum refining specifically, with no discussion of options. This seems to be 1n response
to resolutions drafted by anti-oil activist groups whose members have commented at the

! http-/iwww.baagind, gov/rules-and-compliance/rule-development

* WSPA 1ecogmizes that while the standaids have been attained, BAAQMD has not asked EPA to 1eclassify 1t from
“nonattamment” to “attainment”

* BAAQMD, “Improving Au Quality & Health 1 Bay Area Communities: Communtty Air Risk Evaluation
Program Retrospective & Path Forward (2004 — 2013),” April 2014, available fiom _http://www.baagmd,gov/~/
media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CAREY%20Prograny/Documents/CARE Retiospective. Aprii2014.ashx?]
a=en,p 36
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District’s podium that they have the stated purpose of shutting down at least one relinery by
2020. The issue of process is not just a matler of principle, it is also a matter of law. California’s
Health & Safety Code Section 40001(c) specifies that

“Prior to adopting any rule o1 regulation to reduce criteria pollutants, a district
shall determine that theie is a problem that the proposed rule or regulation will
alleviate and that the rule or regulation will promote the attainment or
maintenance of state or foderal ambient air quality standards.”

Separately, of the six rules that are identified in the Districi’s strategy, three address
ozone precutsors, ROG and NOy: 1.c., Rule 8-18 (ROG and TACs from equipment in heavy
liquid service), Rule 11-10 (ROG and TACs from cooling towers), and Rule 9-9 (NOy from
Stationary Gas Turbines). In accordance with H&SC 40914(b), the District’s 2010 Clean Air
Plan (CAP) for ozone was required to include “every feasible measure” to control ozone, and
ARB had to concur with that assessment.’ We are not aware of any new information since the
time of the 2010 CAP that indicates that the feasibility of these controls has changed, nor does
the District’s stiategy present such information.

In addition to the issucs mentioned above, the District is rushing things The 24 days that
the District has allowed for comments on its refinery emissions 1eduction strategy and draft
language for six new or modified rules is far shorier than what it has used for individual
rulemakings in the past, and 1s far too short for a complete review of the draft language; as a
result our comments here are only preliminary. While our understanding is that the District had
some communications with some refineries regarding some of these rules, the communications
have not been nearly specific or complete enough for many of them to provide key feedback.

In addition, we would also like to point out that some of the draft proposed rule
changes—including Rule 8-18 (Equipment Leaks), possibly Rule 9-1 (for any sulfuric acid
plants separate from refineries), and Rule 9-9 (Stationary Gas Turbines)—affect more entities
than just refineries, and that by burying these draft proposed rule changes within the “Petroleum
Refinery Emissions Reduction Strategy” the District may not be including and engaging all
stakcholders (a key value that the District identifies on the webpage that identifies the Distiict’s
Mission S’[at(:mcnt).5

WSPA therefore disagrees that packaging these actions “enables the Air Disfrict to usc its
staff resources more efficiently and streamlines coordination and consultation with the public
and the regulated community”, as claimed on the first page of the District’s Request for
Comments Instead, we believe that it goes beyond the resources of both the District staff and
the regulated community and leads to poorly researched rulemaking with unintended
consequences.

* This 1equirement 15 also noted on page ES-1 of the Executive Summary of the 2010 Clean Au Plan‘ 1¢, “Under
these circumstances, state law 1equires the CAP to include all feasible measwes to 1educe emissions of ozone
precursors and to teduce tiansport of ozone precursors to neighbormng air basins.”

> http:/fwww baaqmd gov/about-the-air-district/mission-statement
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WSPA is willing to work with the District to reduce emissions. Despite the short
timeframe that the District has allowed for commenting on these concept papers, WSPA is
providing preliminary specific comments on cach of the six diaft rules/draft rule amendments,
which are incorporated as Attachment A to this letter. The District is sirongly encouraged to

engage WSPA and adhere to its rule development process befoie shaping the proposed rules
further.

We appreciate your consideration of these comments. If you have any questions, please
contact me at (925) 826-5354 or (925) 890-7803 (mobile) or ghjerke@wspa.org.

Sincerely,

Guy Bjerke
Manager, Bay Arca Region & State Safety Issues

Enclosure

ce: BAAQMD Board of Directors
Jack Broadbent
Jean Roggenkamp
Biian Bunger
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ATTACHMENT A
PRELIMINARY COMMENTS ON THE DISTRICT’S SIX CONCEPT PAPERS
The District’s six concept papers omit several important details, and 24 days is not
sufficient time to comment on the papers, however, preliminarily, WSPA has identified the
following comments. We look forward to the opportunity to engage in more detatled discussions

with the District i the future.

1. Draft Regulation 6-5: Condensable and Indirect PM from Refinery FCCUs

The District’s concept paper states “Staff do not believe that the proposed 1egulations
will require any additional controls. We expect that the refineries that use ammonia or urea
injection will be able to meet the proposed limits by optimizing injection locations and rates »
The basis of this expcctation is not elaborated upon, and at least one refinery has identified that
its configuration does not allow for it to meet the proposed [0 ppm ammonia limits through this
type of optimization; other facilities have 1dentified that their configurations may not allow them
lo meet i, and that there is certainly a real risk that there will be a tradeoff with respect to the
control of other pollutants (that could result in potential noncompliance with particulate
standards). Separalely, the concept paper acknowledges that an exemption is needed for periods
of startup, shutdown, bypass, or emergency bypass, but identifies that “because these definitions
are always contentious”, the exemption will only be provided when a Permit to Operate
explicitly provides it. WSPA strongly objects to this, and members have had negative
experiences with these types of dependent actions in the past; if the exemption is necded, the rule
ought to identify when it is needed (as the District has done in Rule 9-10), rather than creating a
potentially unworkable situation down the road.

The statement in Section 6-5-101 of the draft language that “commingled emissions fiom
an FCCU and one o1 more other sources from a single exhaust point shall all be considered to be
FCCU emissions” is pioblematic, depending on the sources that are commingled, the limited
exemption in 6-5-111 should also be clatified so that it applics to both the FCCU itsell and any
commingled sources.

Since the District lists the PM limit as “TBD”, we cannot comment on its feasibility at
this time. However, the direct/indirect categorizations on page A:2 and in the rule language are
confusing; they seem fo be renaming terms that have already been defined in Federal rulcs,
which define “primary PM; 5™ as the sum of filterable PM; 5 and condensable PM emissions [40
CFR 51.50], “secondary PM” as “particles that form or grow in mass through chemical reactions
in the ambient air well after dilution and condensation have occurred...usually formed at some
distance downwind from the souice [and] not...reported in the emission inventory” [40 CFR
51 50}, and “precursors of a criteria pollutant” (for PM; s) as including SO, and (sometimes)
NOy, VOC, and/or NH; [40 CFR 93.152]— e., things that can potentially form secondary PM
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The following statements on page A.2 do not readily distinguish between what the District seems
to be calling “indirect” and “ditect” PM emissions.

“Indircct PM emissions are not particulate matter when emitted, but are
precursots to the atmosphetic formation of PMy 5. Direct emissions may
be...matcrial that is a gas at the emission point, but that immediately condenses in
the atmosphere to a liquid or solid form (“condensable” particulate).”

To minimize confusion, WSPA suggests that the District use the Federal terminology It
is misleading to call SO, and ammonia “indirect particulate” because not all of the cmissions are

converted to particulate; as the District 1s awarc, these pollutants exist as gases 1n the air as well.

2. Concept Paper for Changes to Rule 8-18: Equipment Leaks

The concept paper fails to identify why the draft proposed regulatory changes for VOC
reductions aie now feasible, whereas they were not feasible at the time of the 2010 Clean Air
Plan (or the time of the 2005 Clean Air Plan). The District has not identified that there is any
new information since the time of those plans,

The costs identified in the concept paper appear to be underestimated, but the District has
not provided any detail with respect to how they were detived. Becausc refinery heavy liquid
components number in the several hundred thousands between all facilities, the District should
be aware that at least one refinery has identificd that simply re-lagging the components that are
currently required to be tagged took them a year. If 1s not clear whether the draft rule language is
asking that all components be field-tagged o1 whether they need to be identified, documented,
and stored 1n a database, but either would involve significant effort (for little or no benefit—
certainly not a benefit commensurate with the cost) A compliance date in 2016 is not realistic
based on the proposed language.

One of the first changes identified is the requirement to monitor and identify ali
components in heavy liquid service. We note that BAAQMD is not the only ait district that is
subject to Clean Air Plan requirements to implement “all feasible measures” to conirol ozone
precursors, the South Coast AQMD (whose air quality is considerably worse than the Bay
Area’s), has only found it feasible to require monitoring of pumps in heavy liquid service (not all
components in heavy liquid service). In addition to placing requirements on the components in
heavy liquid service, the District is proposing to change the allowable equipment on the non-
repairable list. Among the draft changes is an elimination of the ability to put any component on
the delay of repair list if it leaks in excess of 10,000 ppm (1%). This means that sources could
have to shut down a process unil to repair a leak of less than 5 pounds per day. WSPA believes
that the District needs to consider both (a) how the emissions associated with unit shutdown and
startup could far outweigh the emissions associated with repairing the leak quickly and (b) the
immense costs associated with shutting down the unit. Keeping that in mind, the “essential
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equipment” language is too 1estrictive; BAAQMD’s leak definition is 100 ppm (and
SCAQMD’s, by contrast, is 500 ppm)

WSPA also has the following comments:

e By adding pressure relicf devices on slorage tanks (8-18-214), the District is overlapping
existing storage tank requitements covercd in Rule 8-5; i.e., PRVs (P/V Vents) under 8-5-
223 and equipment dizectly associated with atmospheric storage tanks are completely
addressed in Rule 8-5. To maintain rule compliance clarity, and minimize overlapping
and sometimes conflicting 1ule language, atmospheric storage tank PRVs should remain
in Rule 8-5-403.

e Ifthe District continues to insist on incrcased monitoring, WSPA would like to see that
there is an option for decreased monitoring frequency (if data establish that a decreascd
[requency makes sense) and also the flexibility of incoiporating SMART LDAR as a
compliance option, and/or what ciedit the District might be able to provide for going
beyond minimum requirements.

e Please clarify the need for the additional recordkeeping request for backgiound readings
over 50 ppm. What is the perceived issue that the District is desiring to address? An
cxample would be helpful.

¢ Bagging of equipment to estimate mass emission is not feasible for certain types of
equipment (e.g., very hot equipment or odd configurations). The method is also time-
consuming. It would be helpful for the District to provide more details regarding
procedures and reasons for this compliance method. Historical mass emissions bagging
results would be helpful to narrow scope for this compliance requirement.

* The mass limit in the current Rule 8-18-306.4 for a valve with a major leak is 15 pounds
per day, not 5 pounds per day as was presented in the District’s Reg 8-18 concept paper
proposed rule language underline/strikeout format.

3. Concept Paper for Changes to Rule 9-1: Refinery Fuel Gas Sulfur Limits

The concept paper’s statement that “four of the five refineries are alieady meeting this
limit [of 40 ppm total sulfur, 3-hour rolling average]” is inaccurate. All five refincrics identified
that thcy cannot meet the limif. One refincry confirmed with BAAQMD that they used incorrect
data in its calculations of emissions and its conclusions on the refinery’s ability to meet the 3-
hour 40 ppm standard The tremendous expenditures associated with cquipment changes needed
to meet the proposed limit as well as the time and envitonmental impacts of installing or
modifying equipment (including potential increases in GHG emissions associated with operating
new equipment) were not addressed in the concept paper.
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4, Concept Paper for Rule 9-1: Limiting Sulfur Dioxide Emissions from Sulfuric Acid
Plants

The EPA has entered into a number of consent decrees to 1educe emissions at existing
Sulfuric Acid Plants (DuPont, Rhodia, Mosaic are three examples) and the limits to retrofit these
existing facilities are in the range of an order of magnitude higher than the limit of what
BAAQMD is proposing The Rhodia limmt noted in the concept paper is in the 1ange for plants
being retrofitted. The plant in New Jersey is a DuPont plant in Linden New Jersey built after the
issuance of the synthetic minor permit (first TRI 1eport in 2008). The Indiana permit was
intended for a facility at a coal gasification plant that has not been and likely will not be built
The extremely low emission rates proposed in this rule arc likely only achievable at a newly built
facility, In addition the BAAQMD casually throws out this concept of the utilization of a
chemical scrubber which has greater safoty risks due to the transport in and out of the chemicals.
In addition scrubbers use significant amounts of electiicity, which increases GHG emissions.

5. Concept Paper for Changes to Rule 11-10: Cooling Towers

Page E:3 of the concept paper identifics that “The Awr District’s staff is concerned about
the MEPM sampling method’s ability to provide representative hydrocarbon emissions data on a
consistent basis”, but provides no detail with regard to why they have these concerns. WSPA
would like to undeistand these concerns, and potentially have the opportunity to identify the
situations in which the MEPM (or EPA Method 624) is sufficiently accurate and could be used
on a regular basis. The District identifies that they prefer continuous hydrocarbon monitors that
two refineries have for their cooling tower water, but both of these refineries identified

— Technical issues with continuous monitors utilized at thosc facilities

— The District significantly underestimated costs (associated with both installation and
operation, including preventive maintenance and calibration);

— Monitoring levels are higher than the District’s proposcd action level of 84 ppbw (0.084
ppmw); and

— Monitors may not be capable of accurately measuring concentrations at 84 ppbw.

The concept paper seems to imply that what is being proposed has been achieved in
practice in the Bay Area, however, the proposal merely combines different monitoring practices
and leak levels included in different refinery permits without sufficient research into whether or
not the conditions all work together. In addition to the fact that the existing continuous
monitors’ detection limits are nowhere near the 84 ppbw level, we arc only aware of the 84 ppbw
limit being applied to one refinery, where it is applied to the difference between the
concentrations in the return water and supply water (not just the return water), and compliance is
based on monthly (not continuous) sampling and laboratory analysis (rather than monito1ing).
WSPA belicves that monitoring once a month is much more feasible and would be consistent




WSPA Comments on BAAQMD’s Petioleum Page 9of 10
Refinery Emissions Reduction Stategy' Initial

Repoil and Concept Papeis

June [9, 2015

with EPA “Maximum Achievable Control Technology” (MACT) standards [40 CFR
63.654(c)4].

Section 11-10-305 2 of the rule language allows 3 calendar days for leak munmization
{(which is too short) and up to 14 calendar days for repair of a leak (which is also very
aggressive), WSPA believes that the 45 day repai times in the EPA MACT standard [40 CFR
63.654(d)] are more reasonable. There are almost always multiple exchangers lied into a cooling
tower such that it is a significant effort to find which exchanger is leaking once you have
detection On top of that, the contingency provisions of Section 11-10-305 2 do not make sense;
it states that if repair is not technically feasible within 14 calendar days, the owner/operator
needs to substantiate their findings to the APCO’s satisfaction within 5 calendar days from the
day the leak was initially detected. This does not make sense; the facility will likely try to make
every effort to repair within 14 calendar days, and likely will not know whether it 1s technically
feasible to repair the leak within 14 calendar days ontil the 4™ day. The requirement m 11-10-
305.3 to obtain the detailed drawings, signatures, etc and conduct a root cause analysis is not
feasible for five days, nor does it scem necessary. WSPA’s position is that once a leak is found,
personnel efforts need to be directed towards isolating where it is and fixing it, rather than
preparing a rool cause analysis of what caused it (which in most cases is likely to not even be
knowable).

Page E.3 of the concept paper identifics that the Regulation 1, Section 207 definition of
“best modern practices” is “too generic of a definition for cooling tower operations”, yet the
exact same definition is proposed for Section 11-10-201. The District identifies more specific
“best modern practices” in Section 11-10-306, but provides no support for this listing in the
concept paper.

Section 11-10-207.2—in some situations, repairing a leak by “changing the pressurc so
that water flows into the process fluid”—will be problematic from a safety perspective.

Separately, it is unclear whether this rule is targeting total hydrocarbon emissions (as
identified in the title of the draft rule above the table of contents, and the majority of the rule
language) or non-methane organic carbon emissions (as identified in the title of the draft rule on
page 11-10-2).

6. Concept Paper for Changes to Rule 9-9: Stiationary Gas Turbines

WSPA is not aware of any substantive changes in NOy control technology options or
pricing that would make the control options identified in the District’s concept paper any morc
feasible now than they were at the time of the 2010 Clean Air Plan (which was required by law
to include “every feasible measure” to control ozone, and ARB had to concur with that
assessment).

The District s soliciting feedback on their cost analysis, but has provided no detail with respect
to how that analysis was done (e.g., what scope is included in the “current SCR equipment cost
quotes”™) aside from citing the 6" edition of EPA’s Air Pollution Control Cost Manual. WSPA
believes it would be far more efficient if the District were to share its work, and we could
comment specifically on the accuracy on various components of the analysis and resolve any
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differences. It is important that feasibility and cost-effectiveness are aceurately addiessed. The
calculations of emissions reductions and costs may not be accurate, since 1t appears that rather
than consider the specific size constraints and other limstations at these facilities (as prescribed in
Section 2 5 4.2 of the 6™ edition of EPA’s Ar Pollution Control Cost Manual), the paper
indicates that a 30% factor was added “lo accommodate retrofit info an existing facility”. This is
not accurate, especially in cases where there is simply not enough space to accommodate SCR
systems.
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Philips 66

San Francisco Refinery
1380 San Pablo Avenue
Rodeo, CA 94572

November 23, 2015 ESDR-329-15
05-C-03-G

Via email and CERTIFIED MAIL:7006 0810 0003 4487 8664

Mr Greg Nudd (gnudd@baagmd gov), Rule Development Manager
Bay Area Air Quality Management District

939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, Califormia 94109

Subject: Comments on Proposed Regulation 9,
Rule 14: Petroleum Coke Calcining Operations
Phillips 66, San Francisco Refinery at Rodeo

Dear Mr Nudd

Philhps 66 Company (Phillips 66) respectfully submits the following comments on the Bay Area
Arr Quality Management District's (BAAQMD or District) proposed Regulation 9, Rule 14
Petroleum Coke Calcining Operations (Rule 9-14)

Phillips 66 1s a diversified energy manufacturing company that processes, transports, stores,
and markets fuels and products globally. Phillips 66 owns and operates a Carbon Plant in
Rodeo, California (*Carbon Plant”). The Carbon Plant uses as a raw matenal "green" petroleum
coke, which is a by-product from the refining process, and converts It into calcined coke, a more
marketable product The Carbon Piant has continuously operated at this location since 1959
While the Carbon Plant receives feed from the nearby Phillips 66 refinery in Rodeo, California
(“Refinery”), it 1s not a part of the Refinery’s operations Rather, the Carbon Plant 1s a stand-
alone business, separate and distinct from the Refinery. The Carbon Plant also operates under
a separate BAAQMD permit and facility number

The Carbon Plant directly employs 35 full-time employees and 7 long-term contractors.
Additionally, according to the “"Assessment of Pétroleum Industry Economic Impact to the State
of California” prepared by Purvin & Gertz, Inc., the Carbon Plant also indirectly supports 5 jobs
for every one job at the Carbon Plant, for an estimated total of 218 jobs in other industres to
support the business and to provide goods and services to its employees outside of the
workplace." Moreover, for every dollar earned by employees at the Carbon Plant, $3 15 in

' Multiplier for employment and eainings for NAICS Code 324191 “All Other Petroleum and Coal Products” m the
report “Assessment of Peiroleum Industry Economic Impact to the State of Califorma,” Contract No, AT1101-07,
Prepared for the Western States Petroleurn Association by Pwvin & Geriz  Inc.. June 2011
htips /fwww.wspa orp/sites/defaclt/files/uploads/documents/Industry%201ssues/Put vin%20%26%20Gertz%2 0 Econ
omc%201mpacts%20FINAL pdf, Accessed 11/16/15.
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total earnings are realized in the region® Finally, Contra Costa County receives hundreds of
thousands of dollars in payroll and property taxes as a result of the Carbon Plant’s presence
and operation, These funds support such public services as road improvement projects, parks,
and public schools This equates to millions of dollars of benefits to the region as a result of the
Carbon Plant's operations

The Carbon Plant management has also ensured that the company i1s active in the community,
with employees actively volunteering and the plant sponsoring such events as the Hercules
Rotary Fourth of July event, Hercules Lions Senior Citizens Holiday Party, and Hercules
Chamber of Commerce Kids Expo In sum, the Carbon Plant 1s an integral part of the Rodeo
and Hercules communifies and economy

As the only coke calcining facility in the Bay Area, the Carbon Plant 1s the only facility that will
be subject to this new rule  This puts Phillips 66 in a unique position o provide input on the
technical and economic impacts of these new requirements, which will plainly be significant

1. The District Has Failed to Establish that these control measures are necessary.

The statutory requirements for rulemaking by local air districts require that the District Board
make a finding of necessity Necessity “means that a need exists for the regulation, or for its
amendment or repeal, as demonstrated by the record of the rulemaking authority ™

a. With respect to the SO, NAAQS, the record does not establish necessity of
additional control measures,

The NAAQS and Califorria Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) were established to ensure
adequate health and environmental protection For areas that are designated nonattainment for
any given NAAQS, BAAQMD, through the SIP, 1s required to submit planning elements such as
reasonable further progress (RFP) requirements, attainment demonstrations, reasonably
available control measures (RACM), and contingency measures * For areas that have achieved
the NAAQS, BAAQMD s not required to submit such planning elements ®* The Bay Area has
been in attainment with the SC, NAAQS as far back as 1978 and in fact has only had three
exceedances on any monitors In the past 10 years, as a point of comparison, ozone, for which
the Bay Area Is in nonattainment and which i1s primarily generated by vehicle emissions, had

hetps://www.wspa o1 g/sites/default/files/uploads/documents/Industry®62 0lssues/Pu vin%2 0%26%20Gertz%20Econ
gmic%z()lmpacts%ZOFiNAL ndf, Accessed 11/16/15

Id
* Health & Saf. Code § 40727.
142 U.8.C. § 7502(b).
* BEPA, Memotandum by John S Seitz, Reasonable Further Progress, Attammment Demonsiration, and Related
Reguarements for Ozone Nonattamment Areas Meeting the Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Stemdard , (May 10,
1995)
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more than one hundred exceedances in the same time perod % Accordingly, there I1s no
necessity with respect to the SO, NAAQS under the federal Clean Air Act requirement to
support the District's 1ssuance of these rules The proposed rules should not be incorporated
into the SIP because they are not necessary to attan the NAAQS or to maintain comphance
with 1t

As explained above, the Bay Area has been in attainment for SO, for quite some time  For this
reason alone, 1t 1s not “necessary” to adopt regulations aimed at reducing SO, enissions

2. The District Has Failed to Establish that these control measures are necessary to
aChieve the PM25 NAAQS

The Bay Area is designated attainment for the federal 24-hour and the annual PM, s NAAQS
Nonetheless, the BAAQMD seeks to achieve PM,s reductions by way of reducing SO,
Because the Bay Area is in in attanment, such reductions are not necessary As described
above, areas that have achieved the NAAQS are not required to submit planning elements such
as RFP requirements, attainment demonstrations, reasonably available control measures
(RACM), and contingency measures®  Accordingly, there is no federal Clean Awr Act
requirement for purposes of the PM, s NAAQS for the District to issue this rule *° BAAQMD has
admitted as much to EPA, explaining.

EPA has determined that PM levels in the Bay Area do not exceed any PM;s
NAAQS (1) by formally designating the region as “attainment of the standard, In
the case of the annual PM; s NAAQS, and (1) by administratively determining that
the region’s PM, s levels do not exceed the standard, in the case of the 24-hour
PM,s NAAQS Because the Bay Area does not have any PM,s levels that
exceed the standards, by definition there are no sources of PM, 5 precursors that
currently contribute, significantly or otherwise to any PM, 5 levels that exceed the
standards *

® NAAQS attamment status history: U'S Environmental Protection Agency Green Book Nonattainment Areas for
Criteria Pollutants, http.//www3 epa gov/airquality/sieenbook/phistory ca html, Accessed 11/2/15

CAAQS attamment status history” California At Resources Boaid Chionclogy of State Sulfwt Dioxide
Designations, 1989-2014, hup://www atb ca gov/desig/changes/so2.pdl, Accessed 11/2/15 Directed from “State
Standard Area Designation” page, http //www.arb ca gov/desig/statedesie htm#prior, Accessed 11/2/15,

’ BAAQMD Annual Bay Area Air Quality Summares, http://www baagmd gov/about-ar-quality/air-gualityv-
summaries, Accessed 10/28/15

8 EPA, Memoandum by John S. Seitz, Reasonable Further Progiess, Attamment Demonsiration, and Related
Requirements jor Ozone Nonattainment Areas Meeting the Ozone National Ambient Aw Quaity Standard , (May 10,
1993),

® Even though 1ts annual PM, 5 standard 1s identical fo the fedetal annual PM, 5 standard (numetically), California
has designated the Bay Area nonattainment for the annual PM, s CAAQS

" BAAQMD, Leiter from Jim Kaias to Getardo Rios, EPA Region 9, BAAOMD NSR Program—Compliance with
PM Precinsor Requirements m CAA Title I, Part D, Subpart 4 (December 22, 2014)
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Even if there was a need for PM,; reductions (to achieve the NAAQS), the record does not
establish that this rule will provide benefits by way of PM,,; emissions reductions or, more
important, reductions in concentration of the NAAQS Nonetheless, BAAQMD states that this
rule, directed at reducing SO, emussions, will reduce PM.s emissions SO, Is a potential
precursor of secondary PM, 5, but the rate at which SO, converts to PM, ; 1s unclear The staff
report accompanying the proposed rule contains no analysis, or any reference to analysis, to
quantify the level of PM, 5 reductions actually expected, that is, the conversion ratio from SO, to
PM, 5 has not been scientifically studied or established as part of the proposed rule-making
process Moreover, the record does not show how these reductions in PM, s concentrations
would correlate to maintenance of that NAAQS  The rulemaking documents do not explain how
shutting down this facility or otherwise reducing the SO, emissions will impact ambient PM, s
levels in relation to the NAAQS level (if at all). In fact, information not referenced in the staff
report but otherwise included in BAAQMD modeling studies have shown (1) that *reducing
sulfur-contaning PM precursor emissions by 20 percent (around 16 tons/day) typically had at
most a small impact on Bay Area PM; 5 levels,” (2) that secondary PM, 5 i1s present mostly as
ammonium nitrate, not sulfur compounds, and (3) that “significant amounts of PM, 5, especially
secondary PM;s, are transported from the Central Valley” which lies to the east of the Bay
Area,"" meaning that 1t 1s not reasonable to conclude that reducing SO, emissions here will
actually impact PM,s concentrations The BAAQMD’s own study on the impact of SO,
emissions on PM,; attainment status seems to indicate that shutting down this plant, or
requinng decreases In SO, emissions of the magnitude proposed, would not meaningfully
impact ambient PM; 5 ievels (much less impact the attainment status) Accordingly, the District
has not established the “necessity” that it must demonstrate to adopt this regulation.

3. The costs associated with the proposed rule are significant and unjustified.

The proposed rule provides two compliance options 1) an annual emissions limit of 770 tpy, or
2) control efficiency of 80 percent Per the socioeconomic report (Appendix B of the proposed
rule package), complying with the 770 tpy imit would require an inial investment of greater
than $2 million, and annual costs of approximately $1 9 million thereafter Compliance with the
80 percent control requirement would require an iniial investment of greater than $3 million,
with ongoing annual costs at just under $3 million. The report estimates the Carbon Plant's
annual net income at $4 7 million BAAQMD’s report establishes that the proposed rule wilt
have a significant impact

As summarized below, costs stemming from the proposed rule are significant
across the board. Even after ten years, costs remain significant In all cases the
cost-to-net profit ratio exceeds the ten percent cost-to-net profit threshold utilized
for purposes of the socioeconomic analysis. ™

" BAAQMD, Oct 2009, “Fme Particulaic Matter Data Analysis and Modeling in the Bay Atea”
http./fwww baagmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/reseai cli-and-modelng/pm-data-analysis-and-
modehing-report pdi?la=en, Accessed 10/28/15

"> Applied Development Bconomics, Inc., Socioeconomic Impact Analysis of Propoesed Regulation 9, Rule 14:
Petrolewm Coke Calening Operations , p. 12 (October 28, 2015).
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As It stands, according to the BAAQMD’s socioeconomic report, this new rule will
effectively consume 36 to 69% of the annual profits that are generated by the Carbon Plant As
described above and as recognized by BAAQMD's own socioeconomic report, such drastic
costs and loss of profits may result in a reduction of workforce and economic activity, not just at
the Carbon Plant, but elsewhere as well The pursuit of levels of reductions of PM.y
concentrations and the impact of those reductions on exceedances of the NAAQS, neither of
which has been quantified, cannot support a rule imposing such significant costs The District
needs to establish through appropriate modeling the impacts of this proposed rule before it can
proceed further with the rulemaking to meet the basic requirements for Calfornia regulatory
actions Absent this demonstration, the District cannot establish reasonableness (another legal
requirement), much less necessity This is all the more critical given that Phillips 66 is being
forced to shoulder the regulatory impacts entirely on its own

Indeed, statutory requirements for rulemaking by a district require that the district board “actively
consider the socioeconomic impact of regulations and make a good fath effort to mimmize
adverse socioeconomic impacts.””®  While the District's report makes clear that the
socioeconomic impacts of the proposed rule are significant, 1t fails to explain how the District will
minimize these impacts

For the above reasons, the proposed rule cannot be adopted at this time

4. The CEQA Analysis inadequately addresses environmental impacts. The CEQA
analysis inappropriately concludes that there would be no significant adverse impacts

a Shutting down the Carbon Plant will result in a net global GHG increase.
The quality of the calcined coke produced by the Carbon Plant allows it to be
physically incorporated into steel or other products, essentially sequestering the
carbon If the Carbon Plant shut down, the refinery would sell the green coke
where 1t will likely be burned as fuel, releasing the carbon into the atmosphere as
CO, Further, the transportation associated with selling the coke elsewhere will
result in further CO, emissions as well as emissions of other air pollutants

Operation of the Carbon Plant, as opposed to shutting it down and selling the
green coke as fuel, reduces an estimated 330,000 metric tons of CO, per year by
trapping the carbon (this mformation was provided to BAAQMD staff on
September 1, 2015) After only 3 years, this results in more CO, reductions than
the $300 million that the air district has spent on CO, reduction efforts over the

"* Health & Saf Code. § 40728.5
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5. The rule

past 8 years  The effect of shutting down the facility on global GHG emissions
should be evaluated in the CEQA analysis

The Carbon Plant generates low-carbon electricity. The Carbon Plant
generates 18 megawatts (MW) of electricity as a co-benefit of current operations
using waste heat, where 1 MW supplies about one thousand homes If the
Carbon Plant did not continue operations, that 18 MW would need to be
otherwise generated by PG&E likely in the short term by burning fossil fuels and
therefore contribute to increased global CO, emissions. The Increase in
electricity generation should be evaluated in the CEQA analysis

package contains inaccuracies about the Carbon Plant. Phillps 66 I1s

concerned about specific factual errors regarding about the Carbon Plant and requests
corrections be made in the final document Please see Attachment 1 for a complete listing

Philips 66 appreciates BAAQMD’s consideration of our comments and urges the careful

constderation

of the socloeconomic report’s finding of significant impact BAAQMD's own

analysis shows that the current rule will have an adverse economic impact on this facility and
the local economy

Sincerely,

/:%g&r

Don A Bristol

Environmental Team Lead

Attachments

" BAAQMD, Board of Ditectors Meeting, July 29, 2015, Agenda Item 14, “Update on Afr District Climate

Protection Program” http //www.baagmd gov/~/media/files/board-of-ditectors/2015/agenda_14_preliminary-

climate-p1 otection-program-update-ndf pdi?la=en
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Attachment 1
Specific comments on the rule, staff report, and CEQA report text

Topic Page BAAQNMD Text Phillips 66 Response
Misrepresentation Staff report, | “Carbon Plant representatives offered to | The Phillips 66 Environmental Superintendent (Don
of communications | pg 17 submit a counter to the requirements in | Bristol) called the BAAQMD head manager in charge

the draft rule within 24 hours [of
Thursday, October 15, 2015], however,
staff did not receive such information as
of [Monday,] October 19, 2015”7
[clarification added]

of this rule (Eric Stevenson} on Friday, October 16,
2015 as agreed However, we were informed he was
now on vacation or out of the office for the next two
weeks, which was not mentioned the day prior Mr
Bristol subsequently left a voicemarl for Mr
Stevenson’s direct report (Greg Nudd) on Monday,
October 19, 2015 and received a call back later that
week This staff report was subsequently published
around 5pm on Friday, October 23, 2015 Phillips 66
followed through on its commitment

Misrepresentation Staff report, | “The Carbon Piant has stated that they
of commitment pg 14 are willing to spend between $4 million
to $5 million to upgrade their SO,
controls They have annualized that
capital expense to $250,000, assuming
a 20-year life span of the new
equipment.”

Phillips 66 never made a commitment regarding what
the Company was “willing to spend " The cost
estimate of $4 to $5 million was a response to a
specific BAAQMD staff question regarding how much
it would cost to upgrade the sodium bicarbonate
deiivery and injection system to meet the proposed
emission mits.

Second, Phillips 66 performed specific calculations at
BAAQMD’s request {o estimate compliance costs
Because BAAQMD annualizes capital expenses over
20 years, Phillips 66 used that assumption within our
calculations to conform with BAAQMD's

expectations Internally at Phillips 66, capital
expenditures for projects are not annualized over 20
years, but typically in the 5-10 year range
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Topic Page BAAQMD Text Phillips 66 Response
References to the Staff report, | “Pursuant to the Califorma These should be corrected
wrong rule, pg. 16 Environmental Quality Act, the District
pollutant, and has caused an initial study for proposed
stationary source Regulation 8, Rule 53 to be prepared by
control measure Environmental Audits of Placentia, CA "
(SSM) [emphasis added]
Staff report, | “The proposed Rule is Necessary to
pg. 17-18 protect public health by reducing ozone
precursors to meet the commitment of
Control Measure SSM5 of the Bay Area
2010 Clean Arr Plan” [emphasis added]
BAAQMD’s Staff report, | “In order to ensure that the controls are | Phillips 66 estimates that a 770 tpy limit will cost
proposed 770 tpy pg 5 economically feasible, the Air District is | approximately $3 million per year, while the
mit 1s not proposing a 770 tpy hmit This BAAQMD socioeconomic report shows that annual
economically corresponds to a 70% control of SO, profits from Carbon Plant operations are
feasible and would reduce compliance costs approximately $4 7 million per year This limit will
from an estimated $3 million/year to $2 | require annual expenditures in excess of 40% of the
million/year ” net income of the facility This 1s not economically
feasible
CEQA report does | CEQA Table 2 5-1 and Table 3-6 of the CEQA | Phillips 66 believes the CEQA analysis inadequately
not align with staff | Analysis, Analysis say Rule 9-14 will result in 372 | addressed impacts based on the wrong expected
report pg. 2-12 tpy of SO; reductions SO, reductions
through 2-
13, pg. 3-23
Staff report, | The staff report estimates 710 tpy of
pg 16 SO, reductions
Staff report does Staff report, | “One requirement 1s an SO, mass Rule 9-14 as posted on October 23, 2015 does not
not align with the pg 10 emission Imit while the second 1s a have a requirement for each kiln to inject dry sorbent

rule text

requirement for each kiln to inject dry
sorbent into each kiln's exhaust flue at a
minimum rate ”

inte each kiln's exhaust flue at a minimum rate
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Topic Page BAAQMD Text Phillips 66 Response
Description of SO, | Staff report, | “SO, dissolves in water vapor to form These statements need to be accompanied by the
is not properly pg 7 acid and interacts with other gases and | proper context of what SO, levels are actually toxic to

contextualized

particles in the ar to form sulfate
particles and other compounds that can
be harmful o people and the
environment.[ | Scientific evidence
links short-term exposures to SO, with
various respiratory problems as well as
the exacerbation of existing
cardiovascular disease [ | The fine
particles that are formed from sulfur
dioxide can penetrate deeply into the
lungs and worsen respiratory diseases
such as emphysema and bronchitis
The fine particles can also worsen
existing heart disease ”

health {presumably the levels established by the
NAAQS/CAAQS) to avoid the likelihood that the
reader draws incorrect conclusions about harm
caused by current SO, emissions levels with
BAAQMD's jurisdiction

Similarly, while SO, can lead to the secondary
formation of fine particutate (PM, ), the Carbon
Plant's secondary PM,, s contribution to the air basin
Is probably minimal compared to the direct fine
particulate emissions from mobiie sources and wood
burning devices That is, the report suggests that
reducing SO; emissions can effectively reduce these
health impacts, but does not aliude to its likely low
magnitude contnbution
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Topic Page BAAQMD Text Phillips 66 Response
Comparison to Staff report, | “The proposed rule’s emission standard | South Coast Air Quality Management District
South Coast AQMD | pg 4 Is consistent with the only other current | (AQMD), Rule 1119 requires 80% SO, contral from
Rule S0, emissions standard for an calciners, however, that rule 1s superceded by the
operational petroleum coke calcining South Coast AQMD SO, Regional Clean Air
facility in California 2” Incentives Market (RECLAIM) RECLAIM s a
% South Coast AQMD, Rule 1119 completely different emissions regulation scheme
that creates a market for SO, credits 1t 1s possible,
although Phillips 66 has no way of knowing, that
emission reductions at the South Coast Tesoro
calciner may have become cost effective only
because the emissions reduction credits can be used
tin the RECLAIM market
To state a faciiity under RECLAIM and one under this
proposed rule has a consistent SO, emissions
standard 1s misleading
BAAQMD should Rule 9-14- “the owner/operator of a petroleum coke | Rule 9-14-301 does not have any requirements to
not require 502 calcining operation shall use a mortor the mass of sorbent injecied per hour
installation of load calibrated APCO approved load cell to Phillips 66 requests the monitoring and
cell and collection monitor the mass of sorbent injected recordkeeping requirements related to sorbent to be
of sodium per hour for the first kiln to comply with | removed from the rule
bicarbonate usage the requirements of 9-14-301 "
data
Average SO, Rule 9-14- “The nitial Average SO, Emission Phillips 66 requests that it be made clear in the rule
emission factor 204 Factor 1s equal to 12 81 pounds of SO, | that any update to the Average SO, Emission Factor

per ton of green coke processed The
emission factor may be updated by the
APCO using additional inlet source test
data”

will not require a revision to Rule 9-14 that needs to
be adopted by the Board of Directors
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Topic Page BAAQMD Text Phillips 66 Response
Reflection of normal | Staff report, | “The most recent three-year period Phillips 66 provided information to BAAQMD that
operations pg 13 included 2010, 2013 and 2014 when 2010 and 2013 had more downtime than average
both kiins were considered to be fully over the past decade. Those years reflect increased
operational. The kilns operated at downtime and fower SO, emissions than normal
unusually low production levels in 2011 | operating conditions so cannot be considerad as
and 2012 The averages are when the kilns were fully operational as suggested by
representative of SO, emissions and BAAQMD
emission reductions during normal
cperating conditions for each kiln ”
Federal rules Staff report, | “The Carbon Plant 1s not subject to any | The Phillips 66 Carbon Plant is subject to many
applicable pg. 16 specific Federal requirements ” specific federal requirements including those under
40 CFR 70 Title V Operating Permits, 40 CFR 64
Compliance Assurance Monitoring, 40 CFR 63 ZZZZ
NESHAP RICE, among others
“‘Cost effective” Staff report, | “Cost effectiveness is the sum of costs | BAAQMD fails to provide a bright line for what i1s
threshold not pg 14-15 to comply with the proposed rule on an | considered a cost effective SO, reduction rule and
defined annual basis divided by the expected only provides ranges for other pollutants As
emissions reduction on an annual basis | BAAQMD knows, each pollutant has a different cost
[ [This rule is very cost effective As a | effectiveness threshold because each requires
comparison, Air District organic different levels of investment to achieve the one ton
compound control rules typically range | of reduction, with NO, and organics often having a
from several thousand to over fifteen higher threshold A comparison tc other poliutants’
thousand dollars per ton of emissions cost effectiveness thresholds In this report 1s
reductions, and rules to reduce oxides misieading
of nitrogen, NOx, typically range from
about seven thousand to around twenty
thousand dollars per ton of emissions
reduced”
Typographical error | CEQA Table 3-9 There I1s an error in Table 3-9 that shows CO,
Analysis, Total CO2 emissions = 2,436 emissions are higher than CO.e emissions This

pg. 3-39

Total CO.e ermussions = 1,090

should be corrected
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Topic Page BAAQMD Text Phillips 66 Response
Clarification needed | Rule 9-14- “‘Operate all Petroleum Coke Calcining | Phillips 66 requests that the rule be clarified to state
30121, Kilns such that the SO, emitted from the | that the total SO, emissions from both kilns shall not

Kilns does not exceed an average of
385 tons per Kiin, per calendar year.”

exceed 770 tons per year, because the current
language 1s not clear whether “average of 385 tons”
1s referring to an average over both kilns or an
average over the calendar year Stating the Imit1s
770 tons per year on a facility-wide basis I1s
consistent with the language presented in the siaff
report as lisied below

Staff report, pg 4, “Once the rule takes full effect, the
plant will either have to meet the 80 percent control
target or meet an emissions himit of 770 tons per year
(tpy) of SO *

Staff report, pg 5, “In order to ensure that the
controls are economically feasible, the Air District s
proposing a 770 tpy hmit ™

Staff report, pg 12, “The Carbon Plant will also be
required to either meet annual 3O, mass emissions
mitof 770 tpy  ”

Staff report, pg. 12, “The annual hmit of 770 tpy I1s
conststent with normal production rates 7

Staff report, pg. 14, “The estimated annual cost for
the Carbon Plant to improve their current DSI system
to comply with the rule’s 770 tpy emission
requirement 1s approximately from $2 0 million”

[Continued in several other instances]
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ESDR-329-15
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Topic Page BAAQMD Text Phillips 66 Response

Misrepresentation Staff report, | “The Carbon Plant operators (Phillips A formal plan was never presented by Phillips 66 as

of communications | pg 15 66 or P66) presented a plan to the Air this report text may suggest Phillips 66 provided
District staff that would reduce data to BAAGMD of costs for different options and
emissions to a level consistent with 50 the corresponding emission reductions that could be
percent control on an annual basis expected as well as an indication of the order of
That would reduce emissions by 203 magnitude where costs would very likely make
tpy In a typtcal year at a cost of operations no longer economically feasibie
$900,000 for a cost effectiveness of
$4,433/ton of SO, reduced ”

The numbers as Various Staff report, pg 12, “The annual imit of | The 770 tpy Iimit 15 effectively more than 70% control

presented are
flawed

770 tpy is consistent with normal
production rates and a 70 percent
control of 8O; by the Carbon Plant’s
DSl system . The annual mass limit
was calculated by multiplying the 12 81
Ib [of uncontrolled SO.] / ton [of green
coke feed] emission factor by the
typical throughput of the Carbon Plant
[400,000 tpy green coke] and
multiplying that number by 30 percent.”

Staff report, pg 13, “Staff estimated the
average SO, emission reductions
combined from both Kilns fo be 42
percent The average NSR is 0 4 and
the average amount of abated SO,
emitted from both exhaust stacks was
1,480 tons The total mass of unabated
SO, prior to abatement for that year
was 2,550 tons When both kiins were
both fully operational for an aggregate
36 month period, the average amount of
S0, emitted into the ambient air, after

because the District’s calculation method considers
when the kilns are net running as 0% control
However, Phillips 66 considers shutting down
operations as 100% control of emissions and uses
that operational flexibility to help mamtain compliance
with current emission imits  Further, when
developing an emission mit, Phillips 66 contends
that the maximum throughput of the Carbon Plant
should be used, not the fypical throughput.

The staff report does not sufficiently contextualize
that these numbers are from spot data with wide
error bars  For example, the average NSR was
calculated using an average inlet SO, factor The
inlet SO, data 1s from about only 30 hours of random
testing and 1s being used to calculate a factor to
represent all historical and future inlet SO, for this
rule
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ESDR-329-15
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Topic

Page

BAAQND Text

Phillips 66 Response

42 percent had been removed by the
system’s DSI controls, was 4 0 tons per
day”

Staff report, pg 16 Table with costs
50% control level = $0 @ million/yr
770 tpy Imif = $2.0 million/yr

80% conirol level = $3 million/yr

Staff report, pg. 16 Table with SO,
emissions reductions

50% control level = 203 tpy reduction
770 tpy mit = 710 tpy reduction
80% control level = 989 tpy reduction

Phillips 66 believes that a 50% control level would
tikely cost an additional $2 0 million per year, an
annual mass emussion limit of 770 tpy would hkely
cost an additional $3 0 million per year, and an 80%
control requirement would likely cost an additional
$3.4 million per year This data has been previously
provided to BAAQMD It is unclear what
assumptions BAAQMD has changed to develop the
reduced cost estimates

Phillips 86 calculated emissions reductions closer to
300 tpy for the 50% control ievel (roughly equivalent
to a 150 Ib/hr per kiln Iimit) and has previously
shared this information with BAAQMD It 1s unclear
what assumptions BAAQMD has changed to develop
the reduced cost estimates Further, Phillips 66
believes emissions reductions should be calculated
from the total facility potential to emit (PTE) or
maximum emissions In the past, not the average
actual emissions from the past couple years (when
the Carbon Plant experienced lower production due
to market conditions)
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Topic Page BAAQMD Text Phillips 66 Response

Last mmute change | Email “The staff of the Bay Area Air Quality While the District may not consider the changss to

fo the rule announcem | Management District have made some | the rules substanfive, Phillips 66 contends that 10
ent from Mr | minor changes to three of the proposed | days (with 4 of those days being the weekend) is
Greg Nudd | Refinery Emission Reduction Strategy insufficient ime to review, agree or disagree with the

on 11/13/15

“Minor Edits
{o Proposed
Rules”
document
posted on
11/13/15

rules These changes are intended to
clarify the intent of the rules and are not
subsiantive. As a result, writien
comments are still requested by the
close of business, Monday, November
23,2015"

The Arr District Staff have made some
minor changes teo three of the proposed
Refinery Emission Reduction Strategy
rules These changes are mtended to
clarify the intent of the rules and are not
substantive The purpose of this
document 1s to explain the changes and
why they were made

District’s decision that the comments are non-
substantive, incorporate the changed language and
citations within our comment letier(s), and prepare
additional comments based on the new language




@ Shell Oil Products US

Martinez Refinery
PO Box 711
Martinez, CA 945530071

CERTIFIED MAIL — Return Receipt Requested

November 23, 2015

Mr. Eric Stevenson, Director

Technical Services Division

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

Subject: Shell Comments on the Proposed Refinery Regulations

Dear Mr. Stevenson,

The Shell Martinez Refinery (Shell) offers the following comments on the proposed BAAQMD Regulation 12 Rules
15 and 16 (12-15 and 12-16), the additional refinery rules (8-18, 11-10 and 9-6) and the accompanying Staff
Reports and Socioeconomic Analysis. We also herein incorperate by reference the comments submitted on
11/23/15 to the BAAQMD by Beveridge and Diamond on behalf of WSPA.

1.

Regulation 12-15 Section 405.1 requires the Health Risk Analysis (HRA) to be based on 2015 emissions
inventory data. Although this section also allows the inventory to incorporate improved emission
calculations and to reflect emission reductions that have been achieved prior to the submittal of the HRA, it
is not clear how this would be possible due to the compressed timing required in the rule for the HRA.

District staff significantly overestimate refinery fugitive emissions from equipment in heavy liquid
hydrocarbon service and cooling water towers by requiring use of outdated EPA default emission factors.
Staff require use of these factors because they do not believe that refinery monitoring data is sufficient for
calculating emissions. Shell has monthly EPA monitoring results on all of our cooling water towers and
inspection data for a representative sample of valves and connectors in heavy liquid service. All of the data
based on actual testing shows no leaks. However, the data has not been acceptable to staff apparently
because the monitoring was not done on the frequency staff consider necessary. The inflated emissions
will be required for the HRA and are the basis for new proposed requirements in both Regulation 8-18 and
Regulation 11-10. Presumably once we implement the requirements of these rules we will be able to use
the data to report our emissions in lieu of the significantly inflated estimates and we are confident that the
results will show that actual emissions are orders of magnitude below the inflated estimates. Unfortunately,
the timing of the implementation of the proposed rules is such that the HRAs will already be complete and
submitted by then. We will not be able to revise the emissions estimates and we will have HRAs based on
grossly inaccurate, overestimated emissions triggering notification to our community and risk reduction
based on this bad data. In addition, we will implement costly new rule requirements in Regulations 8-18
and 11-10 to prove what all previous testing has already shown — emissions from cooling water towers and
equipment in heavy liquid service are not significant.

The only way to fix the HRA problem is to not base the HRA on 2015 data but allow time to resolve these
inventory issues. The problem is that even if we are able to implement the new rule requirements before
the HRA submittal, we can’t retroactively change the frequency of menitoring for what was done in 2015.
There is no way to resolve the emission issues retroactively for 2015. Thus, the HRA should not be
required until the problems with the emissions inventory guidance can be resolved. The HRA must be



based on the most accurate data possible and we should not be required to base it on bad emission
estimates with the hope that it can be corrected later. That is not good rulemaking.

The 12-15/12-16 Staff Report acknowledges in Table 4 that each refinery is expected to trigger the
“significant risk” requirements in 12-16-301.2 when the HRAs are complete. The HRA risk estimate and
risk drivers won't be known until the HRAs are complete. Without this information, how can the District
presume in section 12-16-303 of the Socioeconomic Report that each refinery will be able to significantly
reduce the health risk to below the significant risk level of 25 in a million from all stationary sources at the
refinery by simply installing particulate filters on the refinery diesel engines? Shell has a limited number of
diesel engines and all are permitted as emergency use only. They are typically run only for a limited
number of hours per year of reliability testing as allowed by our Title V permit. It is inaccurate and
unreasonable to assume that installing particulate filters will mitigate refinery risk below significance levels
without knowing the estimated risk and the source of the risk. The Socioeconomic Report should be
revised to estimate the cost of various mitigation scenarios including control of ship emissions and high
VOC emissions based on faulty emission estimates (see #1 above).

The 12-15/12-16 Socioeconomic Report assumes an annualized cost for the installation of a wet scrubber
system of $8.2 million. Using the calculation methodology referenced in the report, this presumes an
installed equipment cost of approximately $35 million. There is no reference for the source of that
estimate. Shell believes this cost estimate is at least an order of magnitude too low for installation of a wet
scrubber system on an existing FCCU. An example of why this is unrealistic is the fact that a retrofit
installation will require rebuilding the existing CO Boilers because they were not originally designed to
exhaust through a wet scrubber. There are also issues with finding space to locate a scrubber within the
existing plot space. We believe that an estimate of $350 million for a scrubber is low as Valero installed
one in 2012 and has publically stated that their project cost over $750 million. If a more realistic estimate
was used in the report, the cost to net profits would be > 20% which should be considered significant. The
report should be revised to use more accurate costs.

In response to public comments concerning the District's rush to adopt the refinery rules, the District has
stated that the rulemaking has been going on for over three years and there has not been a rush. In fact,
only one of the rules has been in development for 3 years (Regulation12-15). The first public draft of
Regulation 12-16 was in January 2015 and after hearing concerns in public workshops, the District said
the rule would be significantly revised. The next draft of Reg 12-16 was not issued until September 2015
(2.5 months ago) and this draft had brand new concepts that had never been publically discussed before
(e.g. NAAQS demonstrations). Four additional refinery rules were only first proposed at the end of May
2015 (< 6 months ago). These rules were all revised and re-issued in October 2015. All four of these
rules will impose significant new requirements on refineries. None of these have had the time to be
properly reviewed and revised as needed. There are serious flaws in all of the rules — both in the basic
requirements and in the implementation. We have pointed these flaws out to the District in meetings, at
Workshops, by email and through extensive written comments submitted by WSPA. Most of the problems
have not been addressed and we have been told by staff that they understand there are problems but they
don’t have the time to address them. Their plan is to re-open the rules after adoption to try to fix them.
This does not make sense and provides the regulated community with no certainty. The rules should not
be adopted until they are right.

Shell believes it is critical for these comments to be addressed prior to rule adoption. Please contact Kathy
Wheeler (925-313-3722) if you would like to discuss these issues in more detail.

Very truly yours,

7@&5@. Bastlir
Natalie A. Braden

Manager, Environmental Affairs Department
Shell Oil Products, US — Martinez Refinery

cc via email to: EStevenson@baagmd.gov and GNudd@baagmd.gov



Comments on Proposed Regulation 9, Rule 14

November 23, 2015
Attachment 1, Page 10

ESDR-329-15
05-C-03-G

Topic

Page

BAAQMD Text

Phillips 66 Response

A study should not
be required in a rule

Rule 9-14-
401

“Schedule for SO, Control Upgrade
Study The owner/operator of a
Petroleum Coke Calcining Operation
subject to this standard shall conduct a
study, using an independent
engineering firm, to determine the
changes reguired to meet the 80
percent Control Level for All Kiins The
study shall also quantify the total initial
capital costs and recurring operating
costs required meet [sic] the 80percent
Control Level The owner/operator shall
complete the study and submit it to the
APCO no later than December 31,
2017”7

Phillips 66 should have the flexibility to meet
compliance limits through the method of their
choosing and should net be reguired by BAAQMD to
conduct a study through an independent engineering
firm

Inconsistencies in
expected usage of
sodium bicarbonate
In CEQA report

CEQA
Analysis,
pg 3-39

CEQA
Analysis,
pg. 3-68

*Upgrading the DSI system 1s expected
to Increase the use of sodium
bicarbonate by an estimated 4,000 tons
per year’ f[emphasis added]

“This I1s expected to require about 2,600
tonsg per year of sedium hicarbonate to
be delivered to the Plant and about the
same amount of spent sodium
bicarbonate to be removed ” [emphasis
added]

Relevant parts of the CEQA analysis shouid be
redone to be based on a consistent number for
sodium bicarbonate usage.

CEQA GHG
threshold
calculation

CEQA
Analysis,
pg 3-39

“The GHG emission increases
assoctated with increased S0O;
scrubbing would be required to be
offset”

Table 3-9 depicts that when the
1,090 MT CO.e increase from S0,

CO; emissions assoclated with the chemicai reaction
of sodium bicarbonate with sulfur dioxide to form CO,
are not reperted or covered under the current
structure of AB32 Covered emissions sources
under AB32 are defined under the Mandatory
Reporting Rule {MRR) at Title 17 California Code of




COOPER

WHITE &
COOPER

November 20, 2015

VIA ONE-DAY MAIL

Mr. Eric Stevenson, Director

Technical Services Division

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

Re: Shell Comments on Proposed Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
Bay Area Air Quality Management District Proposed Regulation 12, Rules 15
and 16 and Comments on Staff Report (Staff Report) for the Petroleum
Refining Emissions Tracking, and Emission Limits and Risk Thresholds

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

As outside counsel for the Shell Martinez Refinery (Shell) I have been asked to submit the
attached comments related to the above matters. Please note that where a comment references a
title or a chapter of the DEIR the comment also applies to any similar discussion in the Executive
Summary of the DEIR and/or Staff Report. The attached comments utilize the following
acronyms or definitions.

Additional Refinery Rules — Includes the proposed rules, amendments, and staff report
referenced in the October 2015 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Petroleum Refinery
Emissions Reduction Strategy: Staff Report covering Particulate Emissions from Refinery
Fluidized Catalytic Cracking Units, Equipment Leaks, Petroleum Coke Calcining Operations,
and Cooling Towers.

DEIR or EIR — References the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District proposed Air District Regulation 12, Rule 15: Petroleum Refining
Emissions Tracking; and Regulation 12, Rule 16: Petroleum Refining Emissions Limits and Risk
Thresholds.

HRA- Health Risk Assessment.

Lead Agency — References Bay Area Air Quality Management District, or BAAQMD, or
District.

NAAQS- References National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

1333 NORTH CALIFORNIA BLVD, SUITE 450 COOPER, WHITE & COOPER LLP PHONE 925.935.0700 FAX 925.256.9428
WALNUT CREEK CA 94596 SAN FRANCISCO IWALNUT CREEK CWCLAW.COM



Mr. Eric Stevenson, Director

Technical Services Division

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
November 20, 2015

Page 2

New Rule — References the new version of 12-16 issued for public comment by the District on
September 11, 2015.

Project — Includes the proposed 12-15 and 12-16, the Additional Refinery Rules, and the 2016
Refinery Rules (defined below).

Rules — the Proposed 12 -15 and 12-16 and the Additional Refinery Rules.

Staff Report — The BAAQMD Staff Report issued in October of 2015 for Proposed Air District
Regulation 12, Rule 15: Petroleum Refining Emissions Tracking and Regulation 12, Rule 16:
Petroleum Refining Emissions Limits and Risk Thresholds.

Strategy Staff Report - Includes the BAAQMD Staff Report and the Petroleum Refinery
Emissions Reduction Strategy issued by the District in October 2015.

12-15 — References the Proposed Air District Regulation 12, Rule 15: Petroleum Refining
Emissions Tracking.

12-16 - References Regulation 12, Rule 16: Petroleum Refining Emissions Limits and Risk
Thresholds.

2016 Refinery Rules — Refers to a second set of refinery regulations to be adopted by the District
in 2016, including the Draft amendments to Regulation 9-1 and 9-9 issued by the District on
May 26, and the rules referenced in the "Concept" paper issued by the District on the same Date
and those rules to be adopted in 2016 referenced in the Strategy Staff Report.

Very truly yours,

Keith Howard

KH/bh

Enclosures

cc: Natalie Braden (w/encl.)
Pierre Espeje(w/encl.)

1051900.1



The Shell Martinez Refinery (Shell) offers the following comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (District) as lead agency with respect to the District's proposed new Regulation 12, Rule
15 - Petroleum Refining Emissions Tracking (Rule 12-15) and Regulation 12, Rule 16 —
Petroleum Refining Emissions Limits and Risk Thresholds (Rule 12-16) and the supporting Staff
Report. The comments below address issues and concerns Shell has identified with the
highlighted Chapters and Sections of the DEIR.

Chapter 1 - Introduction

Introduction

Contrary to allegations in the DEIR (pg 1-1), refineries are not among the major sources
of air pollution in the Bay Area when all sources of emissions are considered. As shown on
Attachment No. 1 obtained from the District website, the District's own records demonstrate that
refineries are responsible for only 4% of the reactive organic gas (ROG), 3% of the NOx, 6% of
the PM, 5, and 26% of the SO, emissions in the Bay Area. As acknowledged in the DEIR (pg 1-
1), refinery emissions also have trended downward over time. Attachment No. 1 includes a
graph entitled "Refinery Emission Trends 1980 to 2015 ...", which demonstrates dramatic
reductions in emissions of ROG, NOx, SO,, and toxic air contaminants from Bay Area refineries
during this time period.

The DEIR claims that refineries rank among the top ten facilities for risk-weighted
emissions of toxic air contaminants and are some of the largest sources of NOx and SO,. (DEIR
pg 1-1). Assuming that this statement refers only to "stationary sources", the District must
explain why the DEIR fails to analyze or explain the environmental impact of excluding at least
5 of the top 10 stationary sources of toxic air contaminants, along with some of the largest
emitters of SO, and NOx, from coverage under Rule 12-15 and Rule 12-16.

Notice of Preparation and Initial Study

The DEIR (pg 1-2) references only one comment letter (submitted by the Western States
Petroleum Association) received by the District in response to the Notice of Preparation/Initial
Study (NOP/IS) issued on February 23, 2015. In fact, Shell submitted extensive comments on
the NOP/IS in a letter dated March 26, 2015, a copy of which is included as Attachment No. 2
and incorporated herein by reference. The letter was e-mailed to the District on March 26, 2015
and sent by certified mail and Shell received the certified mail receipt showing it had been
delivered to the District.  As lead agency, the District must include in the DEIR any appropriate
information requested in responses to the NOP/IS. (CEQA Guidelines § 15082). The District as
lead agency was also required to consider all information and comments received in conjunction
with preparation of the DEIR. (CEQA Guidelines § 15084). As the District does not
acknowledge receipt of Shell's March 26, 2015 comment letter, it did not consider the issues and
concerns identified therein.

Further, Rule 12-15 was substantially revised, and Rule 12-16 was completely rewritten,
between the District's issuance of the NOP/IS in February 2015, and September 11, 2015, the
date on which the District issued a Request for Comments Notice seeking public comment on the
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proposed revisions to the two draft rules. In addition to the foregoing, the District is also
currently seeking public comment on four new or modified rules applicable to refinery sources
(Additional Refinery Rules) and has scheduled amendments to additional refinery-related rules
for 2016 (2016 Refinery Rules). Neither the Additional Refinery Rules, nor the 2016 Refinery
Rules, are referenced in the NOP/IS, even though both sets of rules, along with Rule 12-15 and
Rule 12-16, collectively comprise what the District refers to as its Petroleum Refinery Emissions
Reduction Strategy (Strategy Staff Report pgs 1,2).

The NOP is required to provide a sufficient description of the Project to enable
responders to provide a meaningful response. (CEQA Guidelines § 15082). However, the
version of the Project analyzed in the DEIR bears little resemblance to the Project described in
the NOP. Rule 12-15 went through a three-year rule development process, consisting of
workshops, meetings, and draft rules circulated for public comment, before the District's
issuance of the NOP/IS on February 23, 2015 (Staff Report, pgs 12-16-32 & 33). However,
significant revisions were made to Rule 12-15, and Rule 12-16 was introduced only shortly
before NOP/IS was issued and then 12 -15 was substantially changed and 12-16 completely re-
written, between issuance of the NOP/IS and September 11, 2015, the date the District formally
sought public comment on the versions of Rules 12-15 and 12-16 now proposed for adoption.
Attachment No. 3 contains redlines showing the significant changes to Rule 12-15, and the
complete re-write of Rule 12-16, made available to the public in September 2015. Given the
significance of these changes, agencies and other interested members of the public receiving the
NOP were denied the opportunity to provide meaningful responses and comments to the Project
in its current form. The CEQA process adopted by the District should be re-started, beginning
with a NOP that accurately describes the Project, followed by a DEIR that addresses potential
environmental impacts associated with all aspects of the District's stated Petroleum Refinery
Emissions Reduction Strategy (i.e., the current versions of Rules 12-15 and 12-16, the Additional
Refinery Rules, and the 2016 Refinery Rules).

Areas of Controversy

An EIR must include a brief summary of the proposed action and its consequences that
identifies, in part, "areas of controversy" known to the lead agency, including issues raised by
agencies and the public. (CEQA Guidelines § 15123(b)). Shell's comments on the NOP were
not acknowledged as received and there is no reference in the DEIR to the issues of concern
identified by Shell. That alone is a fatal flaw in the DEIR and is further reason for the District to
restart the CEQA process for the Project.

Chapter 2 - Project Description

Project Objectives

The DEIR identifies a number of specific objectives that the District seeks to achieve
through adoption of Rules 12-15 and 12-16. As will be highlighted below, those objectives that
are within the District's legal authority are already being met, or can be met, through existing
laws, rules and regulations.
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. Characterization of Refinery-Related Emissions. Under the existing rules cited on pages
3-17 and 3-18 of the DEIR, the District already has the authority to request from any or all of the
Bay Area refineries the information that would be required under Rule 12-15 in its current form.
(see District Regulation 1, Section 410, 420, 440, 441, 501, 502, 520, 521, 522, 523, 540, 541,
542, 543, 544, and 600). Each Bay Area refinery is unique. Information related to emission
characterization would be far more useful if the requests were tailored by the District to each
specific refinery rather than applying the general approach contained in Rule 12-15. In
summary, Rule 12-15 is unnecessary as the information covered thereunder can be obtained
through the application of existing District rules.

. Crude Slate Changes. All Bay Area refineries already have emission limits or equivalent
operational limits set in their Title V permits issued by the District to each refinery. Such limits
apply regardless of the types of crude they process. These emission limits do not change because
there is or may be a change in the type of crude processed.

. Ensure Compliance with Ambient Air Quality Standards. For SO,, this goal is already
being met as the Bay Area is in attainment for SO, NOx, and CO. (DEIR pg 3-4). Further EPA
has designated the Bay Area as having "Clean Data" for PM; 5 (the equivalent of attainment), but
the District has not requested attainment status from EPA for PM,s. As demonstrated in
Attachment No. 1, current refinery SO, emissions are only a small fraction of what they were in
1980. Accordingly, Rule 12-16 is unnecessary.

. Refinery Energy Efficiency. Energy efficiency is something all refineries currently
practice without District interference. Mandating how a refinery operates its energy systems
would appear to be in direct conflict with statutory authority granted air pollution control
districts by the State Legislature which prohibits districts from setting "operational or
effectiveness requirements" for any specific emission control equipment. (Health and Safety
Code Section 40001(d)(3)). Energy systems are only one operation within a refinery that may
produce greenhouse gases. If the District can mandate how Bay Area refineries are to manage
and operate their energy systems, it could potentially dictate how all other refinery systems are to
operate. The District can set emission limits for a facility or source, but cannot direct the facility
how to operate to meet those limits.

. Refinery Health Risks. The District currently has the statutory authority to require Bay
Area refineries to conduct updated Health Risk Assessments (see Comment above re:
Characterization Refinery- Related Emissions) and can address any reductions needed through
its normal rulemaking process. Further, the State Toxic Hot Spots law which all refineries must
comply with requires HRAs. Attachment No. 1 also demonstrates that emissions of toxic air
contaminants from Bay Area refineries have been reduced by more than 75% since 1980.

. Public Information on Refinery Emissions and Crude Slate Changes. As stated above,
the District already has the ability to obtain through existing rules all of the emissions
information required by Rule 12-15. Shell considers crude slate information to be highly
confidential and proprietary, with its release having the potential to create significant competitive
disadvantages. Further, efforts to obtain this information represent yet another example of
attempts by the District to operate in excess of the authority granted under the Health and Safety
Code. After obtaining the crude slate information, and notwithstanding the absence of any
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statutory authority for such action, the District presumably will attempt to proscribe which
sources of crude a Bay Area refinery can and cannot process.

In summary, the objectives identified by the District in support of Rules 12-15 and 12-16
that do not exceed the District's statutory authority are being met, or can be met, through
application of existing laws, rules and regulations.

Background and Project Description

As acknowledged in the Staff Report and the DEIR, the versions of Rules 12-15 and 12-
16 in existence when the NOP/IS was issued is not what is analyzed in the DEIR. Substantial
changes were made to Rule 12-15, and Rule 12-16 was completely rewritten, between February
23, 2015 (the NOP issuance date) and September 11, 2015. The version of Rule 12-16 currently
proposed for adoption by the District bears almost no resemblance to the version of Rule 12-16
in existence at the time the NOP was issued or to the versions that had preceded the NOP.

The District Staff Reports (Staff Report, pg 12-16-1; Strategy Staff Report, pgs 1 & 2)
reference directions to staff from the District's Board of Directors to promulgate, in addition to
Rules 12-15 and 12-16, additional rules requiring a 20% emission reduction from the same
refineries subject to Rules 12-15 and 12-16 (i.e., the Additional Refinery Rules). On October 23,
2015, the District issued a Public Hearing Notice setting forth its intention to adopt the
Additional Refinery Rules. (See Attachment 4). The District has set November 23, 2015, as the
end of the public comment period for the Additional Refinery Rules, the same date as the end of
the comment period on the DEIR. The Additional Refinery Rules are also scheduled for
adoption on December 16, 2015, the same day that the District's Board of Directors will consider
adoption of Rules 12-15 and 12-16.

According to the Staff Reports, the District has adopted a "four part" strategy stemming
from Board of Directors Resolution No. 2014-17. The "four parts" are described in detail in the
Strategy Staff Report as including Rule 12-15, Rule 12-16, the Additional Refinery Rules, and
the 2016 Refinery Rules, all of which are collectively referred to by the District as comprising its
Petroleum Refinery Emissions Reduction Strategy. Adoption of the Additional Refinery Rules is
currently proposed by the District to be on the basis of a CEQA Negative Declaration. As
clearly demonstrated by the Strategy Staff Report and Board of Directors Resolution No. 2014-
17, the Additional Refinery Rules and the 2016 Refinery Rules are directly related to Rules 12-
15 and 12-16, and collectively comprise one project for purposes of CEQA environmental
review. Excluding the potential environmental impacts of the Additional Refinery Rules and the
2016 Refinery Rules from the Project analyzed in the DEIR (i.e., proposed adoption of Rules 12-
15 and 12-16) is a classic example of project piecemealing prohibited by CEQA. While the
DEIR (pg 31-15) lists all the above rules, along with approximately eight other rules that will
affect refinery operations, as being "considered" by the District, it fails to acknowledge that the
Additional Refinery Rules and Rules 12-15 and 12-16 have in fact been scheduled for adoption

— by the District at the same Board of Directors Hearing. Clearly, the Additional Refinery Rules

are part of the Project.

CEQA Guidelines section 15378 defines "project” to mean "the whole of an action,
which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a
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reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment. CEQA Guideline 15378).
The term "project" refers to the activity which is being approved and which may be subject to
discretionary approvals by governmental agencies. The term project does not mean each
separate governmental approval. (CEQA Guidelines §15378 (c)). Courts have explained that a
complete project description must "address not only the immediate environmental consequences
of the project, but also all 'reasonably foreseeable consequence(s) of the initial project’.” (Laurel
Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376,
emphasis added; see also Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho
Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4"™ 412, 449-50). If a[n] ...EIR...does not adequately apprise all
interested parties of the true scope of the project for intelligent weighing of the environmental
consequences of the project, informed decision making cannot occur under CEQA and the final
EIR is inadequate as a matter of law." (Riverwatch v. Olivenhain Municipal Water Dist. (2009)
170 Cal.4" 1186, 1201).

Moreover, a public agency may not segment a large project into two or more smaller
projects in order to mask serious environmental consequences. CEQA prohibits such a
"piecemeal" approach and requires review of a project's impacts as a whole. (CEQA Guidelines
§15378(a); Burbank- Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority v. Hensler (1991) 233 Cal.App.3d
577, 592). CEQA mandates "that environmental considerations do not become submerged by
chopping a large project into many little ones — each with a minimal potential impact on the
environment — which cumulatively may have disastrous consequences. (Bozung v. Local Agency
Formation Commission (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 283-84; City of Santhree v. County of San Diego
(1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1438, 1452). Before approving a project, a lead agency must assess the
environmental impacts of all reasonably foreseeable phases of a project. (Laurel Heights
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396-397 (EIR
held inadequate for failure to assess impacts of second phase of pharmacy school's occupancy of
anew medical research facility). "The significance of an accurate project description is manifest
where," as here, "cumulative environmental impacts may be disguised or minimized by filing
numerous, serial applications.. (4rviv Enterprises v. South Valley Area Planning Commission

(2002) 101 Cal.App.4™ 1333, 1346).

Clearly, Rules 12-15 and 12-16, the Additional Refinery Rules, and the 2016 Refinery
Rules are all part of one "Project” and regulatory action. A new NOP and a new draft EIR need
to be prepared and recirculated to include all aspects of the Project and to analyze all potential
environmental impacts associated with the complete set of proposed rules directed at refinery
sources. The Additional Refinery Rules simply cannot be adopted on the basis of a Negative
Declaration because they are part of a much larger project, which includes Rule 12-15, Rule 12-
16, and the 2016 Refinery Rules, all of which must be addressed in one EIR. (CEQA Guidelines
§ 15378).

Applicable SO,, PM, s, And TAC Control Technologies

As acknowledged in the Staff Report, Section 40001 of the Health and Safety Code
prohibits the District from mandating that specific types of air pollution control equipment be
installed at a facility. Yet, the DEIR lists the specific air pollution control devices that will be
required under Rule 12-16.
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Chapter 3 - Environmental Setting, Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Cumulative Impacts

Environmental Impacts

The environmental impact analysis in the DEIR is inadequate. While the DEIR
acknowledges that Rules 12-15 and 12-16 will result in significant impacts, including those
associated with construction, baghouses, ESPs, and WGS water demand, some of which cannot
be mitigated (pg 3-77), it contains no analysis of the impacts associated with the Additional
Refinery Rules or the 2016 Refinery Rules. This omission cannot be cured by treating the
Additional Refinery Rules as a separate project and issuing a Negative Declaration, and simply
ignoring any impacts from the 2016 Refinery Rules.

Shell NOP Comments

As highlighted above, Rule 12-16 was completely rewritten, and Rule 12-15 significantly
revised, between February 23, 2015 and September 11, 2015. Nonetheless, many of Shell's NOP
comments also apply to the new versions of the rules issued by the District for public comment
on September 11, 2015. The following comments provided by Shell in its March 26, 2015
comment letter (none of which were addressed in the DEIR) relate to potential environmental
impacts associated with Rules 12-15 and 12-16 as now proposed for adoption.

1. How will Regulation 12 Rulel6 (12-16) impact existing enforceable permit limits
developed as a result of a project that was subject to mandated emission mitigation reductions
imposed after a CEQA review and certification of an EIR (CEQA Limits)? As 12-16 is written,
if a refinery is operating below its CEQA Limits and then increases its operation up to the CEQA
Limit, it appears the refinery could trigger the requirement for an Emission Reduction Plan even
though it had already supplied the emission mitigations to offset CEQA Limits and was in
compliance with all applicable rules and regulations when the project was approved. If a
refinery invested hundreds of millions of dollars in mitigation equipment required to obtain a
project permit and has operated the equipment for years relying on the permits obtained after
complying with CEQA, does 12-16 abrogate those CEQA limits? Do the proposed Rules make
historic CEQA reviews meaningless for refineries, and supersede CEQA for all future refinery
projects? What is the long term environmental impact of 12-15 and 12-16 superseding CEQA
for refinery projects?

2. What will be the future environmental impact if refineries no longer have an
incentive to undertake new projects that include emissions reductions if any CEQA Limits
established in the permitting process cannot be relied on?

3. How does 12-16 impact Regulation 2 Rule 4 (e