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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Amended Rule 1157 – Emission Reductions from Aggregate and Related Operations.  The Draft EA was released for a 45‑day public review and comment period from April 14, 2006, to May 30, 2006.  One comment letter was received from the public.  Responses to the comment letter are included in Appendix F of this document.  To facilitate identifying modifications to the document, modifications to the document are included as underlined text and text removed from the document is indicated by strikethrough.  

Modifications have been made to the proposed Draft EA for clarity and continuity.  None of the modifications alter any conclusions reached in the Draft EA, nor provide new information of substantial importance relative to environmental impacts in the draft document that would require recirculation of the Draft EA pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15088.5.  

Table of contents

Chapter 1 - Executive Summary

Introduction

1-1

California Environmental Quality Act

1-1
CEQA Documentation for Proposed Amended Rule 1157

1-2
Intended Uses of this Document

1-3
Areas of Controversy

1-3
Executive Summary 

1-4
Chapter 2 - Project Description

Project Location

2-1

Background

2-2

Project Objective

2-2

Regulatory Background

2-3
Project Description

2-7
Chapter 3 - Existing Setting

Introduction

3-1

Aesthetics

3-1
Air Quality

3-2
Aggregate and Related Operations

3-18

Chapter 4 - Environmental Impacts

Introduction

4-1

Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

4-1

Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not to be Significant

4-10
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

4-15
Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

4-15
Consistency

4-15
Chapter 5 - Alternatives

Introduction

5-1
Alternatives Rejected as Infeasible

5-1

Description of Alternatives

5-1
Comparison of Alternatives 

5-4
Conclusion

5-8
Table of contents (CONt.)

Appendix A – Abbreviations and Acronyms
Appendix B – Proposed Amended Rule 1157
Appendix C – Assumptions and Calculations
Appendix D - Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (Environmental Checklist)
Appendix E - Comment Letter on the NOP/Initial Study and Response to the Comment Letter
Appendix F – Comment Letter on the Draft EA and Response to the Comment Letter

List of Tables
Table 1-1: Summary of PAR 1157 and Project Alternatives

1-11
Table 1-2: Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives

1-12
Table 3-1: State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

3-2
Table 3-2: 2004 Air Quality Data - SCAQMD

3-4
Table 3-3: Aggregate and Related Facilities in the South Coast Air Basin

3-19
Table 3-4: Baseline Fugitive Dust Emissions from Rule 1157 High Wind Exemption

3-21
Table 3-5: Baseline On-Road Delivery Truck Emissions from Rule 1157 

High Wind Exemption

3-21
Table 3-6: Baseline Off-Road Loader Exhaust Emissions from Rule 1157 
High Wind Exemption

3-21
Table 3-7: Total Baseline Emissions from Rule 1157 High Wind Exemption

3-21
Table 4-1: Air Quality Significance Thresholds

4-4
Table 4-2: Incremental Increase of Fugitive Dust PM-10 Emissions on High Wind 
Days from PAR 1157

4-6
Table 4-3: Incremental Increase of Operational On-Road Delivery Truck Exhaust Emissions on High Wind Days from PAR 1157

4-7
Table 4-4: Incremental Increase in Criteria Emissions Loader Emissions on High Wind Days from PAR 1157

4-7
Table 4-5: Total Daily Emissions on High Wind Days after Implementation of 
PAR 1157

4-7
Table 4-6: Incremental Increase of Proposed Project Operational Emissions on 
High Wind Days from PAR 1157

4-8
Table 4-7: Single Facility Incremental Increase of Proposed Project Operational 
Emissions on High Wind Days from PAR 1157

4-9
Table 5-1: Summary of PR 1156 and Project Alternatives

5-3
Table 5-2: Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives

5-7
List of Figures
Figure 2-1: South Coast Air Quality Management District

2-1

C H A P T E R   1

E X E C U T I V E   S U M M A R Y 

Introduction

California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA Documentation for Proposed Amended Rule 1157
Intended Uses of this Document

Areas of Controversy

Executive Summary

introduction

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

The area of jurisdiction under the SCAQMD exceeds state and federal ambient air quality standards for PM10 (defined as particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less).  These microscopically fine particles can originate from a variety of area sources, both natural and man‑made, and from a variety of stationary source processes, which include direct emissions (referred to as primary PM10) and atmospheric chemical reactions that convert gases to particles (referred to as secondary PM10).  Approximately one‑third of the ambient PM10 concentrations are a result of soil dust entrainment, commonly referred to as fugitive dust
.  In response to these elevated PM10 levels, the SCAQMD adopted Rule 1157 to further control fugitive dust PM10 emissions from aggregate and related operations on January 7, 2005.
On February 10, 2005, the California Mining Association (CMA) filed a complaint against the SCAQMD alleging, among other claims, that the rule contains an unworkable high wind exemption.  On September 2, 2005, CMA and the SCAQMD executed a formal settlement agreement.  The SCAQMD staff agreed to bring to the Governing Board language to address potential problems with the language of the high wind exemption.  SCAQMD staff and CMA representatives agreed upon proposed language which was presented at a Public Workshop on February 3, 2006.  The proposed project would implement the high wind exemption modification from the settlement agreement.  SCAQMD staff will has considered all public comments and input.  

Based on the conclusions in the initial study (IS) prepared for PAR 1157, this Draft Final EA further analyzed potential adverse aesthetics and air quality impacts.  Adverse impacts to all other environmental areas were determined to be less than significant in the IS.  This Draft Final Environmental Assessment (EA), prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), identified aesthetics and operational-related air pollutant emissions as the only potentially significant adverse impacts.  
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

PAR 1157 is a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  CEQA requires that the potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that methods to reduce or avoid identified significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be implemented if feasible.  The purpose of the CEQA process is to inform the SCAQMD's Governing Board, public agencies, and interested parties of potential adverse environmental impacts that could result from implementing the proposed project and to identify feasible mitigation measures when an impact is significant.

California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written documents in lieu of an environmental impact report once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program.  The SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of Resources Agency on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.  Pursuant to Rule 110 (the rule which implements the SCAQMD's certified regulatory program), SCAQMD has prepared this Draft Final EA to evaluate potential adverse impacts from PAR 1157.

Appendix D includes a Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) which identifies environmental topics to be analyzed in this document.  The NOP/IS identified “aesthetics” and “air quality” as the only areas that may be adversely affected by the proposed project.  The NOP/IS was distributed to responsible agencies and interested parties for a 30-day review and comment period from February 1, 2006, to March 2, 2006.  During that public comment period SCAQMD received one comment letter on the NOP/IS.  The comment letter and its response are included in Appendix E.  

Any comments received during the public comment period on the analysis presented in this Draft EA will be responded to and included in the Final EAThe Draft EA was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period from April 14, 2006 to May 30, 2006.  One comment letter was received during the public review and comment period.  Responses to the comment letter are included in Appendix F.  Prior to making a decision on the proposed amended rule, the SCAQMD Governing Board must review and certify the EA as providing adequate information on the potential adverse environmental impacts of the proposed amended rule.  

CEQA documentation for PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1157
This draft Final EA is a comprehensive environmental document that analyzes the environmental impacts from the currently proposed amendments to Rule 1157.  SCAQMD rules, as ongoing regulatory programs, have the potential to be revised over time due to a variety of factors (e.g., regulatory decisions by other agencies, new data, lack of progress in advancing the effectiveness of control technologies to comply with requirements in technology forcing rules, etc.).  The other documents which comprise the CEQA record for the currently proposed amendments to Rule 1157, include the Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1157 (August 7, 2003), and the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (January 2006).  The following is a summary of the contents of these documents.

Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed Rule 1157, August 2003 (SCAQMD No. 040901JK):  A Draft EA for the proposed Rule 1157 was released for a 30-day public review period from September 2, 2004, to October 1, 2004.  It was estimated that PR 1157 would reduce an additional of 18 tons per day of PM10 emissions (beyond Rule 403) through good housekeeping and the use of dust suppressants (water and/or chemical), baghouses, enclosure, rumble grates (to remove dust agglomerated on vehicle’s tires), and wheel washers.  After circulation of the Draft EA, a Final EA was prepared and certified by the SCAQMD Governing Board on January 7, 2005.

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) of an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed Amendments to Rule 1157, January 2006:  The NOP/IS of an EA for the proposed amendments to Rule 1157 was released for a 30-day public review period from February 1, 2006, to March 2, 2007 2006.  The NOP was released with an Initial Study, which contained a brief project description and the environmental checklist, as required by CEQA Guidelines.  The environmental checklist contained a preliminary analysis of potential adverse environmental effects that may result from implementing the proposed amendments. The NOP/IS identified “aesthetics” and “air quality” as the only area that may be adversely affected by the proposed project.  This NOP/IS is included in Appendix B of this Draft Final EA.

Intended Uses of this document

In general, a CEQA document is an informational document that informs a public agency’s decision-makers and the public generally of potentially significant adverse environmental effects of a project, identifies possible ways to avoid or minimize the significant effects, and describes reasonable alternatives to the project (CEQA Guidelines §15121).  A public agency’s decision-makers must consider the information in a CEQA document prior to making a decision on the project.  Accordingly, this Draft Final EA is intended to: (a) provide the SCAQMD Governing Board and the public with information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) be used as a tool by the SCAQMD Governing Board to facilitate decision making on the proposed project.

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines §15124(d)(1) requires a public agency to identify the following specific types of intended uses of a CEQA document:

1. A list of the agencies that are expected to use the EA in their decision-making;

2. A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project; and 

3. A list of related environmental review and consultation requirements required by federal, state, or local laws, regulations, or policies.

To the extent that local public agencies, such as cities, county planning commissions, et cetera, are responsible for making land use and planning decisions related to projects that must comply with the requirements in PAR 1157, they could possibly rely on this EA during their decision-making process.  Similarly, other single purpose public agencies approving projects at facilities complying with PAR 1157 may rely on this EA. 

Areas of Controversy

CEQA Guidelines §15124(d)(2) requires a public agency to identify areas of controversy, including issues raised by agencies and the public.  Subsequent to the adoption of Rule 1157 and certification of the associated Final EA, the CMA filed a petition against the SCAQMD that included an allegation stating that Rule 1157 contains an unworkable high wind exemption.

On May 11, 2005, the Southern California Rock Products Association and Southern California Ready Mixed Concrete Association (SCRPA/SCRMA) filed an additional petition against the SCAQMD alleging that Rule 1157 contains an unenforceable opacity standard and a 100-foot dust plume threshold.  The SCAQMD disputed all claims raised by CMA and SCRPA/SCRMA.

On September 2, 2005, the above parties and the SCAQMD executed a formal settlement agreement.  The settlement agreement included a proposed revision to the high wind General Performance Standard exemption as agreed on in the settlement process to be presented to the public at a workshop.  The proposed language was developed to resolve issues industry representatives identified with the high wind exemption.  Industry representatives believe that aggregate facility operators cannot reasonably be held accountable to know the ultimate specific-end use of products shipped from their facilities to cement or asphalt plants.  The settlement agreement acknowledges that the revised exemption may be modified based on public comments.  
The proposed project would implement a modification to the high wind exemption based on the settlement agreement.  Since the settlement agreement includes a provision to modify the high wind exemption based on public comments, the proposed amended rule circulated with this document may be modified to reflect public comments subsequent to the release of this document.  No public comments received on PAR 1157 during the rule development process required modification to the high wind exemption language proposed by the settlement agreement.
During the NOP/IS public comment period, industry representatives have verbally stated that the proposed project should not be significant for any environmental topic and therefore would only require a notice of exemption.  Based on the analysis included in Chapter 4 of this Draft Final EA, the air quality impacts from continued operations during high wind events pursuant to the high wind exemption would be significant.   Therefore, a substitute document for an environmental impact report is the appropriate CEQA document for the proposed project.
executive summary

CEQA Guidelines §15123 requires a CEQA document to include a brief summary of the proposed actions and their consequences.  In addition, areas of controversy including issues raised by the public must also be included in the executive summary.  This Draft Final EA consists of the following chapters: Chapter 1 – Executive Summary; Chapter 2 – Project Description; Chapter 3 – Existing Setting, Chapter 4 – Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures; Chapter 5 – Project Alternatives; Chapter 6 - Other CEQA Topics and various appendices.  The following subsections briefly summarize the contents of each chapter.

Summary of Chapter 1 – Executive Summary

Chapter 1 includes a discussion of the legislative authority that allows the SCAQMD to amend and adopt air pollution control rules, identifies general CEQA requirements and the intended uses of this CEQA document, areas of controversy and summaries the remaining five chapters that comprise this Draft Final EA.

Summary of Chapter 2 - Project Description

High winds are defined as instantaneous wind speeds exceeding 25 miles per hour.  The proposed amendments to the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards provisions of Rule 1157 would still apply to dust controls, underwater dredging, and the transporting of dredged materials to the surge piles to continue during high winds.   All activities, including aggregate excavation, production would be required to cease, except for dust controls.  The portion of the exemption that is currently applicable to ready-mixed concrete batching and hot mix asphalt facilities remains unchanged as it exempts activities at those facilities that produce materials for use in construction projects which are being paved or poured during high winds, provided that dust controls are appropriately applied as required by District rules.

PAR 1157 modifies the existing Rule 1157 General Performance Standard (opacity and visible dust) exemption provision that exempts the loading and transport of aggregate materials directly to concrete batching and ready-mixed hot mix asphalt facilities that support construction projects that would incur irreparable damage if operations were ceased during high winds with a exemption provision that exempts the loading and transport of aggregate at any aggregate facility provided that: (1) appropriate dust controls are applied according to SCAQMD’s rules, (2) chemical stabilizers are applied on unpaved roads prior to the wind event, (3) water is applied twice per hour during active operations on unpaved roads that are not treated with chemical stabilizers, and (4) water is applied within fifteen minutes of each loading activity to unstablized areas on the storage piles that are disturbed due to loading.  

Summary of Chapter 3 - Existing Setting

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines §15125, Chapter 3 – Existing Setting, includes descriptions of those environmental areas that could be adversely affected by PAR 1157 as identified in the Initial Study (Appendix D).  The following subsections briefly highlight the existing setting for aesthetics and air quality, which were the only environmental areas identified that could potentially be adversely affected by implementing PAR 1157.

The existing Rule 1157 provides the operators an exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transportation of aggregate materials from existing facilities that support construction projects that would be irreparably physically damaged if operations were ceased during high winds.  

The California Department of Conservation estimates that approximately 60 percent of aggregate material in California is delivered to public projects and commercial buildings that would likely require continuous concrete pours.  It is assumed that 60 percent of the aggregate material loaded and transported would qualify for the existing high wind exemption.
Aesthetics

Before Rule 1157, fugitive emissions at aggregate facilities were regulated by Rule 403.  Rule 403 has a high wind exemption from opacity, visible emission and PM10 concentrations provided that prescribed mitigation measures are implemented.  Rule 1157 includes a more conservative high wind exemption than Rule 403 that applied only to ready-mix concrete, hot mix asphalt and aggregate facilities that support construction projects that would be irreparably physically damaged if ceased during high winds.  Aggregate facility operators that claim the high wind exemption under Rule 1157 may degrade the existing visual character or quality of site and its surrounding, but the degradation under Rule 1157 is less than what would have occurred district-wide under Rule 403 alone, because the exemption was narrowed from all aggregate and related operations to only those at mix concrete, hot mix asphalt and aggregate facilities that support construction projects that would be irreparably physically damaged by ceasing during high winds.
Air Quality

Air quality in the area of the SCAQMD's jurisdiction has shown substantial improvement over the last two decades.  Nevertheless, some federal and state air quality standards are still exceeded frequently and by a wide margin.  Of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established for six criteria pollutants (ozone, lead, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide and PM10), the area within the SCAQMD's jurisdiction is only in attainment with sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and lead standards.  Chapter 3 provides a brief description of the existing air quality setting for each criteria pollutant, as well as the human health effects resulting from exposure to each criteria pollutant.  Chapter 3 also provides the PM10 emissions during high winds from facilities that have loading and transportation operations exempt from the General Performance Standards under the existing Rule 1157.
Summary of Chapter 4 - Environmental Impacts

CEQA Guidelines §15126(a) requires that a CEQA document, "shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project.  Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects."

The following subsections briefly summarize the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from the adoption and implementation of PAR 1157.

Aesthetics

PAR 1157 would modify the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transportation of aggregate materials from existing aggregate facilities provided dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed, no construction impacts are expected.  The exemption is from the General Performance Standards which includes opacity and visible dust limits.  It is assumed that since this exemption is necessary, opacity and visible dust limits of the General Performance Standards would be exceeded.  In addition the 252 pounds of PM10 emissions per worst-case high wind day from the proposed project would be greater than the PM10 significance threshold of 150 pounds per day.  Based on this, it is assumed that the fugitive dust emission from the proposed project would significantly degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.  Therefore, the project is significant for aesthetics.
Air Quality

Since PAR 1157 would only modify the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transportation of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed, no construction impacts are expected.  
The existing Rule 1157 provides the operators an exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transportation of aggregate materials from existing facilities that support construction projects that would be irreparably physically damaged if operations were ceased during high winds.  Based on information from the California Department of Conservation, approximately 60 percent of aggregate material in California is delivered to public projects and commercial buildings that would likely require continuous concrete pours.  Therefore, loading and transport of the other 40 percent of the aggregate material was used to estimate the increase in emissions that would be generated by the proposed project (982 pounds of NOx emissions and 252 pounds of PM10 emissions).  The additional 982 pounds of NOx and 252 pounds of PM10 emissions estimated to be generated by the proposed project on windy days is greater than the significance threshold of 55 pounds of NOx and 150 pounds of PM10 per day; therefore, the PAR 1157 is significant for operational air quality.
Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not To Be Significant

The Initial Study for PAR 1157 includes an environmental checklist of approximately 17 environmental topics to be evaluated for potential adverse impacts from a proposed project.  Review of the proposed project at the NOP/IS stage identified two topics, aesthetics and air quality, for further review in the Draft EA.  The Initial Study concluded that the project would have no significant direct or indirect adverse effects on the remaining environmental topics.  During that public comment period, SCAQMD received one comment letter on the NOP/IS; however, no comments were received on the NOP/IS or at the public meetings that changed this conclusion.  The comment letter and its response are included in Appendix E.  The screening analysis concluded that the following environmental areas would not be significantly adversely affected by PAR 1157: 

· agriculture resources

· biological resources

· cultural resources

· energy

· geology/soils

· hazards and hazardous materials
· hydrology and water quality

· land use and planning

· mineral resources

· noise

· population and housing

· public services

· recreation

· solid/hazardous waste

· transportation/traffic

Consistency

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the SCAQMD have developed, with input from representatives of local government, the industry community, public health agencies, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) - Region IX and the California Air Resources Board (CARB), guidance on how to assess consistency within the existing general development planning process in the Basin.  Pursuant to the development and adoption of its Regional Comprehensive Plan Guide (RCPG), SCAG has developed an Intergovernmental Review Procedures Handbook (June 1, 1995).  The SCAQMD also adopted criteria for assessing consistency with regional plans and the AQMP in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  Analysis of the proposed project shows that it is consistent with the RCPG.
Summary Chapter 5 - Alternatives

Three feasible alternatives to the proposed amended rule are summarized in Table 1-1:  Alternative A (No Project), Alternative B (Rule 403 Equivalent), and Alternative C (No Activity).  A comparison of the potential aesthetic and air quality adverse impacts from each of the project alternatives with PAR 1157 is given in Table 1-2.  No other significant adverse impacts were identified for PR 1157 or any of the project alternatives.  The proposed project is significant for PM10 from operational activities.  
Alternative A (No Project)

No significant PM10 emissions are anticipated from Alternative A because the emissions from Alternative A are the same as the existing Rule 1157, which are defined as baseline emissions.  Therefore, Alternative A would not be significant for any environmental topics.  While Alternative A would be environmentally better than the proposed project, which is significant for aesthetics and air quality, it would not accomplish a major objective of the proposed project which is to implement the high wind exemption to acknowledge the difficulties the plant operators have in identifying the end use of the product shipped.  Since Alternative A does not implement the objective, the proposed project is preferred over Alternative A.
Alternative B (Rule 403 Equivalent)

Alternative B would make the high wind exemption from the General Performance standards similar to Rule 403.  Like the proposed project, Alternative B would modify the high wind exemption to include all aggregate facilities instead of only the aggregate facilities that support projects that would be irreparably physically harmed if aggregate loading and delivery are ceased during high winds.  The highest default control efficiency allowed by water application under CEQA is 68 percent for water application three times per day.  Since both Alternative B and the proposed project would require water application more than three times a day to material handling from the storage piles, the assumed control efficiency is 68 percent.  Therefore, Alternative B would have the same adverse aesthetic and air quality impacts as PAR 1157, which are degradation of the visible character of the vicinity surrounding the aggregate plants and an additional 982 pounds of NOx and 252 pounds of PM10 emitted per day during high wind days.  Alternative B would be significant for air quality, because the NOx and PM10 emissions are greater than the NOx and PM 10 significant thresholds of 55 and 150 pounds per day, respectively.  Alternative B would be significant for aesthetics because it is assumed that significant air quality emissions without requirements for opacity and visible emissions would be detrimental to the visible character of the area surrounding aggregate facilities, and therefore Alternative B would be significant. 
The only significant difference between the high wind exemption from opacity and visible emission in Rule 403 and PAR 1157 is the number of times water application is required during material handling operations and wind erosion from the disturbed portions of active storage piles.  The number of application of water to unpaved non-haul roads would be the same for both Alternative B and PAR 1157.  Even though the control efficiency for Rule 403 and PAR 1157 are equivalent for water application to disturbed portions of active storage piles, since the proposed project requires more water application (every 15 minutes after a loading activity) than Rule 403 (twice per hour); qualitatively the proposed project would be better for the environment.  
Alternative C (No Activity)

Alternative C would not allow any activity during high wind events.  Since all activity would be ceased during high wind events, the 58 pounds per day of VOC, 232 pounds per day of CO, 1,473 pounds per day of NOx, 379 pounds of PM10 and 15 pounds per day of SOx per high wind day that are currently generated from aggregate loading at facilities under the existing high wind exemption would ceased.  Since Alternative C is an emission reduction, it is assumed that the emission reduction would benefit the visual character of the areas surrounding the aggregate facilities; therefore, Alterative C would not be significant for aesthetics, nor any other environmental topic.  Alternative C would be environmentally better than the proposed project, which is significant for aesthetics and air quality.  However, Alternative C does not implement the project objective of providing an exemption for the delivery of aggregate to construction projects that cannot cease during high winds, while acknowledging the difficulties plant operators have identifying the end use of the project shipped; the propose project is preferred to Alternative C.
Since Alternatives A and C would not achieve proposed project objectives, the proposed project is preferred to Alternatives A and C.  Since the proposed project would qualitatively be better that Alternative B, because it requires more water application on disturbed areas of active storage piles and equivalent water application on unpaved non-haul roads, proposed project is preferred to Alternative B.  Therefore, the proposed project is preferred over the project alternatives.  
Summary Chapter 6 - Other CEQA Topics

CEQA documents are required to address the potential for irreversible environmental changes, growth-inducing impacts and inconsistencies with regional plans.  Consistent with the 2003 AQMP EIR, additional analysis of the proposed project confirms that it would not result in irreversible environmental changes or the irretrievable commitment of resources, foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing, or be inconsistent with regional plans.

Table 1-1

Summary of PAR 1157 and Project Alternatives

	Description
	PAR 1157
	Alternative A
No Project
	Alternative B
Rule 403 Equivalent
	Alternative C
No Activity

	Applicable Facilities
	All aggregate plants
	Aggregate facilities that support critical jobs
	All aggregate plants
	All aggregate plants

	Applicable Activities:

	Non Loading and Transport Processes
	Required to cease to qualify for exemption
	Required to cease to qualify for exemption
	Required to cease to qualify for exemption
	Required to cease no exemption

	Loading and Transport
	Exempt from General Performance Standards
	Only aggregate facilities that support critical jobs may quality for exemption from General Performance Standards
	Exempt from General Performance Standards
	Required to cease no exemption, required to meet General Performance Standards

	Proposed Conditions:

	Dust Controls (h)(2)(B)(i)
	Dust controls required by SCAQMD Rules and Regulations are applied
	Required by permit
	Required by permit
	Dust controls required by SCAQMD Rules and Regulations are applied

	Unpaved Roads
(h)(2)(B)(ii)
	Apply chemical stabilizers prior to high wind event or apply water twice an hour during active operations
	None
	Apply chemical stabilizers prior to high wind event, or apply water twice an hour during active operations, or stop all vehicular traffic
	None

	Storage Piles Erosion
(h)(2)(B)(iii)
	Apply water to unstablized areas of open storage piles actively disturbed during loading within 15 minutes of each loading activity
	None
	Apply water twice per hour or install temporary coverings
	None

	Proposed Project Objectives: 

	Aligned with Objectives?
	Meets objectives
	Does not address difficulties with end use.
	Meets objectives
	Does not provide an exemption for necessary loading and transport during high winds


Table 1-2

Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives

	Description
	PAR 1157
	Alternative A
No Project
	Alternative B
Rule 403 Equivalent
	Alternative C
No Activity

	Applicable Activities: 

	Non Loading and Transport Processes
	No change in PM10 emissions
	No change in PM10 emissions
	No change in PM10 emissions
	No change in PM10 emissions

	Loading and Transport
	Significant emissions increase: 

982 lb/day NOx

252 lb/day PM10

Significant air quality
	No change in PM10 emissions

Not significant for any topic
	Significant emissions increase: 

982 lb/day NOx

252 lb/day PM10

Significant air quality
	Emissions reduction:

55 lb/day VOC

216 lb/day CO

1,373 lb/day NOx

376 lb/day of PM10

14 lb/day of SOx

Not significant for any topic

	Affect of Alternative Exemption Conditions:* 

	Dust Controls (h)(2)(B)(i)
	Already required, no change in emissions
	No change in PM10 emissions
	Already required, no change in emissions
	Already required, no change in emissions

	Unpaved Roads (h)(2)(B)(ii)
	219.9 lb/day of PM10 increase
	No change in PM10 emissions
	219.9 lb/day of PM10 increase
	329.8 lb/day of PM10 reductions

	Storage Piles:
Material Handling (h)(2)(B)(iii)
	13.7 lb/day of PM10 increase
	No change in PM10 emissions
	13.7 lb/day of PM10 increase
	Reduction of 20.6 lb/day of PM10

	Storage Piles:
Wind Erosion(h)(2)(B)(iii)
	0.3 lb/day of PM10 increase
	No change in PM10 emissions
	0.3 lb/day of PM10 increase
	Reduction of 0.4 lb/day of PM10

	Diesel Exhaust 
	Emissions increases:

39 lb/day VOC

154 lb/day CO

982 lb/day NOx

18 lb/day of PM10

10 lb/day of SOx
	No change in PM10 emissions
	Emissions increases:

39 lb/day VOC

154 lb/day CO

982 lb/day NOx

18 lb/day of PM10

10 lb/day of SOx
	Emissions reduction:

58 lb/day VOC

232 lb/day CO

1,473 lb/day NOx

28 lb/day of PM10

15 lb/day of SOx

	Significant for Aesthetics?
	Significant
	Not significant
	Equivalent to PAR 1157
	Not significant


*  Emissions reported under Affect of Alternative Exemption Conditions are summarized under Applicable Activities.  
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project location

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 2-1).
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South Coast Air Quality Management District

Background

Rule 1157 – PM10 Emission Reductions from Aggregate and Related Operations, was adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board January 7, 2005.  Rule 1157 implemented a portion of the 2003 AQMP control measure BCM‑08 – Further Emission Reductions from Aggregate Operations (PM10).  Aggregate operations were defined as plants that produce sand, gravel, crushed stone, and quarried rocks.  Rule 1157 implemented the non‑cement process portion of Control Measure BCM‑08.  Rule 1156 was adopted on November 4, 2005, to address emissions generated by non-aggregate handling cement manufacturing operations.  Operations that are related to aggregate processes use sand, gravel, cement, crushed stone, and/or quarried rocks in their products; crush miscellaneous base; or are inert landfills that handle construction/demolition debris.  Rule 1157 controls PM10 emissions through the use of performance standards and dust control measures.  Rule 1157 is projected to reduce PM10 emissions 18 tons per day (36,000 pounds of PM10 per day) through the use of required dust control techniques.  
On February 10, 2005, the CMA filed a petition against the SCAQMD alleging that: (1) Rule 1157 was developed based on a flawed emissions inventory, (2) contains an unworkable high wind exemption and untested Opacity Test Method 9B, and (3) the agency did not analyze the environmental impacts of the required chemical dust suppressant application on unpaved haul roads.

On May 11, 2005, the SCRPA/SCRMA filed an additional petition against the SCAQMD alleging that Rule 1157 contains an unenforceable opacity standard and a 100-foot dust plume threshold.  The SCAQMD disputed all claims raised by CMA and SCRPA/SCRMA.

On September 2, 2005, the above parties and the SCAQMD executed a formal settlement agreement.  The settlement agreement included a proposed revision to the high wind General Performance Standard exemption as agreed to in the settlement process, which would be presented to the public at a public workshop.  The settlement agreement acknowledges that the revised exemption may be modified based on public comments.  SCAQMD staff also agreed to work with the above mentioned parties’ representatives to resolve the other issues: emissions inventory, Opacity Test Method 9B, dust plume threshold, and chemical dust suppressant requirements.

PAR 1157 presents the revised high wind General Performance Standard exemption as agreed to in the settlement process.  Additional amendments to Rule 1157 may be required as SCAQMD, CMA and SCRPA/SCRMA resolve the remaining issues related to emissions inventory, Opacity Test Method 9B, dust plume threshold, and chemical dust suppressant requirements.  However, changes to these topics will be addressed in the future as separate projects.  Since any modifications for these remaining topics need to be agreed to by all parties, potential environmental impacts from their adoption and implementation are considered to be speculative at this time.

project objective

The purpose of this rule amendment is to eliminate the ambiguity in the high wind exemption regarding what constitutes irreparable damage to a construction project during high wind and to improve rule clarity and enforceability.  The settlement language between SCAQMD and CMA for the high wind exemption modification was developed to implement the objective.  Therefore, the proposed project would eliminate requirements that are considered infeasible to the affected industry, while exempting only limited dust generating activities from the General Performance Standards (opacity and visible dust requirements) during high winds, provided appropriate dust suppressants are applied according to SCAQMD rules. 
REGULATORY BACKGROUND

There are three levels of regulatory requirements that apply to the aggregate and related industries: 1) federal requirements (i.e., USEPA); 2) state (i.e., CARB) and other state agencies), and, 3) local (i.e., the SCAQMD and local governments).  The following is an overview of federal, state and local regulatory programs that are applicable to the aggregate and related operations. 

Federal Requirements

The federal Clean Air Act requires the SCAQMD to adopt an AQMP that identifies a control strategy to demonstrate compliance with the federal ambient air quality standards.  To address this federal mandate, the 2003 AQMP for the district included Control Measure BCM‑08 – Further Emission Reductions from Aggregate and Cement Manufacturing Operations.  In addition, there are other federal requirements that apply to aggregate and related operations.  The following is a brief summary of these requirements.

Standards of Performance for Hot Mix Asphalt Facilities

EPA promulgated standards for hot mix asphalt facilities in Title 40, Chapter I, Part 60, Subpart I of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR Part 60, Subpart I).  Subpart I assigns a 20 percent opacity limit and a 90 micrograms/dry standard cubic meter PM content for fugitive emissions.

Standards of Performance for Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Plants 

EPA promulgated standards for various equipment and processes of aggregate and related operations in the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR Part 60, Subpart OOO).  In particular, Subpart OOO limits opacity to 10 percent for fugitive emissions at the transfer point of the conveyors; however, it does not address fugitive emissions, such as the dropping of materials from the conveyors to the storage piles or unpaved roads.  Subpart OOO also sets a limit of 15 percent opacity for fugitive emissions generated from the crushers. 

State Requirements

State law also requires the SCAQMD to adopt an AQMP that identifies a control strategy demonstrating progress towards achieving the state ambient air quality standards.  The 2003 AQMP for the district that included Control Measure BCM‑08 – Further Emission Reductions from Aggregate and Cement Manufacturing Operations, was also submitted to the CARB to comply with state law.  

In addition, Senate Bill 656 (SB 656, Sher) which was enacted by the Legislature in 2003 requires CARB in consultation with local air districts, to adopt a list of most feasible control measures to reduce PM10 and PM2.5.  SB 656 also requires CARB and local air districts to adopt implementation schedules for appropriate control measures by July 31, 2005, and CARB to report actions taken and recommend further actions to achieve the state PM standards. 

Texas, San Joaquin Valley APCD, Clark County (Nevada), and Maricopa County (Arizona) have developed similar rules, primarily for process operations.

Local Requirements

SCAQMD Rule Requirements

Operations are required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 203 ‑ Permit to Operate, Rule 401 – Visible Emissions, Rule 402 – Nuisance, Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, Rule 404 – Particulate Matter‑ Concentration, and Rule 405 – Solid Particulate Matter – Weight.

Rule 401 – Visible Emissions

Rule 401 regulates visible emissions from any air contaminants discharged into the atmosphere from any single source.  All sources are restricted from discharging emissions for a period or periods of time more than three minutes in any one hour which is as dark as or darker than the shade designated No. 1 on a Ringelmann Chart, or of such opacity to obscure an observer’s view to a degree equal or greater than smoke designated No. 1 on a Ringelmann Chart.  Commercial charbroilers, excluding those with control equipment or those that are chain‑driven; equipment for melting, heating or holding asphalt or coal tar pitch for on‑site roof construction or repair; and pile‑drivers are restricted from discharging emissions that are equivalent or exceed smoke designated No. 2 on a Ringelmann Chart or that obscure vision to a degree equal or greater than smoke designated No. 2 on a Ringelmann Chart for a period or periods of three or four minutes per hour depending on the type of equipment.

Rule 402 ‑ Nuisance

Rule 402 limits the discharge of any air contaminant or other material from any sources that causes public injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance.  The rule also restricts emissions that endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.

Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust

PM10 emissions from all human dust generating activities, including aggregate and related operations are currently regulated by Rule 403.  Rule 403 presents dust control measures in a series of three tables.  Rule 403 Table 1 presents best available control measures (BACM).  BACM are the most stringent emission limitations or control techniques which are commercially available.  Rule 403 Table 2 details dust control measures for large operations.  Large facilities are those with active operations on property which contains 50 or more acres of disturbed surface area; or any earthmoving operation with a daily earth‑moving or throughput volume of 3,850 cubic meters or more three times during the most recent 365‑day period.  Rule 403 Table 3 displays Contingency Control Measures for Large Operations.  Rule 403 generally focuses on PM10 emissions from construction/demolition activities, disturbed surface areas, earth‑moving activities, open storage piles, movements of motorized vehicles; and wind‑driven fugitive dust.  

Under Rule 403, aggregate and related operations are required to implement applicable actions in Table 2 and applicable actions in Table 3 when applicable performance standards cannot be met from Table 2 actions.  Facilities that conduct large operations that do not implement measures in Tables 2 and 3 of Rule 403 are required to submit a fully executed Large Operation Notification Form (Form 204N) within seven days of qualifying as a large operation; maintain daily records to document the specific dust control actions taken; install and maintain project signage and identify a dust control supervisor; and notify the Executive Officer in writing within 30 days after the site no longer qualifies as a large operation.

Rule 403.1 ‑ Supplemental Fugitive Dust Control Requirements for Coachella Valley Sources

Rule 403.1 establishes special requirements for Coachella Valley fugitive dust sources.  The requirements are applicable to active operation, open storage piles or disturbed surface areas, and construction (earth‑moving) activities that are not subject to local jurisdiction dust control ordinance requirements.  Requirements include wind speed based operational restrictions; stabilization; control actions specified in Table 2 of Rule 403; restrictions on earth‑moving activities; fugitive dust control plans; signage; wind monitoring; and recordkeeping.

Rule 404 ‑ Particulate Matter‑ Concentration

Rule 404 regulates PM emissions from control exhausts based on concentration.  Rule 404 includes a table which presents the maximum discharge rate of particulate matter allowed by process weight over the lesser of one complete cycle of operation or one hour.

Rule 405 ‑ Solid Particulate Matter – Weight

Rule 405 regulates PM emissions from control exhausts based on weight criteria.  Rule 405 includes a table which presents the maximum concentrations of particulate matter allowed in discharged gas by volume of gas discharged over the lesser of one complete cycle of operation or one hour.

Rule 1157 – PM10 Emission Reduction from Aggregate and Related Operations

Rule 1157 controls PM10 emissions from aggregate and related operations through the use of performance standards and dust control measures, which include wheel washers, rumble grates and sweepers.  
Local Dust Control Ordinances

The SCAQMD adopted the 2002 Coachella Valley State Implementation Plan (CVSIP) for PM10, which includes the most stringent measures analysis and appropriate control measures, in June 2002.  The control measures in the CVSIP represent enhancements to existing local dust control ordinances, SCAQMD rules, and SIP commitments.  

Studies of Emissions from Aggregate Facilities

PM10 is generated during the mining, processing (crushing, screening and mixing), and handling (i.e., transporting, loading/unloading, conveying, and storing) of the aggregates.  Other significant sources of PM and PM10 emissions are unpaved roads and track‑out (materials from the facility are transported onto part of the public roads where it can be crushed and entrained into the air by passing traffic.)  The problem can be worse during high winds.  As a result, several studies have been undertaken to address the PM10 emissions at affected facilities.

Environmental Effects of Gravel Mining Study

In response to increased concerns from the residents in Irwindale and nearby communities about the effects of the mining operations on air and water quality, Congresswoman Hilda Solis and Congressman Henry Waxman initiated an investigation.  The findings of this investigation
 were published in December 2002.  

2004 SCAQMD Monitoring Program

The SCAQMD initiated a comprehensive air monitoring study at six of the largest gravel mining and processing operations in the Irwindale area in May 2003 to characterize their air quality impacts.  This PM10 ambient monitoring follows the 40 CFR, Part 50, Appendix J monitoring procedures provided in Rule 403, which establishes a PM10 upwind/downwind differential concentration level that facilities must comply with.  The following are the key findings:

· Monitoring completed at four of the six sites indicate upwind/downwind PM10 measured differences greater than 50 ug/m3 averaged over five hours established by SCAQMD Rule 403.  The exceedances resulted in the issuance of Notices of Violations (NOVs) to the responsible facilities.  While NOVs were issued, none of the NOVs have been settled or approved at this time.

· Results of the upwind sampling at two facilities suggest that unpaved access roads and track‑out to paved public and private roads may contribute significantly to ambient PM10 levels.  The finding is consistent with track‑out observed at several locations.

SCAQMD staff is conducting on‑going monitoring, field surveillance and inspections of aggregate and related operations in Irwindale to ensure compliance with health protective PM10 emission standards.   

Irwindale Task Force

The SCAQMD established the Irwindale Task Force (ITF) which consisted of representatives from the SCAQMD, the City of Irwindale, the aggregate and related operations in the Irwindale area, and the SCRPA/SCRMA and the consultants.  The purposes of the ITF are to: 1) enhance communication between the SCAQMD, the City of Irwindale, and affected industries, 2) assist the affected industries in complying with current dust control rules, and 3) seek commitments to mitigate fugitive dust emissions. 

This effort has been very successful because SCAQMD staff provides training to assist the facility operators in identifying and further implementing effective dust controls.  The SCAQMD staff also works with the City of Irwindale to implement an Interagency Workplan that provides for joint surveillance, inspection activities and interagency complaint referral between the two jurisdictions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed amendments are intended to address implementation issues associated with existing exemption provisions related to operations during high winds.  

Applicability

No modifications have been proposed.

Definitions

No modifications have been proposed.

Requirements

No modifications have been proposed.

Recordkeeping

No modifications have been proposed.

Test Methods

No modifications have been proposed.

Additional Requirements Triggered by Recurrent Violation

No modifications have been proposed.

Exemptions

Subdivision (h)(2) has been modified as follows:

The proposed amendments to the high wind exemption from General Performance Standards would continue to exempt underwater dredging, and the transporting of dredged materials to the surge piles during high winds.  High winds are defined as instantaneous wind speeds exceeding 25 miles per hour.  The portion of the exemption that is currently applicable to ready-mixed concrete batching and hot mix asphalt facilities remains unchanged as it exempts activities at those facilities that produce materials for use in construction projects which are being paved or poured during high winds, provided that dust controls are appropriately applied as required by District’s rules.

Under the existing Rule 1157, in order to be exempt from the General Performance Standards during high winds, aggregate facility operators would be required to cease process operations and demonstrate that aggregate materials were loaded and delivered directly to concrete batching and ready-mixed hot mix asphalt facilities that support construction projects that would incur irreparable damage if operations were ceased during high winds during high winds.

PAR 1157 would modify the loading and transport of aggregate materials portions of the high wind exemption to the General Performance Standard (opacity and visible dust provision) with an exemption provision that exempts the loading and transport of aggregate from any aggregate facility provided that: (1) appropriate dust controls are applied according to SCAQMD’s rules, (2) chemical stabilizers are applied on unpaved roads prior to the wind event, (3) water is applied twice per hour during active operations on unpaved roads that are not treated with chemical stabilizers, and (4) water is applied within fifteen minutes of each loading activity to unstablized areas on the storage piles that are disturbed due to loading.  The PAR 1157 removes the existing exemption requirements that aggregate loading and transport must be directly to concrete batching and ready-mixed hot mix asphalt facilities only, and that aggregate loading and transport support only construction projects that would be irreparably physically damaged during high winds.
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introduction

In order to determine the significance of the impacts associated with a proposed project, it is necessary to evaluate the project’s impacts against the backdrop of the environment as it exists at the time the NOP/IS is published.  The CEQA Guidelines define “environment” as “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or aesthetic significance” (CEQA Guidelines §15360; see also Public Resources Code §21060.5).  Furthermore, a CEQA document must include a description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project, as it exists at the time the notice of preparation is published, from both a local and regional perspective (CEQA Guidelines §15125).  Therefore, the “environment” or “existing setting” against which a project’s impacts are compared consists of the immediate, contemporaneous physical conditions at and around the project site (Remy, et al; 1996).

The following sections summarize the existing setting for aesthetics and air quality which are the only environmental areas that were determined to be potentially adversely affected by PAR 1157 in the Initial Study.  An overview of air quality in the district is given below.  A more detailed discussion of current and projected future air quality in the district, with and without additional control measures can be found in the 2003 Final Program EIR for the 2003 AQMP (Chapters 3 and 4).  The Final Program EIR for the 2003 AQMP contains more comprehensive information on existing and projected environmental settings for all environmental areas discussed in this chapter.  Copies of the above-referenced documents are available from the SCAQMD's Public Information Center by calling (909) 396-2039.

aESThetics

The aesthetics topic is concerned with the impact of proposed projects on the visual character of the site and its surrounding, and with protecting scenic resources.  SCAQMD protects aesthetics through reducing particulate emissions, opacity of emissions and visible emissions through rules and regulations; CEQA evaluation of lead agency, and proposed or proposed amended rule and regulations projects; and by commenting on the air quality portions of CEQA documents send for review by other agencies.
Under the existing version of Rule 1157, during high winds ready-mix concrete, hot mix asphalt and loading and transport to ready-mix and hot mix asphalt facilities are exempt from the General Performance Standards provided it could be demonstrated to the SCAQMD’ s Executive Officer these operations support construction projects that would be irreparably physically damaged if ceased during high winds.   Information provided by the affected industry indicated that about 60 percent of the affected facilities would qualify for that exemption.  When originally adopted, it was anticipated that this provision would provide not only an air quality benefit, because facilities would not contribute additional fugitive dust from most operations during high wind events, but also improve visibility, thus, improving the visual character in the vicinity of affected facilities.
air quality

Criteria Pollutants

It is the responsibility of the SCAQMD to ensure that state and federal ambient air quality standards are achieved and maintained in its geographical jurisdiction.  Health-based air quality standards have been established by California and the federal government for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), and lead.  These standards were established to protect sensitive receptors with a margin of safety from adverse health impacts due to exposure to air pollution.  The California standards are generally more stringent than the federal standards and in the case of PM10 and SO2, far more stringent.  California has also established standards for sulfates, visibility reducing particles, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride.  The state and national ambient air quality standards for each of these pollutants and their effects on health are summarized in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1

State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

	AIR POLLUTANT
	STATE 
STANDARD
	FEDERAL
PRIMARY STANDARD
	most relevant effects

	
	CONCENTRATION, AVERAGING TIME
	

	Carbon Monoxide (CO)
	20 ppm, 1-hour average >
9.0 ppm, 8-hour average >
	35 ppm, 1-hour average >
9.5 ppm, 8-hour average >=
	(a) Aggravation of angina pectoris and other aspects of coronary heart disease; (b) Decreased exercise tolerance in persons with peripheral vascular disease and lung disease; 
(c) Impairment of central nervous system functions; and,
(d) Possible increased risk to fetuses.

	Ozone (O3)
	0.09 ppm, 1-hour average >
	0.12 ppm, 1-hour average >

0.08 ppm, 8-hour average >
	(a) Short-term exposures:
      1) Pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in humans and animals; and,
      2) Risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary morphology and host defense in animals; 
(b) Long-term exposures:  Risk to public health implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically exposed humans;
(c) Vegetation damage; and, 
(d) Property damage. 

	Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
	0.25 ppm, 1-hour average >
	0.0534 ppm, AAM >
	(a) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease and respiratory symptoms in sensitive groups; 
(b) Risk to public health implied by pulmonary and extra-pulmonary biochemical and cellular changes and pulmonary structural changes; and,
(c) Contribution to atmospheric discoloration.


KEY:  

	ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume
	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean

	µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
	AGM = Annual Geometric Mean


Table 3-1 (concluded)
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

	AIR POLLUTANT
	STATE 
STANDARD
	FEDERAL
PRIMARY STANDARD
	most relevant effects

	
	CONCENTRATION, AVERAGING TIME
	

	Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)
	0.25 ppm, 1-hour average >
0.04 ppm, 24-hour average > 
	0.03 ppm, AAM >
0.14 ppm, 24-hour average >
0.50 ppm, 3-hour average >
	(a) Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms which may include wheezing, shortness of breath and chest tightness, during exercise or physical activity in persons with asthma.

	Suspended Particulate Matter (PM10)
	20 µg/m3, AAM >
50 µg/m3, 24-hour average >
	50 µg/m3, AAM >
150 µg/m3, 24-hour average >
	(a) Excess deaths from short-term exposures and exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive patients with respiratory disease; and,
(b)  Excess seasonal declines in pulmonary function, especially in children. 

	Suspended Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
	12 µg/m3, AAM >
	15 µg/m3, AAM >
65 µg/m3, 24-hour average >
	(a) Increased hospital admissions and emergency room visits for heart and lung disease;
(b) Increased respiratory symptoms and disease; and,
(c) Decreased lung functions and premature death.

	Lead
	1.5 µg/m3, 30-day average >=
	1.5 µg/m3, calendar quarterly average >
	(a) Increased body burden; and,
(b) Impairment of blood formation and nerve conduction.

	Sulfates (SOx)
	25 µg/m3, 24-hour average >=
	
	(a) Decrease in ventilatory function; 
(b) Aggravation of asthmatic symptoms; (c) Aggravation of cardio-pulmonary disease;
(d) Vegetation damage; 
(e) Degradation of visibility; and,
(f) Property damage.

	Visibility-Reducing Particles
	In sufficient amount to give an extinction coefficient >0.23 inverse kilometers (visual range to less than 10 miles) with relative humidity less than 70 percent, 8-hour average (10am – 6pm PST)
	
	Nephelometry and AISI Tape Sampler; instrumental measurement on days when relative humidity is less than 70 percent.

	Hydrogen Sulfide
	0.03 ppm, 1-hour average >=
	
	Odor annoyance.

	Vinyl Chloride
	0.010 ppm, 24-hour average >=
	
	Known carcinogen.


KEY:  

	ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume
	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean

	µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
	AGM = Annual Geometric Mean


The SCAQMD monitors levels of various criteria pollutants at 34 monitoring stations.  The 2004 air quality data from SCAQMD’s monitoring stations are presented in Table 3-2.

Table 3-2

2004 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	CARBON MONOXIDE (CO)

	
	No. Days Standard Exceededa

	Source Receptor Area No.
	
Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. (ppm, 
1-hour)
	Max. Conc. (ppm, 
8-hour)
	Federal > 9.5 ppm, 
8-hour
	State 
> 9.0 ppm,
8-hour

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	361
	4
	3.2
	0
	0

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles Co
	360
	4
	2.3
	0
	0

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co1
	90*
	6*
	4.4*
	0*
	0*

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co2
	260*
	4*
	3.0
	0*
	0*

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles Co1
	366
	4
	3.4
	0
	0

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles Co2
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	366
	5
	3.5
	0
	0

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	366
	5
	3.7
	0
	0

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	361
	7
	3.4
	0
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	366
	3
	2.0
	0
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	361
	2
	2.0
	0
	0

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	366
	4
	3.1
	0
	0

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	366
	5
	3.6
	0
	0

	12
	South Central Los Angeles Co
	366
	10
	6.7
	0
	0

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	363
	5
	3.7
	0
	0

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	364
	7
	4.0
	0
	0

	17
	Central Orange County
	366
	5
	4.1
	0
	0

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	366
	5
	4.1
	0
	0

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	366
	2
	1.6
	0
	0

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	364
	4
	3.0
	0
	0

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	366
	4
	2.1
	0
	0

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	353
	2
	0.9
	0
	0

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	366
	2
	1.0
	0
	0

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	366
	3
	2.1
	0
	0

	33
	SW San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	313*
	3*
	2.1*
	0*
	0*

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	366
	4
	3.3
	0
	0

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	10
	6.7
	0
	0

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	10
	6.7
	0
	0


KEY:  

	ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume
	  * Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

	-- = Pollutant not monitored
	** Salton Sea Air Basin


a)
The federal 1-hour standard (1-hour average CO > 35 ppm) and state 1-hour standard (1-hour average CO > 20 ppm) were not exceeded.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

2004 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	OZONE (O3)

	
	No. Days Standard Exceeded

	
	Federal
	Stateb)

	Source Rec. Area
No.
	Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. (ppm, 
1-hr)
	Max. Conc. (ppm,
8-hr)
	Fourth Highest Conc. (ppm,
8-hr)
	Health Advisory > 0.15 ppm,
1-hr
	> 0.12 ppm,
1-hr
	> 0.08 ppm,
8-hr
	> 0.09 ppm,
1-hr
	> 0.07 ppm,
1-hr

	LOS ANGELES (LA) COUNTY (Co)

	1
	Central LA
	366
	0.110
	0.092
	0.079
	0
	0
	1
	7
	7

	2
	NW Coast LA Co
	366
	0.107
	0.089
	0.078
	0
	0
	1
	5
	6

	3
	SW Coast LA Co1
	90*
	0.069*
	0.060*
	0.056*
	0*
	0*
	0*
	0*
	0*

	3
	SW Coast LA Co2
	262*
	0.120*
	0.100
	0.086*
	0*
	0*
	4*
	4*
	13*

	4
	South Coast LA Co1
	366
	0.090
	0.075
	0.071
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4
	South Coast LA Co2
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	

	6
	W San Fernando Valley
	366
	0.131
	0.116
	0.102
	0
	2
	29
	54
	65

	7
	E San Fernando Valley
	366
	0.137
	0.109
	0.089
	0
	2
	7
	27
	37

	8
	W San Fernando Valley
	365
	0.130
	0.103
	0.093
	0
	1
	9
	27
	31

	9
	E San Gabriel Valley 1
	366
	0.134
	0.104
	0.094
	0
	2
	10
	28
	26

	9
	E San Gabriel Valley 2
	366
	0.134
	0.108
	0.095
	0
	4
	16
	42
	35

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	366
	0.131
	0.102
	0.097
	0
	4
	13
	31
	25

	11
	S San Gabriel Valley
	366
	0.104
	0.084
	0.080
	0
	0
	0
	7
	7

	12
	South Central LA Co
	366
	0.084
	0.072
	0.065
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	360
	0.158
	0.133
	0.108
	1
	13
	52
	69
	81

	ORANGE (OR) COUNTY (Co)

	16
	North OR Co
	364
	0.099
	0.080
	0.078
	0
	0
	0
	6
	6

	17
	Central OR Co
	366
	0.120
	0.097
	0.088
	0
	0
	6
	35
	35

	18
	North Coastal OR Co
	366
	0.104
	0.087
	0.076
	0
	0
	1
	5
	5

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	366
	0.116
	0.089
	0.086
	0
	0
	2
	20
	20

	RIVERSIDE (RV) COUNTY (Co)

	22
	Norco/Corona
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	23
	Metropolitan RV Co 1
	366
	0.141
	0.117
	0.112
	0
	8
	35
	75
	75

	23
	Metropolitan RV Co 2
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	365
	0.128
	0.103
	0.097
	0
	2
	19
	47
	47

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	353
	0.130
	0.116
	0.103
	0
	2
	21
	51
	51

	29
	Banning Airport
	349
	0.156
	0.116
	0.112
	1
	7
	40
	69
	69

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	366
	0.125
	0.108
	0.099
	0
	1
	31
	55
	55

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	366
	0.111
	0.102
	0.098
	0
	0
	18
	51
	51

	SAN BERNARDINO (SB) COUNTY

	32
	Northwest SB Valley
	366
	0.138
	0.105
	0.103
	0
	2
	18
	31
	31

	33
	Southwest SB Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central SB Valley 1
	366
	0.149
	0.123
	0.112
	0
	7
	28
	54
	54

	34
	Central SB Valley 2
	366
	0.157
	0.130
	0.113
	1
	9
	38
	58
	58

	35
	East SB Valley
	366
	0.160
	0.137
	0.122
	1
	12
	53
	76
	76

	37
	Central SB Mountains
	364
	0.163
	0.145
	0.124
	1
	9
	66
	96
	96

	38
	East SB Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	0.163
	0.145
	0.124
	1
	13
	66
	96
	96

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	0.163
	0.148
	0.124
	4
	28
	90
	148
	148


KEY:  

	ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume
	  * Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

	-- = Pollutant not monitored
	** Salton Sea Air Basin


b)
On April 28, 2005, ARB has approved revising the California ozone standard to establish a new 8-hr standard of 0.07 ppm.  The new 8-hr standard is expected to take effect by December 2005.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

2004 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	NITROGEN DIOXIDE (NO2)

	
Source Receptor Area No.
	
Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	
No. Days of Data
	
Max. Conc. (ppm, 
1-hourc)
	
Annual Averagec) AAM Conc. (ppm)

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	359
	0.16
	0.0328

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles County
	355
	0.09
	0.0198

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles County1
	89*
	0.08*
	0.0310*

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles County2
	230*
	0.09*
	0.0136*

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County1
	356
	0.12
	0.0280

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County2
	--
	--
	--

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	365
	0.08
	0.0214

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	356
	0.12
	0.0332

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	355
	0.12
	0.0270

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	351
	0.10
	0.0204

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	353
	0.12
	0.0240

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	364
	0.11
	0.0314

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	353
	0.12
	0.0305

	12
	South Central Los Angeles County
	362
	0.10
	0.0301

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	358
	0.09
	0.0204

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	341
	0.12
	0.0252

	17
	Central Orange County
	361
	0.12
	0.0199

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	357
	0.10
	0.0151

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	--
	--
	--

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	363
	0.09
	0.0172

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	339
	0.06
	0.0151

	29
	Banning Airport
	334
	0.08
	0.0165

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	353
	0.07
	0.0130

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	--
	--
	--

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	Northwest San Bernardino Valley
	365
	0.11
	0.0305

	33
	Southwest San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	346
	0.06
	0.0273

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	363
	0.12
	0.0261

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	0.16
	0.0332

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	0.16
	0.0332


KEY:  

	ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume
	* Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean
	** Salton Sea Air Basin

	-- = Pollutant not monitored
	


c)
The state standard is 1-hour average NO2> 0.25ppm.  The federal standard is annual arithmetic mean NO2> 0.0534 ppm.  No location exceeded the standards.  

Table 3-2 (Continued)

2004 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	SULFUR DIOXIDE (SO2)

	Source
	
	No. 
	Maximum Concentrationd) 

	Receptor Area No.
	Location of Air Monitoring Station
	Days of Data
	(ppm, 1-hour)
	(ppm, 24-hour)

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	364
	0.08
	0.0015

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles County
	--
	--
	--

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles County1
	89*
	0.03*
	0.004*

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles County2
	261*
	0.02*
	0.007*

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County1
	361
	0.04
	0.012

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County2
	--
	--
	--

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	348
	0.02
	0.010

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	--
	--
	--

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	--
	--
	--

	12
	South Central Los Angeles County
	--
	--
	--

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange County
	--
	--
	--

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	364
	0.03
	0.008

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	--
	--
	--

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	331
	0.02
	0.015

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	--
	--
	--

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	Northwest San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	33
	Southwest San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	360
	0.01
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	--
	--
	0.006

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	0.08
	0.015

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	0.08
	0.015


KEY:  

	ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume
	* Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean
	** Salton Sea Air Basin

	-- = Pollutant not monitored
	


d)
The state standards are 1-hour average SO2 > 0.25 ppm and 24-hour average SO2 > 0.04 ppm.  The federal standards are annual arithmetic 
mean SO2 > 0.03 ppm, 24-hour average > 0.14 ppm, and 3-hour average > 0.50 ppm.  No location exceeded SO2 standards.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

2004 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	SUSPENDED PARTICULATE MATTER PM10 e),

	
	No. (%) Samples Exceeding Standard
	

Annual Averageh) AAM Conc. (µg/m3) 

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location of Air 
Monitoring Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. (µg/m3, 24-hour)
	Federal 
> 150 µg/m3, 
24-hour
	State
> 50 µg/m3, 
24-hour
	

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	61
	72
	0
	5(8.2)
	32.7

	2
	NW Coast Los Angeles County
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	3
	SW Coast Los Angeles County1
	15*
	52*
	0*
	2(13.3)*
	30.9*

	3
	SW Coast Los Angeles County2
	37*
	47*
	0*
	0*
	25.1

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County1
	60
	72
	0
	4(6.7)
	33.1

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County2
	59
	83
	0
	12)20.3)
	38.1

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	60
	74
	0
	7(11.7)
	37.5

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	55
	83
	0
	8(14.5)
	35.4

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	12
	South Central Los Angeles County
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	60
	54
	0
	2.(3.3)
	28.1

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange County
	61
	74
	0
	7(11.5)
	34.1

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	57
	47
	0
	0
	23.7

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	57
	76
	0
	11(19.3)
	38.0

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	119
	137
	0
	72(60.5)
	55.5

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	59
	83
	0
	15(25.4)
	41.4

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	61
	82
	0
	7(11.5)
	29.3

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	59
	79
	0
	2(3.4)
	26.4

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	118+
	83+
	0+
	23(19.5)+
	39.3+

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY-

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	33
	SW San Bernardino Valley
	58
	93
	0
	17(29.3)
	42.8

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	61
	106
	0
	29(47.5)
	47.7

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	58
	118
	0
	28(48.3)
	48.6

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	60
	88
	0
	20(33.3)
	38.6

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	57
	52
	0
	1(1.8)
	26.4

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	137
	0
	72
	55.5

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	137
	0
	81
	55.5


KEY:  

	µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
	 -- = Pollutant not monitored

	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean
	** Salton Sea Air Basin


e)
PM10 samples were collected every six days at all sites except for Station Numbers 4144 and 4157 where samples were collected every three days. 

h)
Federal PM10 standard is annual average (AAM) > 50 µg/ m3.  State standard is annual average (AAM) > 20 µg/ m3 (changed from AGM > 20 µg/ m3, effective July 5, 2003)

+
The data for the samples collected on high-wind day (161 µg/ m3 on 10/09/04 was excluded in accordance with USEPA’s Natural Event Policy.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

2004 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	SUSPENDED PARTICULATE MATTER PM2.5 f

	
	No. (%) Samples Exceeding Standard
	Annual Averagesi

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. (µg/m3, 24-hour)
	Federal
> 65 µg/m3, 
24-hour
	AAM Conc.
(µg/m3) 

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	318
	75.0
	2(0.6)
	19.6

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co1
	--
	--
	--
	--

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co2
	--
	--
	--
	--

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County1
	323
	66.6
	1(0.3)
	17.6

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County2
	327
	59.7
	0
	16.6

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	106
	56.2
	0
	15.6

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	109
	60.1
	0
	19.2

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	113
	59.4
	0
	16.6

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	279
	75.6
	1(0.4)
	18.4

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	--
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	108
	60.7
	0
	19.9

	12
	South Central Los Angeles County
	115
	55.8
	0
	18.5

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange County
	319
	58.9
	0
	16.8

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	111
	49.4
	0
	12.1

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	--
	--
	--
	--

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	342
	91.7
	5(1.5)
	22.1

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	110
	93.8
	2(1.8)
	20.8

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	112
	27.1
	0
	9.0

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	110
	28.5
	0
	10.7

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	Northwest San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	33
	Southwest San Bernardino Valley
	112
	86.1
	2(1.8)
	20.9

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley1
	104
	71.4
	1(1.0)
	20.0

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley2
	106
	93.4
	4(3.8)
	22.0

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	52
	28.6
	0
	9.5

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	93.8
	5
	22.1

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	93.8
	7
	22.1


KEY:  

	µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
	-- = Pollutant not monitored 

	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean
	** Salton Sea Air Basin


e) PM2.5 samples were collected every three days at all sites except for Station Numbers 060, 072, 087, 3176, and 4144 where samples were taken every day, and Station Number 5818 where samples were taken every six days.

i)
Federal PM2.5 Standard is annual average (AAM) 50 µg/ m3.  State standard is annual average (AAM) > 12 µg/ m3 (state standard was established on July 5, 2003).

Table 3-2 (Continued)

2004 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	TOTAL SUSPENDED PARTICULATES TSP g

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. (µg/m3, 24-hour)
	Annual Average AAM Conc. (µg/m3)

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	62
	115
	66.4

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles Co
	59
	79
	46.8

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co1
	15*
	71*
	50.5*

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co2
	45*
	77*
	43.8*

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles Co1
	62
	103
	59.1

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles Co2
	59
	112
	64.2

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	58
	95
	49.5

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	59
	126
	75.2

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	55
	140
	73.0

	12
	South Central Los Angeles Co
	58
	128
	78.6

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange County
	--
	--
	--

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	--
	--
	--

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	60
	199
	100.5

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	59
	244
	81.9

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	--
	--
	--

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	55
	127
	63.5

	33
	SW San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	59
	235
	113.4

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	58
	179
	92.7

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	244
	113.4

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	244
	113.4


KEY:  

	µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
	-- = Pollutant not monitored 

	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean
	** Salton Sea Air Basin


g)
Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfates were determined from samples collected every six days by the high volume sampler method on glass fiber filter media.

Table 3-2 (Concluded)

2004 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	
	LEADg)
	SULFATES (SOx)g)

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	Max. Monthly Average Conc.j) (µg/m3) 
	Max. Quarterly Average Conc.j) (µg/m3)
	Max. Conc. (µg/m3, 
24-hour)
	No. (%) Samples Exceeding State Standard > 25 µg/m3, 24-hour

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	0.03
	0.03
	12.7
	0

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles Co
	--
	--
	11.4
	0

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co1
	0.01
	0.01
	13.1
	0

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co2
	0.01
	0.01
	14.3
	0

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles Co1
	0.02
	0.01
	15.9
	0

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles Co2
	0.02
	0.01
	16.4
	0

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	11.2
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	--
	--
	10.6
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	--
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	0.03
	0.02
	12.4
	0

	12
	South Central Los Angeles Co
	0.03
	0.03
	14.7
	0

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	--
	--
	--
	--

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	0.02
	0.01
	9.8
	0

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	0.01
	0.01
	9.1
	0

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	--
	--
	--
	--

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	0.02
	0.01
	9.8
	0

	33
	SW San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	9.1
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	--
	--
	--
	0

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	0.02
	0.01
	--
	0

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	
	
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	0.03
	0.03
	16.4
	0

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	0.03
	0.03
	16.4
	0


KEY:  

	µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
	** Salton Sea Air Basin

	-- = Pollutant not monitored
	


g)
Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every six days by the high volume sampler method on glass fiber filter media.

j)
The federal standard (quarterly average lead > 1.5 µg/m3) and the state standard (monthly average lead > 1.5 µg/m3).  No locations exceed lead standards.  The maximum monthly and quarter lead concentrations at special monitoring sites immediately downwind of stationary lead sources were 0.59 µg/m3 and 0.30 µg/m3, both recorded at Southeast Los Angeles County.

Carbon Monoxide

CO is a colorless, odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of fuels.  CO competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, thus reducing the blood's ability to transport oxygen to vital organs in the body.  The ambient air quality standard for carbon monoxide is intended to protect persons whose medical condition already compromises their circulatory systems’ ability to deliver oxygen.  These medical conditions include certain heart ailments, chronic lung diseases, and anemia.  Persons with these conditions have reduced exercise capacity even when exposed to relatively low levels of CO.  Fetuses are at risk because their blood has an even greater affinity to bind with CO.  Smokers are also at risk from ambient CO levels because smoking increases the background level of CO in their blood.

CO was monitored at 25 locations in the district in 2004 and no locations exceeded the federal and state eight-hour CO standards.  The highest eight-hour average CO concentration of the year (6.7 ppm) was 71 percent of the federal standard and it was measured at Source/Receptor Area No. 12, South Central Los Angeles County (Station No. 084).

Ozone

Unlike primary criteria pollutants that are emitted directly from an emissions source, ozone is a secondary pollutant.  It is formed in the atmosphere through a photochemical reaction of VOC, NOx, oxygen, and other hydrocarbon materials with sunlight.  As a precursor to ozone, VOC contributes to regional air quality impacts. 

Ozone is a deep lung irritant, causing the passages to become inflamed and swollen.  Exposure to ozone produces alterations in respiration, the most characteristic of which is shallow, rapid breathing and a decrease in pulmonary performance.  Ozone reduces the respiratory system's ability to fight infection and to remove foreign particles.  People who suffer from respiratory diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and chronic bronchitis are more sensitive to ozone's effects.  In severe cases, ozone is capable of causing death from pulmonary edema.  Early studies suggested that long-term exposure to ozone results in adverse effects on morphology and function of the lung and acceleration of lung-tumor formation and aging.  Ozone exposure also increases the sensitivity of the lung to bronchoconstrictive agents such as histamine, acetylcholine, and allergens.

Recent studies have shown that asthmatic children in southern California are particularly susceptible to the adverse effects of air pollution.  In an ongoing long-term study of nearly 3,700 children in 12 communities across southern California, asthmatics had more frequent bouts of bronchitis and chronic phlegm than non-asthmatics.  Other studies have linked air pollution with an increase in asthmatics’ acute symptoms and emergency room visits and a decrease in their lung function.  Asthma is a serious public health concern across the country since reported cases have risen dramatically during the last decade. Asthma is the number one cause of school absences, the leading cause of children’s visits to emergency rooms and the cause of more than 5,000 deaths a year.  Low-income and uninsured residents are particularly at risk because they do not have access to preventive and ongoing medical care that can control asthma and instead receive treatment only during acute asthma attacks in emergency rooms.

The national ozone ambient air quality standard is exceeded far more frequently in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction than almost every other area in the United States
.  In the past few years, ozone air quality has been the cleanest on record in terms of maximum concentration and number of days exceeding the standards and episode levels.  Ozone levels were monitored at 29 locations in 2004.  Maximum one-hour average and eight-hour average ozone concentrations in 2004 (0.163 ppm and 0.145 ppm) were 136 percent and 181 percent of the federal one-hour and eight-hour standards, respectively.  Ozone concentrations exceeded the one-hour state standard at all, but three of the monitored locations in 2004.  

In 1997, the USEPA promulgated a new national ambient air quality standard for ozone.  Soon thereafter, a court decision ordered that the USEPA could not enforce the new standard until adequate justification for the new standard was provided.  The USEPA appealed the decision to the Supreme Court.  On February 27, 2001, the Supreme Court upheld USEPA’s authority and methods to establish clean air standards.  The Supreme Court, however, ordered USEPA to revise its implementation plan for the new ozone standard.  Meanwhile, the CARB and local air districts continue to collect technical information in order to prepare for an eventual SIP to reduce unhealthful levels of ozone in areas violating the new federal standard.  California has previously developed a SIP for the current ozone standard, which has been approved by USEPA for the South Coast Air Basin.

Nitrogen Dioxide

NO2 is a brownish gas that is formed in the atmosphere through a rapid reaction of the colorless gas nitric oxide (NO) with atmospheric oxygen.  NO and NO2 are collectively referred to as NOx.  NO2 can cause health effects in sensitive population groups such as children and people with chronic lung diseases.  It can cause respiratory irritation and constriction of the airways, making breathing more difficult.  Asthmatics are especially sensitive to these effects.  People with asthma and chronic bronchitis may also experience headaches, wheezing and chest tightness at high ambient levels of NO2.  NO2 is suspected to reduce resistance to infection, especially in young children. 

By 1991, exceedances of the federal standard were limited to one location in Los Angeles County.  The Basin was the only area in the United States classified as nonattainment for the federal NO2 standard under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.  No location in the area of SCAQMD’s jurisdiction has exceeded the federal standard since 1992 and the South Coast Air Basin was designated attainment for the national standard in 1998.  In 2004, 25 stations monitored NO2 levels in the district and the maximum annual arithmetic mean (AAM) was measured at 0.0332 ppm which represents 62 percent of the federal standard (the federal standard is an AAM of NO2 greater than 0.0534 ppm).  The more stringent one-hour state standard (0.25 ppm) was not exceeded in year 2004.  Despite declining NOx emissions over the last decade, further NOx emissions reductions are necessary to ensure no further exceedances of the NO2 standard and because NOx emissions are PM10 and ozone precursors.

Sulfur Dioxide

SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels.  Health effects include acute respiratory symptoms and difficulty in breathing for children.  In 2003, eight locations monitored SO2 levels and neither the state nor the federal standards were exceeded.  Though SO2 concentrations have been reduced to levels well below state and federal standards, further reductions in emissions of SO2 are needed because it is a precursor for sulfates, PM10, and PM2.5. 

Particulate Matter (PM10)

PM10 is defined as suspended particulate matter measuring 10 microns or less in diameter and includes a complex mixture of man-made and natural substances including sulfates, nitrates, metals, elemental carbon, sea salt, soil, organics and other materials.  PM10 may have adverse health impacts because these microscopic particles are able to penetrate deeply into the respiratory system.  In some cases, the particulates themselves may cause actual damage to the alveoli of the lungs or they may contain adsorbed substances that are injurious.  Children can experience a decline in lung function and an increase in respiratory symptoms from PM10 exposure.  People with influenza, chronic respiratory disease and cardiovascular disease can be at risk of aggravated illness from exposure to fine particles.  Increases in death rates have been statistically linked to corresponding increases in PM10 levels. 

In 2003, PM10 was monitored at 21 locations in the district.  There were no exceedances of the federal 24-hour standard (150 (g/m3), while the state 24-hour standard (50 (g/m3) was exceeded at 19 monitored locations.  The federal standard (AAM greater than 50 (g/m3) was exceeded in one location.

Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

In 1997, the USEPA promulgated a new national ambient air quality standard for PM2.5, particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter.  The PM2.5 standard is a subset of PM10 such that it complements existing national and state ambient air quality standards that target the full range of inhalable PM10.  In addition to the health effects for PM10, additional effects from exposure to PM2.5 may result in increased hospital admissions and emergency room visits for heart and lung disease, increased respiratory symptoms and disease, decreased lung functions, and premature death.  

The SCAQMD began regular monitoring of PM2.5 in 1999.  In 2004, concentrations of PM2.5 were monitored at 19 locations throughout the district.  The federal 24-hour standard (65 (g/m3) was exceeded at eight locations.  The federal standard (AAM greater than 15 (g/m3) was exceeded in 15 locations, and the state standard (AAM greater than 12 (g/m3) was exceeded in 16 locations.  

Lead

Lead concentrations once exceeded the state and national ambient air quality standards by a wide margin, but have not exceeded state or federal standards at any regular monitoring station since 1982.  Though special monitoring sites immediately downwind of lead sources recorded very localized violations of the state standard in 1994, no violations were recorded at these stations since that time. 

Sulfates

Sulfates or SOx are a group of chemical compounds containing the sulfate group, which is a sulfur atom with four oxygen atoms attached.  Though not exceeded in 1993, 1996, 1997, and 1998, the 24-hour state sulfate standard (25 (g/m3) was exceeded at three locations in 1994 and one location in 1995, 1999, 2000 and 2001.  There are no federal air quality standards for sulfate. 

Visibility Reducing Particles

Since deterioration of visibility is one of the most obvious manifestations of air pollution and plays a major role in the public’s perception of air quality, the state of California has adopted a standard for visibility or visual range.  Until 1989, the standard was based on visibility estimates made by human observers.  The standard was changed to require measurement of visual range using instruments that measure light scattering and absorption by suspended particles. 

Volatile Organic Compounds

It should be noted that there are no state or national ambient air quality standards for VOCs because they are not classified as criteria pollutants.  VOCs are regulated, however, because limiting VOC emissions reduces the rate of photochemical reactions that contribute to the formation of ozone.  They are also transformed into organic aerosols in the atmosphere, contributing to higher PM10 and lower visibility levels. 

Although health-based standards have not been established for VOCs, health effects can occur from exposures to high concentrations of VOCs because of interference with oxygen uptake.  In general, ambient VOC concentrations in the atmosphere are suspected to cause coughing, sneezing, headaches, weakness, laryngitis, and bronchitis, even at low concentrations.  Some hydrocarbon components classified as VOC emissions are thought or known to be hazardous.  Benzene, for example, one hydrocarbon component of VOC emissions, is known to be a human carcinogen.

Non-Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Although the SCAQMD's primary mandate is attaining the State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards for criteria pollutants within the district, SCAQMD also has a general responsibility pursuant to the Health and Safety Code §41700 to control emissions of air contaminants and prevent endangerment to public health.  As a result, over the last few years the SCAQMD has regulated pollutants other than criteria pollutants such as TACs, greenhouse gases and stratospheric ozone depleting compounds.  The SCAQMD has developed a number of rules to control non-criteria pollutants from both new and existing sources.  These rules originated through state directives, CAA requirements, or the SCAQMD rulemaking process.

In addition to promulgating non-criteria pollutant rules, the SCAQMD has been evaluating AQMP control measures as well as existing rules to determine whether or not they would affect, either positively or negatively, emissions of non-criteria pollutants.  For example, rules in which VOC components of coating materials are replaced by a non-photochemically reactive chlorinated substance would reduce the impacts resulting from ozone formation, but could increase emissions of toxic compounds or other substances that may have adverse impacts on human health.

The following sections summarize the existing setting for the two major categories of non-criteria pollutants: compounds that contribute to ozone depletion and global warming, and TACs.

Ozone Depletion and Global Warming

The SCAQMD adopted a "Policy on Global Warming and Stratospheric Ozone Depletion" on April 6, 1990.  The policy commits the SCAQMD to consider global impacts in rulemaking and in drafting revisions to the AQMP.

In March of 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board reaffirmed this policy and adopted amendments to the policy to include the following directives:

· phase out the use and corresponding emissions of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), methyl chloroform (1,1,1-trichloroethane or TCA), carbon tetrachloride, and halons by December 1995;

· phase out the large quantity use and corresponding emissions of hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) by the year 2000;

· develop recycling regulations for HCFCs;

· develop an emissions inventory and control strategy for methyl bromide; and

· support the adoption of a California greenhouse gas emission reduction goal.

In support of these polices, the SCAQMD Governing Board has adopted several rules to reduce ozone depleting compounds.  Several other rules concurrently reduce global warming gases and criteria pollutants.  

On March 17, 2000, the SCAQMD Governing Board approved “An Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten Years.”  The Air Toxics Control Plan identifies potential strategies to reduce toxic levels in the Basin over the ten years following adoption.  To the extent the strategies are implemented by the relative agencies, the plan will improve public health by reducing health risks associated with both mobile and stationary sources.  Exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs) can increase the risk of contracting cancer or result in other deleterious health effects which target such systems as cardiovascular, reproductive, hematological, or nervous.  The health effects may be through short-term, high-level or “acute” exposure or long-term, low-level or “chronic” exposure.

An Addendum to the Air Toxics Control Plan (ATCP) was approved by the Board in April 2004.  This addendum provided a status of the various mobile and stationary source strategies in the original ATCP, revised projection based on what has been accomplished, provided new inventory information to reflect updates from the 2003 AQMP, and summarized measures identified in the Cumulative Impacts Reduction Strategy and the 2003 AQMP.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Historically, the SCAQMD has regulated criteria air pollutants using either a technology-based or an emissions limit approach.  The technology-based approach defines specific control technologies that may be installed to reduce pollutant emissions.  The emission limit approach establishes an emission limit, and allows industry to use any emission control equipment, as long as the emission requirements are met.  The regulation of toxic air contaminants (TACs) requires a similar regulatory approach as explained in the following subsections.

Control of TACs under the TAC Identification and Control Program

California's TAC identification and control program, adopted in 1983 as Assembly Bill (AB) 1807, is a two-step program in which substances are identified as TACs, and airborne toxic control measures (ATCMs) are adopted to control emissions from specific sources.  CARB has adopted a regulation designating all 188 federal hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) as TACs.

ATCMs are developed by CARB and implemented by the SCAQMD and other air districts through the adoption of regulations of equal or greater stringency.  Generally, the ATCMs reduce emissions to achieve exposure levels below a determined health threshold.  If no such threshold levels are determined, emissions are reduced to the lowest level achievable through the best available control technology unless it is determined that an alternative level of emission reduction is adequate to protect public health.  

Under California state law, a federal National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) automatically becomes a state ATCM, unless CARB has already adopted an ATCM for the source category.  Once a NESHAP becomes an ATCM, CARB and the air pollution control or air quality management district have certain responsibilities related to adoption or implementation and enforcement of the NESHAP/ATCM. 

Control of TACs under the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Act

The Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB2588) establishes a state-wide program to inventory and assess the risks from facilities that emit TACs and to notify the public about significant health risks associated with the emissions.  Facilities are phased into the AB2588 program based on their emissions of criteria pollutants or their occurrence on lists of toxic emitters compiled by the SCAQMD.  Phase I consists of facilities that emit over 25 tons per year of any criteria pollutant and facilities present on the SCAQMD's toxics list.  Phase I facilities entered the program by reporting their air TAC emissions for calendar year 1989.  Phase II consists of facilities that emit between 10 and 25 tons per year of any criteria pollutant, and submitted air toxic inventory reports for calendar year 1990 emissions.  Phase III consists of certain designated types of facilities which emit less than 10 tons per year of any criteria pollutant, and submitted inventory reports for calendar year 1991 emissions.  Inventory reports are required to be updated every four years under the state law.

In October 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted public notification procedures for Phase I and II facilities.  These procedures specify that AB2588 facilities must provide public notice when exceeding the following risk levels:

· Maximum Individual Cancer Risk:  greater than 10 in 1 million  (10 x 10-6)

· Total Hazard Index:  greater than 1.0 for TACs except lead, or > 0.5 for lead

Public notice is to be provided by letters mailed to all addresses and all parents of children attending school in the impacted area.  In addition, facilities must hold a public meeting and provide copies of the facility risk assessment in all school libraries and a public library in the impacted area.

The SCAQMD continues to complete its review of the health risk assessments submitted to date and may require revision and resubmission as appropriate before final approval.  Notification will be required from facilities with a significant risk under the AB2588 program based on their initial approved health risk assessments and will continue on an ongoing basis as additional and subsequent health risk assessments are reviewed and approved.

Control of TACs with Risk Reduction Audits and Plans

Senate Bill (SB) 1731, enacted in 1992 and codified at Health and Safety Code §44390 et seq., amended AB2588 to include a requirement for facilities with significant risks to prepare and implement a risk reduction plan which will reduce the risk below a defined significant risk level within specified time limits.  SCAQMD Rule 1402 - Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources, was adopted on April 8, 1994, to implement the requirements of SB1731.

In addition to the TAC rules adopted by SCAQMD under authority of AB1807 and SB1731, the SCAQMD has adopted source-specific TAC rules, based on the specific level of TAC emitted and the needs of the area.  These rules are similar to the state's ATCMs because they are source-specific and only address emissions and risk from specific compounds and operations.  

Cancer Risks from Toxic Air Contaminants

New and modified sources of toxic air contaminants in the SCAQMD are subject to Rule 1401 - New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants and Rule 212 - Standards for Approving Permits.  Rule 212 requires notification of the SCAQMD's intent to grant a permit to construct a significant project, defined as a new or modified permit unit located within 1000 feet of a school (a state law requirement under AB3205), a new or modified permit unit posing a maximum individual cancer risk of one in one million (1 x 10-6) or greater, or a new or modified facility with criteria pollutant emissions exceeding specified daily maximums.  Distribution of notice is required to all addresses within a 1/4-mile radius, or other area deemed appropriate by the SCAQMD.  Rule 1401 currently controls emissions of carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic (health effects other than cancer) air contaminants from new, modified and relocated sources by specifying limits on cancer risk and hazard index (explained further below), respectively. 

Health Effects

One of the primary health risks of concern due to exposure to TACs is the risk of contracting cancer.  The carcinogenic potential of TACs is a particular public health concern because it is currently believed by many scientists that there is no "safe" level of exposure to carcinogens.  Any exposure to a carcinogen poses some risk of causing cancer.  It is currently estimated that about one in four deaths in the United States is attributable to cancer.  About two percent of cancer deaths in the United States may be attributable to environmental pollution (Doll and Peto 1981).  The proportion of cancer deaths attributable to air pollution has not been estimated using epidemiological methods.  

Non-Cancer Health Risks from Toxic Air Contaminants

Unlike carcinogens, for most noncarcinogens it is believed that there is a threshold level of exposure to the compound below which it will not pose a health risk.  The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment develops Reference Exposure Levels (RELs) for TACs which are health-conservative estimates of the levels of exposure at or below which health effects are not expected.  The noncancer health risk due to exposure to a TAC is assessed by comparing the estimated level of exposure to the REL.  The comparison is expressed as the ratio of the estimated exposure level to the REL, called the hazard index (HI).  

AGGREGATE AND RELATED Operations

Based on information obtained from the SCAQMD permit system and the 2001‑2002 Annual Emissions Reporting database, SCAQMD staff identified 316 aggregate and related facilities.  With the assistances of the SCRPA/SCRMA, staff also identified an additional 79 potentially affected facilities. 

To better characterize the aggregate industry during the initial development of Rule 1157, SCAQMD staff solicited information through an industry survey.  Data collected from the surveys assisted staff to more accurately:

· identify and characterize facilities subject to the proposed rule;

· estimate PM10 emissions generated by affected facilities; and,

· establish the baseline PM10 emissions for this industry in the district.

Surveys were distributed on March 26, 2004, to 395 potentially affected facilities.  Out of 156 responses received, 47 responses were from concrete batching, 29 from aggregate, 26 from hot mix asphalt, 25 from concrete product, 15 from crushed miscellaneous base facilities, eight from facilities that fall under the “other” category (i.e., blending and bagging sand and cement, landfill handling construction and demolition debris, etc.), and six from exempt facilities (i.e., out of business, located outside the district, and non‑aggregate businesses).  The majority of the survey responses came from large and medium facilities, as well as facilities with more than one location.

Based on the industry’s input, there are approximately 29 aggregate, 100 concrete batching, 45 hot mix asphalt, and 25 crushed miscellaneous base facilities in the district.  For the rest of the 190 facilities in the universe, staff estimated 152 concrete product and 38 “other” facilities.  The number of facilities by category is presented in Table 3‑3.

Table 3‑3
Aggregate and Related Facilities in the South Coast Air Basin

	Category 
	Number of Facilities

	Aggregate 
	29

	Concrete Batching (Ready-Mix)
	100

	Concrete Product 
	152

	Crushed Miscellaneous Base
	25

	Hot Mix Asphalt 
	45

	“Other”
	38

	Exempt
	6

	Total 
	395


The high wind exemption for the existing and proposed amended Rule 1157 exempts the 100 ready-mix concrete and 45 hot mix asphalt facilities.  The existing rule exempts aggregate facilities that support construction project where ceasing loading and transportation of aggregate materials would cause irreparable damage to the construction project.  
Based on information from the California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey, July 2002
, 60 percent of aggregate material is delivered to public projects and commercial buildings.  It is assumed for this analysis that, these projects would likely require continuous concrete pours and therefore would be subject to irreparable damage.  Therefore, 60 percent of the aggregate from the 29 aggregate facilities in the district would be exempt under the existing rule.  
The high wind exemption for existing rule and proposed rule amendments do not apply to any other categories, concrete product, crushed miscellaneous base and other operations, because these categories are not specifically identified in either the current or proposed exemption.
Ready-Mix Concrete and Hot Mix Asphalt Facilities

Existing Rule 1157 provides an exemption for ready-mix concrete and hot mix asphalt facilities that support construction projects that would be irreparably physically damaged if paving or pouring were ceased during high winds, since this part of the exemption is not affected by the proposed amendments to the rule, emissions were not included in the emission inventory.  
Aggregate Facilities

The existing rule provides an exemption for loading and transfer at aggregate facilities that support construction projects that would be irreparably physically damaged by ceasing operations during high wind events.  
Loading and transportation activities consist of removing aggregate materials from storage piles and loading to delivery trucks, or loading delivery trucks from conveyors or silos.  Since loading from storage piles generates more emissions than loading directly from conveyors or silos, it was assumed for emission inventory purposes that all material was transferred from storage piles to delivery trucks.  Fugitive dust PM10 emissions were estimated from: wind erosion of the disturbed portion of active storage piles, material handling from storage pile to delivery truck, and delivery truck travel over unpaved roads (Table 3-4).  Criteria pollutant emissions from diesel exhaust were estimated from both off-road loaders and on-road delivery trucks (Tables 3-5 and 3-6).  
To establish an emissions inventory baseline of affected operations, it is assumed here that 60 percent of aggregate projects would qualify for the exemption from the General Performance Standards.  The percentage of affected operations was supplied by the affected industry.  Therefore, the baseline emissions for affected operations would be approximately 58 pounds of VOC, 232 pounds of CO, 1,473 pounds of NOx, 379 pounds of PM10; and 15 pounds of SOx would continued to be emitted during days with high wind events (see Table 3-7).  Emission inventory estimation methodology is included in Appendix C.  Detailed emission calculations are not included, since proprietary information would be disclosed by their inclusion.  
Tables 3-5 through 3-7 include baseline emissions only from equipment and processes that would be affected under PAR 1157.  PM10 emission reductions from other operations subject to Rule 1157 can be found in the Final Staff Report for PR 1157, December 3, 2004.
Table 3-4
Baseline Fugitive Dust Emissions from Rule 1157 High Wind Exemption

	Description
	PM10 Emissions from Material Handling,
lb/day
	PM10 Emissions from Unpaved Non-Haul Roads,
lb/day
	PM10 Emissions from Disturbed Storage Pile Wind Erosion,
lb/day
	Total PM10 Emissions,
lb/day

	Baseline Fugitive Dust Emissions
	20.5
	330
	0.39
	351


Table 3-5
Baseline On-Road Delivery Truck Emissions from Rule 1157 High Wind Exemption

	Description
	VOC,,
lb/day
	CO,
lb/day
	NOx,
lb/day
	PM10,
lb/day
	SOx,
lb/day

	Baseline Delivery Trucks - Travel
	49
	221
	1,449
	27
	15

	Baseline Delivery Trucks - Idling
	1.1
	6.7
	20.7
	0.5
	0.1

	Baseline Delivery Trucks - Total
	50
	228
	1,470
	28
	15


Table 3-6

Baseline Off-Road Loader Exhaust Emissions from Rule 1157 High Wind Exemption

	Description
	VOC,
lb/hr
	CO,
lb/hr
	NOx,
lb/hr
	PM10,
lb/hr
	SOx,
lb/hr

	Baseline Loaders
	8.1
	3.7
	3.4
	0.31
	0.04


Table 3-7
Total Baseline Emissions from Rule 1157 High Wind Exemption

	Description
	VOC,
lb/day
	CO,
lb/day
	NOx,
lb/day
	PM10,
lb/day
	SOx,
lb/day

	Baseline Delivery Trucks
	50
	228
	1,470
	28
	15

	Baseline Loaders
	8.1
	3.7
	3.4
	0.3
	0.04

	Baseline Fugitive Dust 
	 
	 
	 
	351
	 

	Baseline Total Emissions
	58
	232
	1,473
	379
	15
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Introduction

The state CEQA Guidelines require environmental documents to identify significant environmental effects that may result from a proposed project [CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(a)].  Direct and indirect significant effects of a project on the environment should be identified and described, with consideration given to both short- and long-term impacts.  The discussion of environmental impacts may include, but is not limited to, the resources involved; physical changes; alterations of ecological systems; health and safety problems caused by physical changes; and other aspects of the resource base, including water, scenic quality, and public services.  If significant adverse environmental impacts are identified, the CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of measures that could either avoid or substantially reduce any adverse environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible [CEQA Guidelines §15126.4].

State CEQA Guidelines indicate that the degree of specificity required in a CEQA document depends on the type of project being proposed [CEQA Guidelines §15146].  The detail of the environmental analysis for certain types of projects cannot be as great as for others.  For example, the environmental document for projects, such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan, should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the analysis need not be as detailed as the analysis of the specific construction projects that might follow.  As a result, this Draft Final EA analyzes impacts on a regional level and impacts on the level of individual industries or individual facilities only where feasible.

The categories of environmental impacts to be studied in a CEQA document are established by CEQA [Public Resources Code, §21000 et seq.], and the CEQA Guidelines, as promulgated by the State of California Secretary of Resources.  Under the state CEQA Guidelines, there are approximately 17 environmental categories in which potential adverse impacts from a project are evaluated.  Projects are evaluated against the environmental categories in an Environmental Checklist and those environmental categories that may be adversely affected by the proposed project are further analyzed in the appropriate CEQA document.

POTENTIAL environmental impacts and mitigation measures

Pursuant to CEQA, an Initial Study, including an environmental checklist, was prepared for this project (see Appendix D).  Of the 17 potential environmental impact categories, only two (aesthetics and air quality) were identified as being potentially adversely affected by the proposed project.  During the public comment period SCAQMD received one comment letter on the NOP/IS.  The comment letter and its response are included in Appendix E.  
The two environmental impact areas, “aesthetics” and “air quality,” were identified as potentially significant in the Initial Study, and are further evaluated in detail in this EA.  The environmental impact analysis for each environmental topic typically incorporates a “worst-case” approach.  This approach entails the premise that whenever the analysis requires that assumptions be made, those assumptions that result in the greatest adverse impacts are typically chosen.  In some instances the “worst-case” assumption may not be feasible or possible.  In this situation, additional assumptions are made such that feasible “worst-case” assumptions are sued assumed for the analysis.  These methods ensure that all potential effects of the proposed project are documented for the decision-makers and the public.

Accordingly, the following analyses use a feasible “worst-case” approach for analyzing the potentially significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project.

Aesthetics 

Significance Criteria

The proposed project impacts on aesthetics would be considered significant if:

· The project will block views from a scenic highway or corridor.

· The project will adversely affect the visual continuity of the surrounding area.

· The impacts on light and glare will be considered significant if the project adds lighting which would add glare to residential areas or sensitive receptors.

Adverse impacts from blocking views from a scenic highway or corridor, scenic resources, and the effect of light and glare from adding lighting which would increase glare to residential areas or sensitive receptors were evaluated in the NOP/IS and determined to be less than significant.  No comments that dispute these conclusions were received on the NOP/IS.  Degradation to the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding was identified as a potential significant impact in the NOP/IS.  

The significance criteria for visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding would be degradation of visibility in the vicinity of affected facilities.  It is assumed for this analysis that the proposed project is significant if PM10 emissions in the air quality environmental topic are significant since opacity and visible emission requirements are exempted during high winds.
Project Specific Impacts
The General Performance Standards restrict opacity and visible emissions.  Under the existing Rule 1157, ready-mix concrete facilities, hot mix asphalt faculties, and loading and transport of aggregate material to ready-mix concrete and hot mix asphalt facilities would be exempt from the General Performance Standards if facility operators can demonstrate to the SCAQMD’s Executive Officer that the operations support construction projects that would be irreparably physically harmed by ceasing these operations during high winds.  It is assumed for this analysis that approximately 60 percent of the total aggregate loading and transport activities in the district would continue to operator during high wind events.
Under the proposed project underwater dredging and transport of dredged materials to surge piles, and ready-mix concrete facilities, hot mix asphalt faculties that support construction projects which are being paved or poured during high winds would continue to be exempt from the General Performance Standards.  PAR 1157 would allow the loading and transport of aggregate material to any location during high winds if facility operators implement required dust controls and water is applied as prescribed in the proposed rule amendments, and aggregate facility operators would not be required to demonstrate the end-use of their materials.  Because PAR 1157 would no longer require operators to demonstrate irreparable physical damage at the end use site, it is assumed here that the remaining 40 percent of aggregate product which was not exempt from the General Performance Standards under the current Rule 1157, could also be loaded and transported.  Based on this assumption, it is expected that substantial PM10 emissions would be generated by PAR 1157 compared to the existing Rule 1157.  Allowing additional PM10 emissions during high wind days in an amount that substantially exceeds the SCAQMD’s PM10 significance threshold could significantly adversely affect the visual character in the vicinity of affected facilities.  Therefore, it is concluded that PAR 1157 would generate significant adverse visibility impacts.    
The proposed project does include additional requirements compared to the existing Rule 1157: that unpaved roads must be chemically stabilized or water is applied twice per hour during active operations and water is applied to unstabilized areas of open storage piles that are actively disturbed by loading within 15 minutes of each loading activity.  While application of water is considered mitigation for unstabilized areas of active open storage piles and unpaved roads that are not chemically stabilized, little information is available regarding the effectiveness of these measures during high wind events, so it is not clear that, in practice, adverse opacity or visible emission impacts would be reduced.  Additionally, water evaporation accelerates under high wind conditions and the effectiveness of water as a control degrades rapidly after initial application.  As a result, it is concluded that the proposed project would have significant adverse aesthetics impacts.
Project Specific Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures beyond the dust control requirements in PAR 1157 have been identified.  
Remaining Aesthetic Impacts:  Since no mitigation is proposed for this proposed project, the remaining impacts remain significant.
Cumulative Aesthetic Impacts:  Since the proposed project is significant for degradation of existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding, the cumulative impacts from this proposed project would be significant.
Cumulative Aesthetic Impact Mitigation:  The analysis of aesthetics impacts concluded that PAR 1157 has the potential to generate significant adverse impacts.  Because the adverse impacts are tied directly to PM10 emissions and because the 2003 AQMP shows that PM10 emissions may increase by approximately eight tons per day by 2010, project-specific adverse impacts are considered to be cumulatively considerable.  Therefore, cumulative aesthetics impacts are concluded to be significant.
Air Quality 
Significance Criteria

To determine whether or not air quality impacts from adopting and implementing the proposed amended rule are significant, impacts will be evaluated and compared to the following criteria.  If impacts exceed any of the following criteria, they will be considered significant.  All feasible mitigation measures will be identified and implemented to reduce significant impacts to the maximum extent feasible.  The proposed project will be considered to have significant adverse air quality impacts if any one of the thresholds in Table 4-1 are equaled or exceeded. 

Table 4-1

Air Quality Significance Thresholds
	Mass Daily Thresholds

	Pollutant
	Construction
	Operation

	Oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
	100 lbs/day
	55 lbs/day

	Volatile organic compound (VOC)
	75 lbs/day
	55 lbs/day

	Particulate matter less than 10 microns in size (PM10)
	150 lbs/day
	150 lbs/day

	Sulfur Oxide (SOx)
	150 lbs/day
	150 lbs/day

	Carbon monoxide (CO)
	550 lbs/day
	550 lbs/day

	Lead
	3 lbs/day
	3 lbs/day

	Toxic Air Contaminants and Odor Thresholds

	Toxic air contaminants (TACs) (including carcinogens and non-carcinogens)
	Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk > 10 in 1 million

Hazard Index > 1.0 (project increment)
Hazard Index > 3.0 (facility-wide)

	Odor
	Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

	Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants(a)

	NO2

1-hour average

annual average
	In attainment; significant if project causes or contributes to an exceedance of any standard:

0.25 parts per million (state)

0.053 parts per million (federal)

	PM10

24-hour average

annual geometric average

annual arithmetic mean
	10.4 ug/m3 (recommended for construction)(b)
2.5 ug/m3 (operation)

1.0 ug/m3

20 ug/m3

	Sulfate

24-hour average
	1 ug/m3

	CO

1-hour average

8-hour average
	In attainment; significant if project causes or contributes to an exceedances of any standard:

20 parts per million (state)

9.0 parts per million (state/federal)

	(a)  Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unless otherwise stated.

(b)  Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD Rule 403.

ug/m3 = microgram per cubic meter;   mg/m3 = milligram per cubic meter.


Construction Activity Impacts
PAR 1157 would modify the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards relative to aggregate loading and transport operations.  PAR 1157 only affects operating practices at existing aggregate facilities; therefore, would not require any additional construction of any buildings or other structures.  Since no construction is expected, the proposed project will not create construction impacts.  This conclusion was included in the NOP/IS and no comments were received that challenged it.  Therefore, construction impacts are concluded to be less than significant. 
Operational Activity Impacts

A PM10 emissions inventory was developed from information obtained through the March 26, 2004 survey, USEPA AP-42 emission factors and methodology.  Emission factors are presented in Appendix C.  Detailed emission estimates are not presented, since facilities have declared their process throughputs confidential.  A summary of the PM emissions inventory is presented in Table 4-2.

Criteria Pollutants

Under the existing rule, only aggregate facility operators that can demonstrate that they support construction projects that would be irreparably physically damaged by ceasing operations during high wind events could exempt aggregate loading and transporting operations from the General Performance Standards.  Baseline fugitive PM10 emissions, 351 pounds per day, from aggregate operations under the existing exemption are presented in Table 4-2.  
Under the proposed amended rule, aggregate loading and transport operations at any aggregate facility could be exempt from the General Performance Standards, but would not have to cease operations provided the operators implemented required dust control measures are implemented, and water is applied as prescribed to disturbed active storage pile areas, unpaved non-haul roads, parking and staging areas.
Under PAR 1157 fugitive PM10 emission from continued operations during high wind events would occur during aggregate loading and transport, which included the following three operational activities: erosion from disturbed surfaces of active storage piles, material handling from active storage piles to delivery trucks, and delivery truck traffic on unpaved non-haul roads.  Table 4-2 presents baseline fugitive PM10 emissions from these activities under the existing Rule 1157, assuming 60 percent of aggregate material is loaded and transported during high winds (351 pounds of PM10 per day).  Since the PAR 1157 high wind exemption would include all aggregate facilities, it is expected that the remaining 40 percent of aggregate material could be loaded and transported, which would generate an additional 234 pounds of fugitive dust per high wind day (Table 4-2).  Table 4-2 also shows total daily fugitive PM10 emissions during high wind days from baseline and PAR 1157, which would occur if PAR 1157 is adopted (585 pounds per day).
Combustion emissions would be generated by the loaders used to transfer aggregate from the storage piles to the delivery trucks and from the delivery trucks.  Table 4-3 presents criteria emission from delivery trucks.  Table 4-4 presents the criteria pollutant emissions from loaders.  
Table 4-5 summarizes the total (baseline + proposed project) emissions if PAR 1157 is adopted from both fugitive and combustion sources.  The total emissions increase from the proposed project would be 39 pounds of VOC, 154 pounds of CO, 2,456 pounds of NOx, 632 pounds of PM10, and 25 pounds of SOx during high wind days.  Emission estimation methodology is included in Appendix C.  Detailed emission calculations are not included, since proprietary information would be disclosed by their inclusion.  
The incremental emissions increase from the proposed project is the difference between total daily emissions after implementing PAR 1157 (Table 4-6) and total daily baseline emissions (Table 3-7).  The increased emissions from PAR 1157 would be 39 pounds of VOC, 154 pounds of CO, 982 pounds of NOx, 252 pounds of PM10, and 10 pounds of SOx during high wind days (see Table 4-6).  The significance thresholds for regional operational criteria pollutants are 55 pounds of VOC, 550 pounds of CO, 55 pounds of NOx, 150 pounds of PM10, and 150 pounds of SOx per day.  Based on the regional operational criteria pollutant significance thresholds, PAR 1157 would be significant for operational NOx and PM10 emissions.
Table 4-2
Incremental Increase of Fugitive Dust PM-10 Emissions on High Wind Days from PAR 1157
	Description
	PM10 Emission from Material Handling,
lb/day
	PM10 Emission from Unpaved Non-Haul Roads,
lb/day
	PM10 Emission from Disturbed Storage Pile Wind Erosion,
lb/day
	Total PM10 Emissions,
lb/day

	Baseline Fugitive Dust PM10
	20.5
	330
	0.39
	351

	(Baseline + Project) Fugitive Dust PM10
	34.3
	550
	0.64
	585

	PAR 1157 Increase in Fugitive Dust PM10 Emissions
	13.8
	220
	0.25
	234


Table 4-3

Incremental Increase of Operational On-Road Delivery Truck Exhaust Emissions on High Wind Days from PAR 1157
	Description
	ROG,
lb/day
	CO,
lb/day
	NOx,
lb/day
	PM10,
lb/day
	SOx,
lb/day

	Baseline Delivery Trucks - Travel
	49
	221
	1,449
	27
	15

	Baseline Delivery Trucks - Idling
	1.1
	6.7
	20.7
	0.5
	0.1

	Total Baseline Delivery Trucks 
	50
	228
	1,470
	28
	15

	(Baseline + Project) Delivery Trucks - Travel
	82
	368
	2,415
	45
	25

	(Baseline + Project) Delivery Trucks - Idling
	1.9
	11.2
	34.5
	0.8
	0.1

	Total (Baseline + Project) Delivery Trucks
	84
	379
	2,450
	46
	25

	PAR 1157 Increase in Truck Emissions
	34
	152
	980
	18
	10


Table 4-4

Incremental Increase in Criteria Emissions Loader Emissions on High Wind Days from PAR 1157
	Description
	VOC,
lb/hr
	CO,
lb/hr
	NOx,
lb/hr
	PM10,
lb/hr
	SOx,
lb/hr

	Baseline Loaders
	8.1
	3.7
	3.4
	0.31
	0.04

	(Baseline + Project) Loaders
	13.5
	6.1
	5.6
	0.52
	0.06

	PAR 1157 Increase in Loader Emissions
	5.4
	2.4
	2.2
	0.21
	0.02


Table 4-5

Total Daily Emissions on High Wind Days after Implementation of PAR 1157
	Description
	VOC,
lb/day
	CO,
lb/day
	NOx,
lb/day
	PM10,
lb/day
	SOx,
lb/day

	(Baseline + Project) Delivery Trucks
	84
	379
	2,450
	46
	25

	(Baseline + Project) Loaders
	13.5
	6.1
	5.6
	0.5
	0.1

	  (Baseline + Project) Combustion Subtotal
	98
	385
	2,456
	47
	25

	(Baseline + Project) Fugitive Dust 
	 
	 
	 
	585
	 

	Total Emissions
	98
	385
	2,456
	632
	25


Table 4-6
Incremental Increase of Proposed Project Operational Emissions on High Wind Days from PAR 1157
	Description
	ROG,
lb/day
	CO,
lb/day
	NOx,
lb/day
	PM10,
lb/day
	SOx,
lb/day

	Additional Truck Trip Emissions
	34
	152
	980
	18
	10

	Additional Loader Emissions
	5.4
	2.4
	2.2
	0.2
	0.02

	Additional Fugitive Dust Emissions
	 
	 
	 
	234
	 

	Total Additional Emissions
	39
	154
	982
	252
	10

	Regional Significance Threshold
	55
	550
	55
	150
	150

	Significant?
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No


Toxic Air Contaminants
Adverse health risk effects are estimated by evaluating the impact of toxic air contaminants (TACs) upon receptors surrounding the source.  Carcinogenic and chronic noncarcinogenic impacts are evaluated from sources that generate TACs with carcinogenic and chronic noncarcinogenic health risk values consistently over a long period of time (70 years, lifetime, etc.).  Acute impacts are evaluated from TACs with acute noncarcinogenic health risk values over a short period of time (one hour).
PM10 from diesel exhaust emissions has carcinogenic and chronic noncarcinogenic effects.  No acute noncarcinogenic health risk values have been established for diesel exhaust.  For the aggregate facility with the largest increase in diesel trucks trips (208 truck trips), additional diesel combustion particulate emissions are approximately five pounds per day.  Of this total, 0.12 pound of PM10 would be generated by loaders on-site, 0.08 pound of PM10 would be generated by delivery trucks idling on-site, and 4.8 pounds of PM10 would be generated by trucks traveling over the roadways as the aggregates are delivered off-site (Table 4-7).  High wind events are not typical, but are short-term sporadic events that vary spatially around the district; therefore, the effects of diesel combustion emissions during high wind events are considered short-term or acute effects.  
During high wind events the diesel particulate emissions are better dispersed.  Under PAR 1157 diesel emissions from loading and transportation would occur similarly to non-high wind days.  Since carcinogenic and chronic non-carcinogenic health risks from diesel exhaust emissions are estimated on annual emissions, the health risks on a high wind day would be similar to the health risks from diesel exhaust emissions on a non-high wind day. 
Table 4-7
Single Facility Incremental Increase of Proposed Project Operational Emissions on High Wind Days from PAR 1157

	Description
	PM10 from Loaders, lb/day
	PM10 from Truck Idling, lb/day
	PM10 from Truck Travel, lb/day
	Total PM10 Emissions, lb/day

	Baseline
	0.19
	0.13
	7.2
	7.52

	Baseline + Proposed Project
	0.31
	0.21
	12
	12.52

	Incremental Increase
	0.12
	0.08
	4.8
	5.0


Carcinogenic and chronic noncarcinogenic risks are estimated from health risk factors that were developed from studies of long-term exposure to toxic compounds.  Since emissions from high winds are considered short-term adverse impacts, it would not be appropriate to estimated carcinogenic or chronic risk from these emissions.  Further, there are no established methodologies for calculating long-term carcinogenic or chronic noncarcinogenic risks from infrequent, short-term, periodic events.  Therefore, carcinogenic and chronic noncarcinogenic risks were not estimated from the increased diesel exhaust generated from PAR 1157.  Since no acute noncarcinogenic health risk values are available for diesel exhaust emissions, no acute risk was estimated from the increased diesel exhaust generated from PAR 1157.
Project Specific Mitigation Measures:  Lead agencies are required identify feasible mitigation measures to eliminate or minimize the significant air quality impacts associated with the construction phase of the proposed project.  Since no significant construction air quality impacts were identified, mitigation measures are not required.  Feasible mitigation measures to reduce significant NOx and PM10 air quality impacts associated with operational activities at the affected facilities are necessary to control emissions from storage piles, material handing and delivery truck traffic on unpaved non-haul roads.  

The appropriate mitigation for these activities is the application of water to disturbed areas and material handled.  PAR 1157 includes provisions in the exemption that require that  during high wind conditions dust controls are applied, unpaved roads are chemically stabilized or water is applied twice per hour during active operations and water is applied to unstabilized areas of open storage piles that are actively disturbed by loading within 15 minutes of each loading activity.  
Chemical stabilizers are not any more effective for the disturbed areas of storage piles than water, because like water, chemical stabilizers would be removed by loaders and placed into the delivery trucks soon after application.  Tarps and other temporary covers are not feasible, since operators would need to leave the disturbed areas of the storage piles open during loading operations.  Enclosures are not feasible because the storage piles change in size and location.  Therefore, chemical and water application to roads and water application to the disturbed areas of open storage piles is the most effective feasible mitigation measures.

Remaining Air Quality Impacts:  Although it is expected that the proposed fugitive dust control requirements in PAR 1157 would reduce fugitive PM10 emissions, control efficiencies for these measures under high wind conditions are currently unknown.  As a result, SCAQMD staff cannot qualitatively conclude that the fugitive dust control requirements in PAR 1157 will reduce PM10 emissions below the applicable PM10 significance threshold of 150 pounds per day.  NOx control measures are available for heavy-duty on-road vehicles, but since operators at affected facilities do no typically own the transport trucks, it is not likely that they can require trucks to convert to alternative clean fuels or install particulate filters or oxidation catalyst. Therefore, it is assumed that the remaining adverse air quality PM10 impacts are the same as the proposed project adverse air quality impacts.
Cumulative Air Quality Impacts:  In general, the preceding analysis concluded that PM10 air quality impacts from operation activity during high winds would be significant from the proposed project because the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for would be exceeded.  However, high wind events are sporadic and temporary and the increased PM10 emissions would cease at the end of the high wind event.  It should be noted, however, that the air quality analysis is a conservative, "worst-case" analysis so the actual impacts may not be as great as estimated here.  Since project-specific PM10 emissions from operations during high wind exceed the applicable PM10 operation significance threshold, and the AQMP predicts that PM 10 emissions would increase between 2006 and 2010, PM10 operation emissions are considered to be cumulatively considerable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15065(a)(3).

While NOx emissions from PAR 1157 are expected to increase during high wind events, high wind events are considered sporadic and temporary.  In addition, NOx emissions are expected to decline substantially between 2006 and 2010 according to the AQMP; therefore, NOx operational emissions are not considered cumulative considerable.
Cumulative Air Quality Impact Mitigation:  As indicated in the discussion of project-specific mitigation, fugitive dust control for affected activities are included in PAR 1157 and no other mitigation measures have been identified.  Therefore, no cumulative impact mitigation measures are proposed at this time.
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

While all the environmental topics required to be analyzed under CEQA were reviewed to determine if the proposed amended rule would create significant impacts, the screening analysis concluded that the following environmental areas would not be significantly adversely affected by PAR 1157: aesthetics, agriculture resources, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology/soils, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, solid/hazardous waste and transportation/traffic.  These topics were not analyzed in further detail in this environmental assessment, however, a brief discussion of each is provided below.

Agriculture Resources

The proposed project would be consistent with the industrial zoning for aggregate facilities and agricultural resources or operations are not expected to be on or near the affected facilities.  Implementation of PAR 1157 would not result in any new construction of buildings or other structures that would convert farmland to non-agricultural use or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.  There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  Therefore no significant impacts to agricultural resources are expected.
Biological Resources

PAR 1157 would only apply to equipment or processes located within the confines of aggregate facilities in industrial areas during high wind events, which have already been greatly disturbed.  In general, these areas currently do not support riparian habitat, federally protected wetlands, or migratory corridors.  Additionally, special status plants, animals, or natural communities are not expected to be found within close proximity to the affected facilities.  Therefore, the proposed project would have no direct or indirect impacts that could adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitats on which they rely in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  Further, a conclusion of the 2003 AQMP EIR was that population growth in the region would have greater adverse effects on plant species and wildlife dispersal or migration corridors in the basin than SCAQMD regulatory activities (e.g., air quality control measures or regulations).  The current and expected future land use development to accommodate population growth is primarily due to economic considerations or local government planning decisions.  

There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  PAR 1157 would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  Therefore, no significant impacts to biological resources are expected.
Cultural Resources

There are existing laws in place that are designed to protect and mitigate potential impacts to cultural resources.  Since high wind event-related operational activities associated with the implementation of PAR 1157 generally result in continued operations at aggregate handling facilities at levels similar to normal operating levels, no impacts to historical resources will occur as a result of this project.  Consequently, the proposed project has little or no potential to disturb cultural resources.  Therefore, PAR 1157 has no potential to cause a substantial adverse change to a historical or archaeological resource, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries.  Further, PAR 1157 is not anticipated to result in any activities or promote any programs that could have a significant adverse impact on cultural resources in the district.  Therefore, no significant impacts to cultural resources are expected.
Energy

The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  The proposed project may require additional fuel consumption for water trucks used to apply water to active storage piles and unpaved non-haul roads.  Based on the length of non-haul truck unpaved road distance of approximately 34 miles approximately three gallons of diesel fuel per day would be required to comply with PAR 1157 (see Appendix D).  An additional three gallons per day of diesel fuel would not significantly adversely impact the fuel supply in the district.  There are no provisions within the proposed amended rule which would conflict with adopted energy conservation plans, result in the need for additional power or natural gas, create impacts on local or regional energy supplies impact existing energy standards, or affect peak and base demands for electricity or other forms of energy, because the implementation of required dust controls and application of water are not typically energy intensive activities.  Therefore, no significant impacts to energy are expected.
Geology and Soils

The proposed project would not require any construction of buildings or other structures.  Thus, the proposed project would not induce or alter the exposure of people or property to geological hazards such as expansive soils, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse, earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  As a result, substantial exposure of people or structures to the risk of loss, injury, or death is not anticipated.  The proposed project would require the application of water to existing unpaved roads and active storage piles during high wind events.  Water is currently applied to the affected roads and active storage piles to suppress fugitive dust emissions during non-high wind events.  Because of the evaporative effect of the high winds, the increased watering is not expected to disrupt of soils in a way that could result in soil erosion or loss of topsoil.  Therefore, no significant impacts to geology and soils are expected.
Hazardous and Hazardous Materials

There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule which would require or result in the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials; create a significant hazard to the public; emit hazardous emissions, or require handling of hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.
No provision of the proposed amended rule would interfere with any adopted emergency response or evacuation plans.  PAR 1157 does not require the construction of any building, structure or facility in wildlands or any location that could expose people or structures to significant loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.  Complying with the proposed amended rule does not require or involve the use of flammable materials that could increase fire hazards in areas with flammable materials.  Therefore, no significant impacts from hazards or hazardous materials are expected.
Hydrology and Water Quality

The proposed amended rule would require additional water application twice per hour to unpaved roads that are not controlled by chemical stabilizers during high winds.  PAR 1157 would also require watering un-stabilized areas of active open storage piles within fifteen minutes of each loading activity.  The additional water would be applied to suppress fugitive dust emissions during loading and transport of aggregate materials during high wind.  No surface run-off or contribution to wastewater streams is expected, since water would be applied with the intent to form a crust on the surface of the unpaved road or active portion of storage piles.  Since only water is required to be applied to the active areas of storage piles and to unpaved roads not water quality impacts are expected.  

It was estimated in the IS that 651,000 gallons of water per day from the 29 aggregate facilities identified by facility surveys completed for the initial adoption of Rule 1157 would be required to comply with the water application requirements of PAR 1157.  The increase in water demand is less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 5,000,000 gallons per day.  

PAR 1157 would not involve altering the course of any stream, river or drainage patterns; construction of any structures in a 100-year flood area, levees or dams.  Therefore, based on the above discussion the proposed project would not generated significant adverse hydrology and water quality impacts.

Land Use and Planning

There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by modifying the high wind exemption.  All proposed operations are expected to occur within the confines of the existing aggregate facilities.  Since the proposed amended rule would only relax the high wind exemption for loading and transport of aggregate materials, PAR 1157 would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  No new development or alterations to existing land designations will occur as a result of the implementation of the proposed amended rule.  Therefore, no significant adverse impacts affecting land uses are expected.

Mineral Resources

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

The existing noise environment at each of the affected facilities is dominated by industrial equipment, vehicular traffic around the facilities, and trucks entering and exiting the facilities.  However, since activity during high wind event is not expected to be any greater than activity during normal operation, noise from the proposed project is not expected to produce noise in excess of current operations at each of the existing facilities.  It is expected that aggregate facilities affected by PAR 1157 would continue to comply with all existing noise control laws or ordinances.  Further, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and California-OSHA have established noise standards to protect worker health.  These potential noise increases are expected to be less than significant, thus, implementing PAR 1157 is not expected to result in significantly adverse noise impacts.

Population and Housing

Modifying the high wind exemption is not expected to involve the relocation of individuals, impact housing or commercial facilities, or change the distribution of the population because the proposed project will occur completely within existing industrial facilities.  The proposed project is not anticipated to generate any significant effects, either direct or indirect, on the district's population or population distribution as the additional workers needed during the construction phase are expected to come from the existing labor pool in the southern California area.  Further, the modifying the high wind exemption is not expected to require a significant number of new permanent employees at each affected facility.  In the event that new employees are hired, it is expected that the number of new employees at any one facility would be small.  Human population within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing PAR 1157.  Accordingly, no significant adverse impacts on human population or housing are expected.

Public Services

Modifying the high wind exemption is not expected to increase the need or demand for additional public services, e.g., fire departments, police departments, schools, parks, government, etc, above current levels.  Further, the proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives.  Therefore, impacts to public services are not expected to be significant.
Recreation

As discussed under “Land Use” above, there are no provisions to the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments; no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposal.  The proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities or include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.  Therefore, impacts to recreational facilities are not expected to be significant.
Solid /Hazardous Waste

The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  No provisions of the proposed project would generate additional solid wastes or involve or require solid waste disposal activities.  As a result, no impacts on landfill capacity are expected.  Implementation of the proposed amended rule would not impede or hinder in any way compliance with any applicable federal, state or local statutes related to solid or hazardous waste disposal.  Therefore, impacts from solid/hazardous waste are not expected to be significant.
Transportation/Traffic

The proposed project would modify the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standard for the loading and transport of aggregate material from existing facilities provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as described.  The application of additional water may increase the number of water truck trips; however, water truck trips would occur on-site and therefore would not affect off-site traffic.  The EA for the existing rule examined the impacts from traffic related to aggregate material transportation.  The propose amended rule is expected to increase the number trucks transporting aggregate material during high wind events, but the peak day traffic during high wind events is not expected to be greater than ay other day.  Therefore proposed project impacts from traffic are not expected to be significant.
significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

CEQA Guidelines §15126(c) requires an environmental analysis to consider "any significant irreversible environmental changes which would be involved if the proposed action should be implemented."  The IS and this EA identified aesthetics and air quality as the only environmental areas potentially adversely affected by the proposed project.  As can be seen by the information presented in this Draft Final EA, since the adverse impacts from the proposed project would only occur during high wind events, the proposed project would not result in irreversible environmental changes or irretrievable commitment of resources.

Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

CEQA Guidelines §15126(d) requires an environmental analysis to consider the "growth-inducing impact of the proposed action."  Implementing PAR 1157 would not, by itself, have any direct or indirect growth-inducing impacts on businesses in the SCAQMD's jurisdiction because it is not expected to foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing and primarily affects existing aggregate facilities.  No additional workers are expected to be need at the affected facilities. 

Consistency

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the SCAQMD have developed, with input from representatives of local government, the industry community, public health agencies, the USEPA - Region IX and CARB, guidance on how to assess consistency within the existing general development planning process in the Basin.  Pursuant to the development and adoption of its Regional Comprehensive Plan Guide (RCPG), SCAG has developed an Intergovernmental Review Procedures Handbook (June 1, 1995).  The SCAQMD also adopted criteria for assessing consistency with regional plans and the AQMP in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  The following sections address the consistency between PAR 1157 and relevant regional plans pursuant to the SCAG Handbook and SCAQMD Handbook.

Consistency with Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) Policies

The RCPG provides the primary reference for SCAG’s project review activity.  The RCPG serves as a regional framework for decision making for the growth and change that is anticipated during the next 20 years and beyond.  The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the RCPG contains population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG in all phases of implementation and review.  It states that the overall goals for the region are to (1) re-invigorate the region’s economy, (2) avoid social and economic inequities and the geographical isolation of communities, and (3) maintain the region’s quality of life.  Based on the following discussion PAR 1157 is consistent with RCPG policies.
Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Improve the Regional Standard of Living

The Growth Management goals are to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to stimulate the regional economy.  PAR 1157 in relation to the GMC would not interfere with the achievement of such goals, nor would it interfere with any powers exercised by local land use agencies.  PAR 1157 will not interfere with efforts to minimize red tape and expedite the permitting process to maintain economic vitality and competitiveness.  

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Provide Social, Political and Cultural Equity

The Growth Management goals are to develop urban forms that avoid economic and social polarization, promotes the regional strategic goals of minimizing social and geographic disparities, and of reaching equity among all segments of society.  Consistent with the Growth Management goals, local jurisdictions, employers and service agencies should provide adequate training and retraining of workers, and prepare the labor force to meet the challenges of the regional economy.  Growth Management goals also include encouraging employment development in job-poor localities through support of labor force retraining programs and other economic development measures.  Local jurisdictions and other service providers are responsible for developing sustainable communities and providing, equally to all members of society, accessible and effective services such as: public education, housing, health care, social services, recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection.  Implementing PAR 1157 has no effect on and, therefore, is not expected to interfere with the goals of providing social, political and cultural equity.

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Improve the Regional Quality of Life

The Growth Management goals also include attaining mobility and clean air goals and developing urban forms that enhance quality of life, accommodate a diversity of life styles, preserve open space and natural resources, are aesthetically pleasing, preserve the character of communities, and enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining the regional quality of life.  The RCPG encourages planned development in locations least likely to cause environmental impacts, as well as supports the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered plants and animals.  While encouraging the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites, the plan discourages development in areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood and seismic hazards, unless complying with special design requirements.  Finally, the plan encourages mitigation measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and develop emergency response and recovery plans.  PAR 1157 would modify the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transport of aggregate materials fro existing facilities provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as proscribed.  The increase in fugitive dust PM10 emissions would only occur during high wind events which are infrequent.  In addition, PAR 1157 would still reduce PM10 emissions beyond what was expected from Rule 403 by itself.  Therefore, in relation to the GMC, PAR 1157 is not expected to interfere with the air quality portion of these goals.

Consistency with Regional Mobility Element (RMP) and Congestion Management Plan (CMP)

PAR 1157 is consistent with the RMP and CMP since no significant adverse impact to transportation/circulation would result from modifying the high wind exemption.  Since traffic during high wind events is expected to be no greater than traffic during non-high wind events, PAR 1157 is not expected to significantly adversely affect circulation patterns or congestion management.  
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iNTRODUCTION

This Draft Final EA provides a discussion of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project as required by state CEQA Guidelines §15126.6.  Alternatives include measures for attaining objectives of the proposed project and provide a means for evaluating the comparative merits of each alternative.  A "No Project" alternative must also be evaluated (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)).  The range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice, but need not include every conceivable project alternative.  State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) specifically notes that the range of alternatives required in a CEQA document is governed by a 'rule of reason' and only necessitates that the CEQA document set forth those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decision making and meaningful public participation.  A CEQA document need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.

SCAQMD Rule 110 (the rule which implements the SCAQMD's certified regulatory program) does not impose any greater requirements for a discussion of project alternatives in an environmental assessment than is required for an EIR under CEQA.

SCAQMD’s policy document Environmental Justice Program Enhancements for FY 2002-03, Enhancement II-1 recommends that all SCAQMD CEQA assessments include a feasible project alternative with the lowest air toxics emissions.  In other words, for any major equipment or process type under the scope of the proposed project that creates a significant environmental impact, at least one alternative, where feasible, shall be considered from a “least harmful” perspective with regard to hazardous air emissions.

The Governing Board may choose to adopt any portion or all of any alternative presented below.  The Governing Board is able to adopt any portion or all of any of the following alternatives because the impacts of each alternative are fully disclosed to the public and the public has the opportunity to comment on the alternatives and impacts generated by each alternative.  
ALTERNATIVES rejected as infeasible

A CEQA document should identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination [CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c)].  Because the scope of the current amendments is focused on a simple issue, the range of potential project alternatives is limited.  As a result, no alternatives identified were rejected as infeasible. 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The following proposed alternatives were developed by modifying specific components of the proposed amended rule.  The rationale for selecting and modifying specific components of the proposed amended rule to generate feasible alternatives for the analysis is based on CEQA's requirement to present "realistic" alternatives; that is, alternatives that can actually be implemented.
The following three alternatives were developed by identifying and modifying major components of PR 1157.  As stated in the Areas of Controversy section of Chapter 1, staff and stakeholders have been and are currently in discussions about Rule 1157.  Specifically, the primary components of the proposed alternatives that have been modified are the requirements related to what activities are exempt from the General Performance Standards during high wind events and the application of water to unpaved roads and storage piles during high wind events.  The alternatives, summarized in Table 5-1 and described in the following subsections, include the following:  Alternative A (No Project); Alternative B (Rule 403 Equivalent); and Alternative C (No Activity).  Unless otherwise specifically noted, all other components of the project alternatives are identical to the components of Rule 1157.  The following subsections provide a brief description of each alternative.

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, would mean not adopting PAR 1157 and, therefore, maintaining the existing Rule 1157 exemption from the General Performance Standards during high winds at the affected facilities.  

Alternative B – Rule 403 Equivalent Alternative

Prior to Rule 1157 fugitive dust emissions from aggregate facilities were regulated by the requirements of Rule 403.  Alternative B would replace the existing Rule 1157 exemption from the General Performance Standard during high winds with language similar to the high wind exemption in Rule 403.  Rule 403 exempts facility operators from visible dust, opacity and concentration requirements when wind gusts exceed 25 miles per hour provided that Rule 403 Table 3 contingency measures are implemented for each applicable fugitive dust source type and records are kept.  Applicable Rule 403 Table 3 control measures include control measures for unpaved roads and open storage piles. Rule 403 Table 3 unpaved roads control measures include applying chemical stabilizers prior to wind events, or applying water twice per hour during active operation or stopping all vehicular traffic.  Rule 403 Table 3 open storage piles control measures include watering twice per hour or installing temporary coverings.

Alternative C – No Activity

Alternative C would remove the existing Rule 1157 exemption from the General Performance Standard during high winds.  Under Alternative C, facility operators would be required to comply with the General Performance Standard during high wind events.  If operators cannot meet the General Performance Standard during high wind loading operations, they would be required to cease these operations or receive a violation for exceeding the General Performance Standards.  
A summary of the Alternatives is included in Table 5-1.

Table 5-1

Summary of PAR 1157 and Project Alternatives

	Description
	PAR 1157
	Alternative A
No Project
	Alternative B
Rule 403 Equivalent
	Alternative C
No Activity

	Applicable Facilities
	All aggregate plants
	Aggregate facilities that support critical jobs
	All aggregate plants
	All aggregate plants

	Applicable Activities:

	Non Loading and Transport Processes
	Required to cease to qualify for exemption
	Required to cease to qualify for exemption
	Required to cease to qualify for exemption
	Required to cease no exemption

	Loading and Transport
	Exempt from General Performance Standards
	Only aggregate facilities that support critical jobs may quality for exemption from General Performance Standards
	Exempt from General Performance Standards
	Required to cease no exemption, required to meet General Performance Standards

	Proposed Conditions:

	Dust Controls (h)(2)(B)(i)
	Dust controls required by SCAQMD Rules and Regulations are applied
	Required by permit
	Required by permit
	Dust controls required by SCAQMD Rules and Regulations are applied

	Unpaved Roads
(h)(2)(B)(ii)
	Apply chemical stabilizers prior to high wind event or apply water twice an hour during active operations
	None
	Apply chemical stabilizers prior to high wind event, or apply water twice an hour during active operations, or stop all vehicular traffic
	None

	Storage Piles Erosion
(h)(2)(B)(iii)
	Apply water to unstablized areas of open storage piles actively disturbed during loading within 15 minutes of each loading activity
	None
	Apply water twice per hour or install temporary coverings
	None

	Proposed Project Objectives: 

	Aligned with Objectives?
	Meets objectives
	Does not address difficulties with end use.
	Meets objectives
	Does not provide an exemption for necessary loading and transport during high winds


COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The Environmental Checklist (see Chapter 2 of the Initial Study in Appendix D) identified only aesthetics and operational air quality as the environmental areas that could be significantly adversely affected by the proposed project.  Further evaluation of potential impacts in Chapter 4 of this Environmental Assessment confirmed these conclusions.
The following sections briefly describe potential adverse impacts that may be generated by each project alternative.  Potential adverse impacts for the environmental topics are quantified where sufficient data are available.  A comparison of the environmental impacts for each project alternative is provided in Table 5-2.  No other environmental topics in addition to aesthetics and operational air quality were identified that could be adversely affected by implementing any project alternative.

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

Aesthetics

Alternative A, is the existing Rule 1157; therefore, Alternative A would not create any new adverse aesthetic adverse impacts.  Therefore Alternative A would not be significant for aesthetics or any environmental topic.

Air Quality

According to Chapter 3, the existing rule generates a total of 351 pounds of PM10 emissions per high wind day from aggregate loading at facilities that support construction projects that would be irreparably physically damaged if ceased during high wind events.  During high winds approximately 330 pounds of PM10 are produced by travel on unpaved roads, 21 pound of PM10 are produced from aggregate loading, and 0.39 pound of PM10 is generated from wind erosion from disturbed areas of active storage piles during loading at affected facilities.  Alternative A would not create any new adverse impacts.  Therefore Alternative A would not be significant air quality or any environmental topic.
Alternative B – Rule 403 Equivalent Alternative

Aesthetics

Alternative B is expected to generate significant operational PM10 and NOx air quality impacts equivalent to the proposed project during high winds (see air quality impacts from Alternative B discussed below).  The proposed project is considered significant for aesthetics because the significant PM10 emissions generated from the proposed project is expected to degrade the visible character of the vicinity surrounding the aggregate facilities during high wind events.  Therefore, since Alterative B is expected to generate similar PM10 emissions during high winds, and the PM10 emissions from the proposed project is expected to cause significant aesthetics adverse impacts during high winds; Alternative B is also expected to cause significant aesthetics adverse impacts.

Air Quality

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B would expand the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards to include all aggregate facilities instead of only aggregate facilities that support construction operations that would be irreparably physically damaged if aggregate delivery were ceased during high winds.  Like Rule 403, Alternative B would require the application of chemical dust suppressants before high wind events or water twice per hour to unpaved roads.  Because the high wind exemption for Alternative B would include all facilities and require application of chemical dust suppressants before wind events or water application during wind events, it is assumed that the emissions generated by Alternative B would be equivalent to those generated by the proposed project.  Therefore, Alternative B would generate 982 pounds of NOx and 252 pounds of PM10 per high wind day.  Since 982 pounds of NOx and 252 pounds of PM10 per high wind day is greater than the significance thresholds of 55 pounds of NOx and 150 pounds of PM10 per day, Alternative B would be significant for operational air quality.  Because no construction is required Alternative B would not be significant for construction.  Since the additional PM10 emissions exceed the air quality significance threshold and facilities would be exempt from opacity and visible emission requirements during high winds, it is assumed that Alternative B would be significant for aesthetics.  
The standard CEQA PM10 control efficiency for application of water to unpaved, material handling and storage piles three times per day is 68 percent.  Alternative B could require less water to be applied to open storage piles, since Rule 403 only requires water to be applied twice per hour, while the proposed project would require water to be applied 15 minutes after each loading activity, which could result in up to four applications of water per hour.  However, Rule 403 would require less water application if less than two loading activities occur per hour; based on the surveys aggregate facilities would load more than twice per hour.  Since both Alternative B and the proposed project would require the application of water more than three times per day for the average aggregate handling facility according to survey information, it is assumed that the PM10 control efficiency for both Alternative B and the proposed project is 68 percent.  However, since the average aggregate facility would load more than twice per hour; qualitatively, facility operators would generate less fugitive dust under the proposed amended rule since water would be applied more often than under Alternative B.
Alternative C – No Activity

Aesthetics

Alternative C is expected reduce fugitive PM10 air quality impacts during high winds compared to the existing Rule 1157.  Therefore, since Alternative C would reduce fugitive PM10 during high winds, the visible character of the vicinities surrounding the aggregate facilities would be improved.  Since Alternative C would improve the visible character of the vicinities surrounding the aggregate facilities during high wind events, Alternative C is considered to benefit aesthetics.
Air Quality

Alternative C would remove the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for aggregate handling operations.  Aggregate handling facilities that could not meet the General Performance Standard would be required to cease operations during high winds or face potential notices to comply or notices of violation.  Under Alternative C, the facility operators that currently use the exemption would be required to cease operations during high winds.  According to the analysis in Chapter 4, under existing Rule 1157 it is assumed that 60 percent of the affected facilities would continue operating during high wind events because they can demonstrate that projects would suffer irreparable physical damage and up to 40 percent of affected operation would cease operating because they cannot meet the General Performance Standards during high wind and do not qualify for the existing high wind exemption.  Alternative C would reduce 58 pounds of VOC, 232 pounds of CO, 1,473 pounds of NOx, 379 pounds of PM10 and 15 pounds of SOx emissions per high wind day because operators of facilities that support construction projects that would be irreparably physically damaged would be assumed to cease all operations under Alternative C during high wind events.  Ceasing all operations during high winds would reduce air quality impacts compared to the proposed project.  Potential adverse impacts to all environmental topic areas are expected to be similar to existing Rule 1157, that is less than significant.  Because Alternative C would reduce adverse impacts to all environmental topic areas similarly to the existing Rule 1157, Alternative C would not generate any significant adverse impacts.  Since Alternative C is the only alternative that reduces emissions, Alternative C would be the environmentally superior alternative.  
Although PAR 1157 and the project alternatives do not directly regulate toxic air contaminants (TACs) some of the equipment associated with the affected facilities emit diesel particulate, which are classified as a carcinogen and noncarcinogen with chronic human health impacts.  If it is assumed that Alternative C requires affected activities to cease during high wind events, it is likely that diesel particulate emitting equipment, such as loaders and delivery trucks, will also cease operating.  Similarly, transport trucks would no longer be operating at the site.  As a result, Alternative C is considered to be the least toxic alternative.

A comparison of the alternatives is presented in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2

Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives

	Description
	PAR 1157
	Alternative A
No Project
	Alternative B
Rule 403 Equivalent
	Alternative C
No Activity

	Applicable Activities: 

	Non Loading and Transport Processes
	No change in PM10 emissions
	No change in PM10 emissions
	No change in PM10 emissions
	No change in PM10 emissions

	Loading and Transport
	Significant emissions increase: 

982 lb/day NOx

252 lb/day PM10

Significant air quality
	No change in PM10 emissions

Not significant for any topic
	Significant emissions increase: 

982 lb/day NOx

252 lb/day PM10

Significant air quality
	Emissions reduction:

55 lb/day VOC

216 lb/day CO

1,373 lb/day NOx

376 lb/day of PM10

14 lb/day of SOx

Not significant for any topic

	Affect of Alternative Exemption Conditions:* 

	Dust Controls (h)(2)(B)(i)
	Already required, no change in emissions
	No change in PM10 emissions
	Already required, no change in emissions
	Already required, no change in emissions

	Unpaved Roads (h)(2)(B)(ii)
	219.9 lb/day of PM10 increase
	No change in PM10 emissions
	219.9 lb/day of PM10 increase
	329.8 lb/day of PM10 reductions

	Storage Piles:
Material Handling (h)(2)(B)(iii)
	13.7 lb/day of PM10 increase
	No change in PM10 emissions
	13.7 lb/day of PM10 increase
	Reduction of 20.6 lb/day of PM10

	Storage Piles:
Wind Erosion(h)(2)(B)(iii)
	0.3 lb/day of PM10 increase
	No change in PM10 emissions
	0.3 lb/day of PM10 increase
	Reduction of 0.4 lb/day of PM10

	Diesel Exhaust 
	Emissions increases:

39 lb/day VOC

154 lb/day CO

982 lb/day NOx

18 lb/day of PM10

10 lb/day of SOx
	No change in PM10 emissions
	Emissions increases:

39 lb/day VOC

154 lb/day CO

982 lb/day NOx

18 lb/day of PM10

10 lb/day of SOx
	Emissions reduction:

58 lb/day VOC

232 lb/day CO

1,473 lb/day NOx

28 lb/day of PM10

15 lb/day of SOx

	Significant for Aesthetics?
	Significant
	Not significant
	Equivalent to PAR 1157
	Not significant


a) Emissions reported under Affect of Alternative Exemption Conditions are summarized under Applicable Activities.  

CONCLUSION

Alternative A, is the existing Rule 1157, so impacts would not generate any new significance impacts or make substantially worse any existing adverse impacts.  However, Alternative A would not accomplish a major objective of the proposed project which is to implement the high wind exemption to acknowledge the difficulties the plant operators have in identifying the end use of the product shipped.
Alternative B would replace the existing Rule 1157 high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards with requirements similar to Rule 403.  Since both the existing Rule 1157 and Alternative B include the application of water more than three times per day, the emissions from both the existing Rule 1157 and Alternative would be similar.  Qualitatively, since the proposed project would result in more water applied per day, it would be preferred over Alternative B. 
The CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2) requires the environmentally superior alternative to be identified.  In addition, SCAQMD Environmental Justice Enhancement II-1 recommends that all SCAQMD CEQA assessments include a feasible project alternative with the lowest air toxics emissions.  Alternative C would provide 351 pounds of PM10 emission reductions per high wind day.  Neither the proposed project nor Alternatives A or B would reduce PM10 emissions.  Therefore, Alternative C would be the environmentally superior project and the project with the lowest air toxic emissions.  Aggregate facility operators that currently are exempt from the General Performance Standard during high winds under the existing Rule 1157 are expected to cease operations because they would not be able to meet the General Performance Standard during high winds.  Since under the proposed project and Alternatives A and B existing exempt operators and/or additional aggregate facility operators would load during high winds through use of the General Performance Standard exemption, only under Alternative C would additional aggregate facility operators cease loading operations.  By ceasing operations diesel exhaust emissions would be reduced; therefore, Alternative C is the least toxic alternative.  However, Alternative C does not implement the project objective of providing an exemption for the delivery of aggregate to construction projects that cannot cease during high winds, while acknowledging the difficulties plant operators have identifying the end use of the project shipped; therefore, the proposed project would be preferred to Alternative C.  .
The proposed project is not the most environmentally superior project or lease toxic alternative (Alternative C is both).  However, the proposed project would completely fulfill the project objective of providing an exemption for the delivery of aggregate to construction projects that cannot cease during high winds, while acknowledging the difficulties plant operators have identifying the end use of the project shipped, which Alternatives A and C do not, and is qualitatively environmentally better than Alternative B.  While the proposed project is the staff preferred alternative, the Governing Board may choose to adopt any of the alternatives in whole or in part in place of the proposed project, based on other considerations in addition to environmental concerns such as compliance costs, effects on future employment (jobs lost, for example), etc.
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

	Abbreviation/Acronym
	Description

	(
	Micro

	AAM
	Annual geometric mean

	AB
	Assembly Bill

	AGM
	Annual arithmetic mean

	AQMP
	Air Quality Management Plan

	ATCM
	Airborne toxic control measure

	BACM
	Best available control measure

	Basin
	South Coast Air Basin

	CalEPA
	California Environmental Protection Agency

	CARB
	California Air Resources Board

	CE
	Control efficiency

	CEQA
	California Environmental Quality Act

	CFC
	Chlorofluorocarbons

	CFR
	Code of Federal Regulations

	CMA
	California Mining Association

	CO
	Carbon monoxide

	CO2
	Carbon dioxide

	Cont.
	Continued

	CVSIP
	Coachella Valley State Implementation Plan

	e.g.
	Example

	EA
	Environmental Assessment

	EF
	Emission factor

	GMC
	Growth Management Chapter

	HAP
	Hazardous air pollutant

	HCFC
	Hydrochlorofluorocarbons

	HI
	Hazard index

	hr
	Hour

	i.e.
	That is

	IS
	Initial Study

	ITF
	Irwindale Task Force

	k
	PM aerodynamic diameter constant

	LA
	Los Angeles

	lb
	Pound

	m
	Meter

	M
	Moisture content

	MDAB
	Mojave Desert Air Basin

	MPH
	Mile per hour

	NAAQS
	National Ambient Air Quality Standard

	NESHAPs
	National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

	No.
	Number

	NO2
	Nitrogen dioxide

	NOC
	Notice of completion

	NOP
	Notice of preparation

	NOV
	Notice of Violation

	NOx
	Oxides of nitrogen

	O3
	Ozone


Abbreviations and Acronyms (cont.)

	Abbreviation/Acronym
	Description

	OR
	Orange 

	OSHA
	Occupational Safety and Health Administration

	PAR
	Proposed amended rule

	PM
	Particulate matter

	PM10
	Particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter

	PM2.5
	Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter

	pphm
	Parts per hundred million

	ppm
	Parts per million

	PR
	Proposed rule

	RCPG
	Regional Comprehensive Plan Guide

	REL
	Reference exposure level

	RV
	Riverside

	S
	Silt content

	SB
	San Bernardino

	SB
	Senate Bill

	SCAG
	Southern California Association of Governments

	SCAQMD
	South Coast Air Quality Management District

	SSAB
	Salton Sea Air Basin

	SCRMA
	Southern California Ready Mixed Concrete Association

	SCRPA
	Southern California Rock Products Association

	SIP
	State Implementation Plan

	SO2
	Sulfur dioxide

	SOx
	Sulfur oxides

	SSAB
	Salton Sea Air Basin

	TAC
	Toxic air contaminant

	TCA
	1,1,1-trichloroethane

	TSP
	Total suspended particulate

	U
	Wind speed

	USEPA
	United States Environmental Protection Agency

	VMT
	Vehicle miles traveled

	VOC
	Volatile organic compound

	W
	Mean vehicle weight
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In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of the proposed amended Rule 1157 located elsewhere in the rule package.  The version of the proposed rule circulated with the Draft EA was released on April 14, 2006 for a 45-day public review and comment period ending May 30, 2006. 

Original hard copies of the Draft EA, which include the proposed rule at that time, can be obtained through the SCAQMD Public Information Center at the Diamond Bar headquarters or by calling (909) 396-2039.

A P P E N D I X   C  

A S S U M P T I O N S   A N D   C A L C U L A T I O N S

PAR 1157

Analysis of Emission Reductions Foregone

From the Current Rule to the Proposed Amended Rule

Assumptions

Affected Sources:

· Prior language applied strictly to hot mix asphalt and concrete batch plants, and aggregate plants providing support materials.

· New language would add loading and transport activities at aggregate plants making deliveries to locations other than hot mix asphalt and concrete batch plants.  Specific activities include emissions from: 

1) truck loading; 

2) storage pile disturbed surface; and 

3) unpaved non-haul roads from the truck traffic.

· Default maximum CEQA control efficiency (CE) of 68 percent for water application 

· Chemical dust suppressants have a CE of 80 percent.

Reasonable Worst Case:

· Define worst case windy day, meteorologically.  Results:  December 11, 1997 where the average wind speed exceeding 25 miles per hour was approximately 35 miles per hour for 19 hours at Fontana; and January 23, 2006 where the average wind speed exceeded 25 miles per hour (approximately 32 miles per hour) for the entire day at Mira Loma.

· Calculate emissions for the three categories above using the wind monitoring data for the nearest monitoring station on that day based on the duration of the wind exceeding 25 miles per hour.  Use facility submitted data relative to loaded materials.

· Reductions based on wind adjusted CE for water (loading and storage piles) and chemical dust suppressants (unpaved roads).

Key Variable

· 60 percent of emissions fall under current exemption due to fraction of aggregate materials delivered to public projects and commercial buildings that would most likely require continuous pours and may be subject to irreparable damage (California Department of Conservation, July 2002).

· Baseline was assumed to be 60 of the aggregate at each facility with surveyed information.  It is possible that some facilities would completely shut down because none of the aggregate material supplies public or commercial building projects.  It is also possible that 100 percent of the aggregate material loaded and transported by a facility supports public or commercial building projects.  Because, actual information is not available, the above baseline assumption was made.

Fugitive Dust Source Categories

Loading/Unloading Emissions (ton) at 68 percent CE:

· Loading Activities – AP-42 13.2.4

PM10 =
Daily throughput (ton/day) / Operating hr/day x High wind duration (hr) x 



Emission Factor (lb/ton) / 2000 lb/ton x (1 – CE)
EF = k x 0.0032 x ((U/5)1.3 / (M/2)1.4)

· k = 0.35

· U = wind speed

· M = moisture three percent content

· Control Efficiency = 68 percent reflecting adjustment for wind

Storage Piles Emissions (ton) at 68 CE:

· Storage Piles – AP-42, Documentation for AP-42, 11.19.1
PM10 =
(Piles weight, ton/year)/(365 day/year)/(operating time, hr/day) x PM10/(TSP Fraction) x active storage pile EF, lb/ton x (high wind duration, hr/day)/(2000 lb/ton) x percent of pile disturbed x (1 – CE)
· PM10/TSP fraction = 0.5

· Active storage pile EF (AP-42, Documentation for AP-42, 11.19.1): 0.42 lbs/ton

· Control Efficiency = 68 percent weighted control efficiency for water calculated as follows:

· Only 25 percent of the pile surface area is disturbed at any one time.

Unpaved Non-Haul Rd Emissions (ton) at 80 percent CE:

· Unpaved Roads – AP-42 13.2.2

PM10 =
((VMT x k x (S/12)a x (W/3)b)/(2000 lb/ton)/(operating time, hr/day) x 



high wind duration, hr/day x (1 – CE)
· k = 1.5 lb/VMT

· a = 0.9

· b= 0.45

· S = silt content: 10 percent
· W = mean vehicle weight: 17.5 tons (5 tons for empty truck and 30 tons for loaded truck)

· Control Efficiency = 80 percent due to chemical dust suppressants.

Note:
All equations put emissions on an equivalent hourly basis and increase based on the hours of high wind duration registered at the applicable SCAQMD monitoring station (i.e., facility in Colton would use the Fontana station monitoring data).

Fugitive Dust PM10 Emissions after PAR 1157 Is Implemented:

· 544 pounds per high wind day (19 pounds per high wind day per facility) for 27 facilities with survey data

· Total PM10 emission from 29 aggregate facilities during a worse-case high wind day = 544 pounds per high wind day x (29 total aggregate facilities/27 aggregate facilities with survey data) = 585 pounds per high wind day from all aggregate facilities
Breakdown:
94 percent of the PM10 emissions are from unpaved roads

Six percent of the PM10 emissions are from storage pile wind erosion
Less than one percent of the PM10 emissions are from loading activities
Baseline Fugitive Dust PM10 Emissions:

· 585 pounds per high wind day from all aggregate facilities

· 60 percent of all aggregate facilities could utilize the current exemption, since 60 percent of all aggregate material is delivered to public and commercial building projects which are assumed to be irreparably physically damaged if transportation of aggregate materials is ceased.

· Existing PM10 emissions during worst-case high winds = PM10 emissions during worst-case high winds for all aggregate facilities x 0.60 

Existing PM10 emissions during worst-case high winds = 585 lb/day x 0.60 = 351 pounds of PM10 per high wind day


Incremental Increase in Fugitive Dust PM10 Emissions from PAR 1157:

· 585 pounds per high wind day from all aggregate facilities

· 40 percent of all aggregate facilities could utilize the current exemption, since 40 percent of all aggregate material is not delivered to public or commercial building projects which are assumed to be irreparably physically damaged if transportation of aggregate materials is ceased.

· Existing PM10 emissions during worst-case high winds = PM10 emissions during worst-case high winds for all aggregate facilities x 0.40 

Existing PM10 emissions during worst-case high winds = 584 lb/day x 0.40 = 234 pounds of PM10 per high wind day

Combustion Source Categories

On-Road Emissions:

EMFAC2002 Heavy Duty Truck Emission Factors – Traveling Emissions

	ROG,
lb/mile
	CO,
lb/mile
	NOx,
lb/mile
	PM10,
lb/mile
	SOx,
lb/mile

	0.00132058
	0.00593233
	0.03893037
	0.00073023
	0.00040522


Heavy-heavy-duty On-road Vehicles (Scenario Years 2005 – 2025) http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onroadHHDT05_25.xls
Criteria Emissions, lb/day =
Daily number of trucks x (29 aggregate facilities/ 27 facilities surveyed) x VMT x EF, lb/VMT x 


(high wind duration, hr/day)/(operating time, hr/day)

· Daily number of trucks per facility – 2004 Aggregate Facility Survey

· VMT – assumed 40 mile one-way trip (80 mile round trip)

· EF, lb/VMT – EMFAC2002 emission factors for 2006

· High wind duration, hr/day – Worst-case day January 23, 2006
· Operating time, hr/day - 2004 Aggregate Facility Survey
EMFAC2002 Heavy Duty Truck Emission Factors – Idling Emissions
	Description
	ROG
	CO
	NOx
	PM10
	SOx

	EMFAC2002, g/idle-hr
	4.407
	26.3
	80.7
	1.84
	0.34

	EMFAC2002, lb/idle-hr
	0.00972
	0.05798
	0.17791
	0.00406
	0.00075


EMFAC2002, Annual, 2006, South Coast Air Basin

EMFAC2002, lb/idle-hr = (EMFAC2002, g/idle-hr)/453.59 g/lb
Criteria Emissions, lb/day =
Daily number of trucks x (29 aggregate facilities/ 27 facilities surveyed) x (number of minutes of idling per trip/60 minutes/hr) x EF, lb/idle-hr x (high wind duration, hr/day)/(operating time, hr/day)

· Daily number of trucks per facility – 2004 Aggregate Facility Survey

· Number of minutes idling per trip– assumed three five-minute idling periods per trip (check-in, queue to load, weigh-station)

· EF, lb/idling-hr – EMFAC2002 emission factors for 2006

· High wind duration, hr/day – Worst-case day January 23, 2006
· Operating time, hr/day - 2004 Aggregate Facility Survey
Off-Road Emissions:
Off-Road Model Emission Factors
	Description
	CO,
lb/hr
	NOx,
lb/hr
	PM10,
lb/hr
	SOx,
lb/hr
	VOC,
lb/hr

	Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
	0.424
	0.858
	0.086
	0.115
	0.132


Off-Road Mobile Source Emission Factors (Scenario Years 2005 – 2020) http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/ offroad/offroadEF05_20.xls

Criteria Emissions, lb/day =
Daily number of loaders x (29 aggregate facilities/27 facilities surveyed) x EF, lb/VMT x (high wind duration, hr/day)
· Daily number of loaders – assumed one loader per facility

· EF, lb/VMT – tractors/loaders/backhoes Off-Road emission factors for 2006

· High wind duration, hr/day – Worst-case day January 23, 2006
Incremental Increase in Combustion Source Emissions from PAR 1157:

· The total amount of combustion emissions were estimated from all 29 facilities for the worst-case high wind day on January 23, 2006 using the methodology presented above for the loaders and delivery trucks.

· Daily delivery truck trips at each facility x (high wind duration, hr/day)/(operating time, hr/day) = 722 delivery trucks

· 722 delivery trucks x (29 aggregate facilities/27 surveyed facilities) = 775 delivery trucks
· Baseline delivery trucks = 775 delivery trucks x 0.60 = 465 delivery trucks

· PAR 1157 trucks = 775 delivery truck x 0.40 = 310 delivery trucks

· Baseline combustion emissions were estimated to be 60 percent of the total amount of combustion emission from all 29 facilities for the worst-case high wind day on January 23, 2006.

· The incremental increase of combustion emissions from PAR 1157 was estimated to be 40 percent of the total amount of combustion emission from all 29 facilities for the worst-case high wind day on January 23, 2006.

Incremental Increase of Diesel Exhaust Emissions from the Facility with the Greatest Number of Delivery Truck Trips during the High Wind Event on January 23, 2006
· 208 delivery truck trips was the greatest number of trucks at any facility estimated for the high wind event on January 23, 2006.  The number of truck trips at a facility was estimated by multiplying the daily number of trucks from the 2004 aggregate facility survey by the length of time of the high wind event recorded at the nearest meteorological station, divided by the operational hours of the facility.

· The total amount of combustion emissions were estimated from the facility with the greatest increase in delivery trucks was estimated for the worst-case high wind day on January 23, 2006.  The same methodology use to estimate combustion emissions from loaders and delivery trucks was used to estimate the combustion emissions from this single facility, except (29 total aggregate facilities/27 facilities surveyed) ratio was not applied.

· Baseline combustion emissions were estimated to be 60 percent of the total amount of combustion emission from this single facility for the worst-case high wind day on January 23, 2006.

· The incremental increase of combustion emissions from PAR 1157 was estimated to be 40 percent of the total amount of combustion emission from this single facility for the worst-case high wind day on January 23, 2006.
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C H A P T E R   1  ‑  P R O J E C T   D E S C R I P T I O N


Introduction


California Environmental Quality Act


Project Location


Project Background 

Project Objectives


Project Description


Alternatives

introduction

The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin.  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards for the district
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  

The area of jurisdiction under the SCAQMD exceeds state and federal ambient air quality standards for PM10 (defined as particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less).  These microscopically fine particles can originate from a variety of area sources, both natural and man‑made, and from a variety of stationary source processes, which include direct emissions (referred to as primary PM10) and atmospheric chemical reactions that convert gases to particles (referred to as secondary PM10).  Approximately one‑third of the ambient PM10 concentrations are a result of soil dust entrainment, commonly referred to as fugitive dust
.  In response to these elevated PM10 levels, the SCAQMD adopted Rule 1157 – PM10 Emission Reductions from Aggregate and Related Operations, to reduce fugitive dust and the corresponding PM10 emissions from aggregate facilities on January 7, 2005.

On February 10, 2005, the California Mining Association (CMA) filed a complaint against the SCAQMD alleging, among other claims, that the rule contains an unworkable high wind exemption.  On September 2, 2005, CMA and the SCAQMD executed a formal settlement agreement.  The SCAQMD staff agreed to bring to the Governing Board language to address the high wind exemption.  SCAQMD staff and CMA representatives agreed upon proposed language which would be presented at a Public Workshop.  SCAQMD staff will consider all public comments and input and make changes to the proposal as necessary.  

This Initial Study, prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), identifies only aesthetics and operational related air pollutant emissions as a potentially significant adverse impact from implementing the proposed project.  A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to analyze whether the potential aesthetics and air quality impacts are significant.  Any other potentially significant environmental impacts identified through this Notice of Preparation/Initial Study process will also be evaluated and may be considered for further analysis in the Draft EA.

Throughout this document, references to the proposed project or PAR 1157 are used interchangeably.

california environmental quality act

PAR 1157 is a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  CEQA requires that the potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that methods to reduce or avoid identified significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be implemented if feasible.  The purpose of the CEQA process is to inform the SCAQMD's Governing Board, public agencies, and interested parties of potential adverse environmental impacts that could result from implementing the proposed project and to identify feasible mitigation measures when an impact is significant.

California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written documents in lieu of an environmental impact report once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program.  The SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of Resources Agency on March 1, 1989 and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.  Pursuant to Rule 110 (the rule which implements the SCAQMD's certified regulatory program), SCAQMD is preparing a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate potential adverse impacts from PAR 1157.

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

project location

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).
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Figure 1-1

South Coast Air Quality Management District

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Rule 1157 – PM10 Emission Reductions from Aggregate and Related Operations was adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board January 7, 2005.  Rule 1157 implemented a portion of the 2003 AQMP control measure BCM‑08 – Further Emission Reductions from Aggregate Operations (PM10).  Aggregate operations were defined as plants that produce sand, gravel, crushed stone, and quarried rocks.  Rule 1157 implemented the non‑cement process portion of Control Measure BCM‑08.  Rule 1156 was adopted to address emissions generated by non-aggregate handling cement manufacturing operations.  Operations that are related to aggregate processes use sand, gravel, cement, crushed stone, and/or quarried rocks in their products, crush miscellaneous base, or are inert landfills that handle construction/demolition debris.  Rule 1157 controls PM10 emissions through the use of performance standards and dust control measures.  Rule 1157 is projected to reduce PM10 emissions 18 tons per day (36,000 pounds of PM10 per day) through the use of required dust control techniques.  

On February 10, 2005, the California Mining Association (CMA) filed a petition against the SCAQMD alleging that: (1) Rule 1157 was developed based on a flawed emissions inventory, (2) contains an unworkable high wind exemption and untested Opacity Test Method 9B, and (3) the agency did not analyze the environmental impacts of the required chemical dust suppressant application on unpaved haul roads.

On May 11, 2005, the Southern California Rock Products Association and Southern California Ready Mixed Concrete Association (SCRPA/SCRMA) filed an additional petition against the SCAQMD alleging that Rule 1157 contains an unenforceable opacity standard and a 100-foot dust plume threshold.  The SCAQMD disputed all claims raised by CMA and SCRPA/SCRMA.

On September 2, 2005, the above parties and the SCAQMD executed a formal settlement agreement.  The settlement agreement included a proposed revision to the high wind General Performance Standard exemption as agreed on in the settlement process to be presented to the public through a workshop.  The settlement agreement acknowledges that the revised exemption may be modified based on public comments.  SCAQMD staff also agreed to work with the above mentioned parties’ representatives to resolve the other issues: emissions inventory, Opacity Test Method 9B, dust plume threshold, and chemical dust suppressant requirements.

PAR 1157 presents the revised high wind General Performance Standard exemption as agreed on in the settlement process.  Additional amendments to Rule 1157 may be required as SCAQMD, CMA and SCRPA/SCRMA resolve the remaining issues related to emissions inventory, Opacity Test Method 9B, dust plume threshold, and chemical dust suppressant requirements.  However, changes to these topics will be addressed as separate projects, since any modifications for these remaining topics are speculative at this time.

PROJECT Objectives

The purpose of this rule amendment is to eliminate the ambiguity in the high wind exemption regarding what constitutes irreparable damage to the construction project during high wind and to improve rule clarity and enforceability.  Therefore, the proposed project would eliminate requirements that are considered infeasible to the industry, while exempting only limited dust generating activities from the General Performance Standards (opacity and visible dust requirements) during high winds, provided appropriate dust suppressants are applied according to SCAQMD rules.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed amendments to the high wind General Performance Standards exemption provisions would still exempt dust controls, underwater dredging, and the transporting of dredged materials to the surge piles to continue during high winds.  High winds are defined as instantaneous wind speeds exceeding 25 miles per hour.  The portion that is currently applicable to ready-mixed concrete batching and hot mix asphalt facilities remains unchanged as it exempts activities at those facilities that produce materials for use in construction projects which are being paved or poured during high winds, provided that dust controls are appropriately applied as required by District’s rules.

PAR 1157 replaces the General Performance Standard (opacity and visible dust) exemption provision that exempts the loading and transport of aggregate materials directly to concrete batching and ready-mixed hot mix asphalt facilities that support construction projects that would incur irreparable damage if operations were ceased during high winds with a exemption provision that exempts the loading and transport of aggregate provided that: (1) appropriate dust controls are applied according to SCAQMD’s rules, (2) chemical stabilizers are applied on unpaved roads prior to the wind event, (3) water is applied twice per hour during active operations on unpaved roads that are not treated with chemical stabilizers, and (4) water is applied within fifteen minutes of each loading activity to unstablized areas on the storage piles that are disturbed due to loading.  

Alternatives

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

SCAQMD Rule 110 does not impose any greater requirements for a discussion of project alternatives in an environmental assessment than is required for an Environmental Impact Report under CEQA.  Alternatives will be developed based in part on the major components of the proposed amended rule.  The rationale for selecting alternatives rests on CEQA's requirement to present "realistic" alternatives; that is alternatives that can actually be implemented.  CEQA requires an evaluation of a "No Project Alternative."  SCAQMD’s policy document Environmental Justice Program Enhancements for FY 2002-03, Enhancement II-1 recommends that all SCAQMD CEQA assessments include a feasible project alternative with the lowest air toxics emissions.  In other words, for any major equipment or process type under the scope of the proposed project that creates a significant environmental impact, at least one alternative, where feasible, shall be considered from a “least harmful” perspective with regard to hazardous air emissions.

The Governing Board may choose to adopt any portion or all of any alternative presented in the EA.  The Governing Board is able to adopt any portion or all of any of the alternatives because the impacts of each alternative will be fully disclosed to the public and the public will have the opportunity to comment on the alternatives and impacts generated by each alternative.  
Written suggestions on potential project alternatives received during the comment period for the Initial Study will be considered when preparing the Draft EA. 

C H A P T E R   2  ‑  E N V I R O N M E N T A L   C H E C K L I S T


Introduction


General Information


Environmental Factors Potentially Affected


Determination


General Effects of the Proposed Project


Environmental Checklist and Discussion

INTRODUCTION

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

GENERAL INFORMATION

	Name of Proponent:
	South Coast Air Quality Management District

	Address of Proponent:
	21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

	Lead Agency Name:
	South Coast Air Quality Management District

	CEQA Contact Person:
	James Koizumi (909) 369‑3234

	Rule Contact Person:
	Tuyet-le Pham  (909) 396‑3299

	Name of Project :
	Proposed Amended Rule 1157 – PM10 Emission Reductions from Aggregate and Related Operations


Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

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

	(
	Aesthetics
	(
	Geology and Soils
	(
	Population and Housing

	(
	Agricultural Resources
	(
	Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	(
	Public Services

	(
	Air Quality
	(
	Hydrology and Water Quality
	(
	Recreation

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

	(
	Cultural Resources
	(
	Mineral Resources
	(
	Transportation./Traffic

	(
	Energy
	(
	Noise
	(
	Mandatory Findings


DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

	(
	I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will NOT be significant effects in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.

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

	(
	I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

	(
	I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.


Date:  January 31, 2006

Signature:







Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor – CEQA 

Planning, Rule Development, and Area

Sources

GENERAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

PAR 1157 would revise the exemption from the General Performance Standards (opacity and visible fugitive dust standards) for the loading and transport of aggregate materials at all aggregate facilities during high wind conditions provided required dust controls are applied, unpaved roads are chemically stabilized or water is applied twice per hour during active operations, and water is applied to unstabilized areas of open storage piles that are actively disturbed by loading within 15 minutes of each loading activity.  PAR 1157 would remove the previous high wind General Performance Standards exemption provision that only exempted the loading and transport of aggregate materials directly to ready-mix concrete and hot mix asphalt facilities that produce materials for use in construction projects that are being paved or poured during high winds such that irreparable damage to the construction project would occur if such operations were ceased during high winds.  This means that loading and transport of aggregate materials during high winds could occur at all affected facilities rather than a subset of affected facilities serving projects where irreparable harm would occur if operators cease operations during high winds.

Since PAR 1157 only affects the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards (opacity and visible fugitive dust standards), normal (non-high wind) conditions are not affected by the proposed project.  High wind events are not considered to be frequent during the year, and typically do not affect all areas in the district at the same time.  In addition operations at a facility would only be impacted during the portions of the day when high wind events occur.  Therefore, for most days there would be no impacts from PAR 1157.  

The Final Staff Report for PR 1157 identified 395 facilities that are subject to Rule 1157.  Of the 395 facilities 29 are aggregate facilities that may be affected by the proposed project (see Table 2-1).  There are some aggregate facilities that may be able to operate and comply with the General Performance Standards during high wind events.  Facilities that comply with the General Performance Standards during high wind events do not need the high wind exemption under either the current Rule 1157 or the proposed project.  However, since it is not known how many of the 29 aggregate facilities can comply with the General Performance Standards during high wind events, it will be conservatively assumed in this document that all 29 facilities would need a high wind exemption to continue to load and transport during high wind events.  The high wind exemption for hot mix asphalt, concrete ready-mixed and other facilities would not be affected by PAR 1157, since the proposed changes only affect aggregate facilities.  

Providing an exemption to the General Performance Standards for loading and transport of aggregate materials at all aggregate facilities during high winds compared to the subset of facilities subject to existing Rule 1157 that support construction projects that would be irreparably damaged by ceasing those activities would require the application of additional water to active storage piles and unpaved non-haul roads.  PAR 1157 does not specify how water is applied, water can be applied to unpaved roads, parking and staging areas, and storage piles by misters, hose or water truck.  It is assumed that operators would not change their current method of applying water to these areas because the existing Rule 1157 requires application of water to these areas during routine operations (i.e., non-high wind conditions), and high wind events are considered to occur less frequently than normal operating meteorological conditions.  PAR 1157 would only require an increase in the frequency of water application to active storage piles, unpaved non-haul roads, and parking and staging areas during high wind events.  With the exception of fugitive dust emissions, adverse impacts from the project are expected to be limited to existing aggregate facilities typically located in industrial areas.  Potential adverse impacts from PAR 1157 are addressed in the environmental checklist.  Base on the evaluation of all environmental topic areas, it was concluded that significant adverse aesthetics and air quality impacts could be generated by implementing PAR 1157.  These topics will be further addressed in the EA.  All environmental areas other than aesthetics and air quality were found to be less than significant as discussed below and will not be evaluated further in the EA.

Table 2‑1

Aggregate and Related Facilities in the South Coast Air Basin

	Category 
	Number of Facilities

	Aggregate 
	29

	Concrete Batching
	100

	Concrete Product 
	152

	Crushed Miscellaneous Base
	25

	Hot Mix Asphalt 
	45

	“Other”
	38

	Exempt
	6

	Total 
	395


Source: Final Staff Report for PR 1157, December 3, 2004.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	I.
AESTHETICS.  Would the project:
	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


Significance Criteria

The proposed project impacts on aesthetics would be considered significant if:

· The project will block views from a scenic highway or corridor.

· The project will adversely affect the visual continuity of the surrounding area.

· The impacts on light and glare will be considered significant if the project adds lighting which would add glare to residential areas or sensitive receptors.

DISCUSSION
a) and b)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  Aggregate facilities are typically located in industrial areas.  In these industrial areas, scenic vistas or views are not expected to be located near the affected facilities.  Therefore, PAR 1157 is not expected to significantly impact scenic vistas or views.

c)  Since affected facilities are typically located in industrial areas, and relaxing the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for aggregate loading and transporting is expected to increase fugitive dust emissions that may be generated during high wind events, significant adverse impacts to the visual character of the surrounding area may occur.  Adverse impacts on the visual character of the surrounding area will be analyzed in the Draft EA.

d)  PAR 1157 does not, in any way, require construction of any new equipment or structures at existing aggregate or related facilities or construction of any new aggregate or related facilities.  PAR 1157 does not encourage or require night operations.  Affected facilities that operate at night are already lit for safety or other reasons and would not require additional lighting as a result of relaxing the high wind exemption.  As a result the proposed project is not anticipated to create or require any new sources of light that would create glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in any scenic areas.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on aesthetics, except on the visual character of the surrounding area.  Adverse impacts on the visual character of the surrounding area will be further analyzed in the draft EA; other aesthetic areas will not be examined further.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	II.
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


Significance Criteria

Project‑related impacts on agricultural resources would be considered significant if any of the following conditions are met:

· The proposed project conflicts with existing zoning or agricultural use or Williamson Act contracts.

· The proposed project will convert prime farmland, unique farmland or farmland of statewide importance as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the farmland mapping and monitoring program of the California Resources Agency, to non‑agricultural use.

· The proposed project would involve changes in the existing environment, which due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland to non‑agricultural uses.

DISCUSSION

a) and c)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  The proposed amendments do not require the acquisition of any land for the construction of any building or structure, and do not require conversion of farmland to other uses because they are narrowly focused and only effect operations at existing aggregate facilities.  The proposed amendments would not convert any existing, prime or unique farmland to a non‑agricultural use; nor would the proposed amendments cause other changes to the existing environment which would result in the conversion of any existing, prime or unique farmland to a non‑agricultural use.  

d)  The proposed amended rule has no effect on, and would not conflict with existing zoning or any Williamson Act contracts, because the proposed project does not require acquisition of any land that may currently be subject to a Williamson Act contract.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on agricultural resources.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	III.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

	d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


Significance Criteria 

Impacts will be evaluated and compared to the significance criteria in Table 2‑1.  If impacts equal or exceed any of the following criteria, they will be considered significant.

Table 2‑2

Air Quality Significance Thresholds

	  Mass Daily Thresholds

	Pollutant
	Construction
	Operations

	NOx
	100 lbs/day
	55 lbs/day

	VOC
	75 lbs/day
	55 lbs/day

	PM10
	150 lbs/day
	150 lbs/day

	SOx
	150 lbs/day
	150 lbs/day

	CO
	550 lbs/day
	550 lbs/day

	Lead
	3 lbs/day
	3 lbs/day

	  TACs, Acutely Hazardous Materials, and Odor Thresholds

	Toxic Air  Contaminants (TACs)
	Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk > 10 in 1 million 

Hazard Index > 1.0 (project increment)
Hazard Index > 3.0 (facility‑wide)

	Odor
	Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

	  Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants

	NO2

1‑hour average

annual average
	20 (g/m3 (= 1.0 pphm)
1 (g/m3 (= 0.05 pphm)

	PM10

24‑hour

annual geometric mean

24‑hour construct
	2.5 (g/m3

1.0 (g/m3
10.4 (g/m3

	Sulfate

24‑hour average
	1 (g/m3

	CO

1‑hour average

8‑hour average
	1.1 mg/m3 (= 1.0 ppm)

0.50 mg/m3 (= 0.45 ppm)


PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size; NO2 = Nitrogen Oxide, CO = Carbon Monoxide, VOC = Volatile Organic Compounds, SOx = Sulfur Oxide; (g/m3 = microgram per cubic meter; pphm = parts per hundred million; mg/m3 = milligram per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million; TAC = toxic air contaminant.

DISCUSSION

a)  Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the SCAQMD under state and federal law to reduce emissions of those substances that impair public health including primary and secondary air contaminants.  Pursuant to the provisions of both the state and federal CAA, the SCAQMD is required to attain the federal ambient air quality standards for all criteria pollutants, including PM10.  The SCAQMD’s planning document which sets forth policies and measures to achieve federal and state air quality standards in the region is the AQMP.  The AQMP strategy includes measures which target stationary, mobile and indirect sources.  These measures are based on feasible methods of attaining ambient air quality standards.  

Existing Rule 1157 fulfills 2003 AQMP commitments to obtain further PM10 emission reductions from cement manufacturing facilities by implementing control measure BCM‑08, which will assist the SCAQMD in its efforts to attain state and federal PM10 air quality standards.  Proposed project addresses concerns raised by the affected industry regarding the high wind exemption.  The proposed project would result in PM10 emissions foregone on high wind days, which is a small percentage of the total number of days per year, but would not affect the overall requirements of PAR 1157.  The proposed project is a relaxation of the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards.  Since all other provisions of Rule 1157 are unaffected by the proposed project, overall PM10 emissions and expected PM10 emission reductions from implementing Rule 1157 would still occur.  Therefore, Rule 1157 would still implement control measure BCM-08 and assist in achieving the goals of the 2003 AQMP.  Therefore the proposed project not will conflict or obstruct the implementation of an applicable air quality management plan.  Therefore, this topic is not significant and will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.

b), c) and f)  The existing Rule 1157 includes a high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards that exempts the loading and transport of aggregate materials directly to ready-mix concrete and hot mix asphalt facilities that produce materials for use in a construction project in which irreparable damage to the project would occur if such operations are ceased during high winds.  PAR 1157 is considered a relaxation of the high wind exemption because it would not restrict loading and transport of aggregate materials at any aggregate or related operation as long as the operator applies water twice per hour to unpaved roads that are not stabilized by chemical dust suppressants during active operations and applies water to un-stabilized areas of open storage piles within 15 minutes of each loading activity.  SCAQMD staff expects that the difference in emissions generated by the high wind exemption from the proposed project and existing Rule 1157 would be greater than the PM10 significance threshold of 150 pounds per day.

Construction Activity Impacts

PAR 1157 does not require construction.  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards relative to aggregate loading and transport operations only on high wind days.  

Operational Activity Impacts

Under Rule 1157 aggregate loading and transport operations are exempt from General Performance Standards of Rule 1157 (opacity and visual dust emission requirements), if operators can demonstrate that they support operations that would have irreparable damage to construction projects if they were ceased during high wind events.  Facilities that do not support construction project that would have irreparable damage to the construction project if they cease would be required to meet the General Performance Standards of Rule 1157. 

Operational air quality impacts from implementing PAR 1157 could occur as a result of relaxing the high wind exemption relative to aggregate loading and transport activities because these operations would no longer be restricted based on whether or not irreparable damage to the construction project would occur if such operations are stopped during high winds.   Facilities that do not support operations that would have irreparable damage to construction projects if they were ceased during high wind events would be exempt from the General Performance Standards of Rule 1157 under the proposed project.  As a result, it is expected that PAR 1157 would increase fugitive dust emissions from non-haul roads, active storage piles and loading operations as explained in the following subsections.

Unpaved Non-haul Roads

Haul roads are roads used to move aggregate material from quarries to the raw storage piles and aggregate process operations (e.g., crushing, screening, etc.).  The proposed project would generate increased emission from truck traffic unpaved non-haul roads.  Unpaved non-haul road emissions and impacts (AP-42, Fifth Edition, Section 13.2.2 Unpaved Roads) that take into account the local meteorological conditions (high wind strength and duration) for the nearest monitoring station will be estimated from truck traffic on these unpaved non-haul roads in the Draft EA.
Storage Piles and Loading Operations

Emission impacts associated with aggregate loading and transport activities for all 29 facilities will be estimated in the draft EA using the most appropriate methodology and emissions factor for loading/unloading activities (AP-42, Fifth Edition, Section 13.2.4 Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles) and open storage pile disturbance (AP-42, Fifth Edition, Section 11.19.1 Sand and Gravel Processing).
Fugitive dust emissions from the proposed project are expected to be greater than the significance threshold of 150 pounds of PM10 per day.  Since the PM10 emissions from the proposed project are expected to be significant, the project may contribute to existing PM10 nonattainment by diminishing an existing air quality rule resulting in a significant increase in PM10.  Therefore, the project-specific and cumulative air quality impacts will be further analyzed in the draft EA.

d)  Sensitive receptors in the district are currently exposed to elevated daily PM10 conditions.  PM10 has been found to lodge within the lungs contributing to respiratory problems.  Since PAR 1157 is expected to significantly increase PM10 emission, adverse impacts from increased exposure to elevated PM10 concentrations on high wind days will be further analyzed in the draft EA. 

e)  The proposed project would grant an exemption from the General Performance Standards for loading and transport of aggregate materials during high wind events provided required dust controls are applied and water is applied to active storage piles and unpaved non-haul roads as prescribed PAR 1157.  Odors are often associated with diesel emissions; however, the proposed project is not expected to increase diesel emissions over the peak daily diesel emissions evaluated in the Final EA for the original adoption of Rule 1157.  Since no odors were expected from the peak daily diesel emissions evaluated in the original Final EA and operations during high wind days are not expected to operate equipment for longer hours, no significant odors are expected from the proposed project.  Since odors from the proposed project are expected to be less than significant, this topic will not be analyzed further in the draft EA.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project may generate significant adverse air quality impacts.  Therefore, project-specific and cumulative air quality impact will be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	Less Than Significant Impact
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	VI.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


Significance Criteria

Impacts on biological resources would be considered significant if any of the following criteria apply:

· The project results in a loss of plant communities or animal habitat considered to be rare, threatened or endangered by federal, state or local agencies.

· The project interferes substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory wildlife species.

· The project adversely affects aquatic communities through construction or operation of the project.

DISCUSSION

a) and b)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  It does not, in any way, require construction of any new equipment or structures at existing aggregate or construction of any new aggregate.  Construction of new aggregate manufacturing facilities may occur regardless of adoption of PAR 1157 and, therefore, is unrelated to PAR 1157.  Construction of new aggregate facilities would require a separate CEQA analysis prior to construction.  There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that require or result in any specific disturbance of undisturbed habitat or have a direct or indirect impact on plant or animal species.  No reductions in sensitive plant or animal species are expected to result from implementing the exemption requirements specified in the proposed amended rule.  No riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community would be affected by PAR 1157 because the affected facilities are typically located in rural or industrial areas where undisturbed habitat areas are no longer found.  

c)  Since the proposed project is relaxation of the exemption for loading and transportation of aggregate materials during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed, it does not require any direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other activities in, or near, wetland areas as defined by §404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  Thus, no adverse effects on these areas are expected.

d), e) and f)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that conflicts with any local policies or ordinances that protect biological resources, or habitat conservation plan.  The proposed project would not interfere with the movement of any native or migratory animals, affect wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites because these operations would occur at existing facilities in industrial areas.  

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on biological resources.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	V.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


Significance Criteria

Impacts to cultural resources would be considered significant if:

· The project results in the disturbance of a significant prehistoric or historic archaeological site or a property of historic or cultural significance to a community or ethnic or social group.

· Unique paleontological resources are present that could be disturbed by construction of the proposed project.

· The project would disturb human remains.

DISCUSSION

a) through d)  PAR 1157 would the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  It does not require the demolition or construction of any buildings or structures, or other activities that could potentially adversely affect cultural resources.  No changes to historic, archaeological or paleontological resources or unique geologic features are required upon implementation of the proposed amended rule.  The proposed project does not include provisions that may require construction or other activities that require site preparation activities such as grading or earth movement.  Since the proposed project would not require soil disturbance outside the boundaries of the affected facilities, no disturbance of human remains or cemeteries is anticipated as a result of adopting and implementing the proposed project.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on cultural resources.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	Less Than Significant Impact
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	VI.
ENERGY.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a) 
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

	e) 
Comply with existing energy standards?


	(
	(
	(


Significance Criteria

The impacts to energy and mineral resources would be considered significant if any of the following criteria are met:

· The project conflicts with adopted energy conservation plans or standards.

· The project results in substantial depletion of existing energy resource supplies.

· An increase in demand for utilities impacts the current capacities of the electric and natural gas utilities.

· The project uses non‑renewable resources in a wasteful and/or inefficient manner.

DISCUSSION

a) through e)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  The proposed project may require additional fuel consumption for water trucks used to apply water to active storage piles and unpaved non-haul roads.  Based on the length of non-haul truck unpaved road distance of approximately 34 miles approximately three gallons of diesel fuel per day would be required to comply with PAR 1157 (see Appendix C).  An additional three gallons per day of diesel fuel would not significantly adversely impact the fuel supply in the district.  There are no provisions within the proposed amended rule which would conflict with adopted energy conservation plans, result in the need for additional power or natural gas, create impacts on local or regional energy supplies impact existing energy standards, or affect peak and base demands for electricity or other forms of energy, because the implementation of required dust controls and application of water are not typically energy intensive activities.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on energy resources.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	Less Than Significant Impact
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	VII.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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

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

	· Strong seismic ground shaking?
	(
	(
	(

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

	· Landslides?


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


Significance Criteria

Impacts on the geological environment would be considered significant if any of the following criteria apply:

· Topographic alterations would result in significant changes, disruptions, displacement, excavation, and compaction or over covering of large amounts of soil.

· Unique geological resources (paleontological resources or unique outcrops) are present that could be disturbed by the construction of the proposed project.

· Exposure of people or structures to major geologic hazards such as earthquake surface rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction or landslides.

· Secondary seismic effects could occur which could damage facility structures, e.g., liquefaction.

· Other geological hazards exist which could adversely affect the facility, e.g., landslides, mudslides.

DISCUSSION

a, c & d)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  The proposed project would not require any construction.  Thus, the proposed project would not induce or alter the exposure of people or property to geological hazards such as expansive soils, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse, earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  As a result, substantial exposure of people or structures to the risk of loss, injury, or death is not anticipated and will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.
b)  The proposed project would require the application of water to existing unpaved roads and active storage piles during high wind events.  Water is currently applied to the affected roads and active storage piles to suppress fugitive dust emissions during non-high wind events.  Because of the evaporative effect of the high winds, the increased watering is not expected to disrupt of soils in a way that could result in soil erosion or loss of topsoil.  

e)  The proposed project does not require or involve the installation of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.  Therefore, no impacts from failures of septic systems related to soils incapable of supporting such systems are anticipated.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have an adverse impact on geology or soils.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	Less Than Significant Impact
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	VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


Significance Criteria

The impacts associated with hazards would be considered significant if any of the following occur:

· Non‑compliance with any applicable design code or regulation.

· Non‑conformance to National Fire Protection Association standards.

· Non‑conformance to regulations or generally accepted industry practices related to operating policy and procedures concerning the design, construction, security, leak detection, spill containment or fire protection.

· Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentrations equal to or greater than the Emergency Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels.

DISCUSSION

a, b and c)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided certain required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  PAR 1157 would not require additional application of chemical dust suppressants.  It is expected that during high winds additional water would be applied to non-haul roads, and parking and staging areas that are currently controlled by water application.  Therefore, since no additional chemical dust suppressant use, storage or deliveries are not necessary, there would be no significant hazard to the public (including schools) or the environment since routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous chemicals are not expected.  And since the proposed project would only increase the use of water during high wind events, no reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment are expected.

d)  Government code §65962.5 refers to hazardous waste handling practices at facilities subject to the Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).  If any affected sites or operations are identified on such a list, the additional water application during high wind events to comply with the proposed project is not expected to affect in any way any facility’s hazardous waste handling practices.

e) & f)  The proposed project does not involve the use or transport of hazardous materials that could adversely affect air traffic or safety.  Therefore PAR 1157 is not expected to generate significant adverse hazards or hazardous materials impacts on air traffic or safety.  

g)  PAR 1157 would from the General Performance Standards the high wind exemption for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided certain required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  It does not contain provisions that would interfere with any adopted emergency response or evacuation plans.

h) & i)  The proposed amendments do not require the construction of any building, structure or facility in wildlands or any location that could expose people or structures to significant loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.  Similarly, complying with the proposed amended rule does not require or involve the use of flammable materials that could increase fire hazards in areas with flammable materials.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to create a hazard or hazardous materials impact.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	VIV.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.

Would the project:


	
	
	

	a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
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	b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g. the production rate of pre‑existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
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	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	


	c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on‑ or off‑site?
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	d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on‑ or off‑site?
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	e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
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	f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
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	g)
Place housing within a 100‑year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
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	h)
Place within a 100‑year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?  
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	i)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
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	j)
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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	k)
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
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	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	l)
Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


	(
	(
	(

	m)
Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
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	n)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?


	(
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	o)
Require in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?


	(
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Significance Criteria

Potential impacts on water resources would be considered significant if any of the following criteria apply:


Water Quality:

· The project will cause degradation or depletion of ground water resources substantially affecting current or future uses.

· The project will cause the degradation of surface water substantially affecting current or future uses.

· The project would result in a violation of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements.

· The capacities of existing or proposed wastewater treatment facilities and the sanitary sewer system are not sufficient to meet the needs of the project.

· The project results in substantial increases in the area of impervious surfaces, such that interference with groundwater recharge efforts occurs.

· The project results in alterations to the course or flow of floodwaters.

Water Demand:

· The existing water supply does not have the capacity to meet the increased demands of the project, or the project would use a substantial amount of potable water.

· The project increases demand for water by more than five million gallons per day.

DISCUSSION

PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  There are potential water resource impacts that may be generated by incrementally increasing the amount of water applied at the affected facilities during high winds.  The project‑specific impacts are divided into two major impact categories ‑ water quality and water demand.  

Potential Water Quality Impacts from Application of Water

a), f), k), l) & m) The proposed amended rule would require additional water application twice per hour to unpaved roads that are not controlled by chemical stabilizers during high winds.  PAR 1157 would also require watering un-stabilized areas of active open storage piles within fifteen minutes of each loading activity.  The additional water would be applied to suppress fugitive dust emissions during loading and transport of aggregate materials during high wind.  During high winds water will evaporate quicker from unpaved roads and the active surface of storage piles.  Because water is applied with the intent of forming a crust on the surface of the aggregate or unpaved road, it is expected to evaporate rather than run-off from the unpaved roads and active surfaces of storage piles.  

As stated above, no operators at any affected facilities have requested an exemption from the application of chemical dust suppressants from the Executive Officer.  It is assumed that the infrequently used unpaved non-haul roads are not associated with loading and transport of aggregate materials, but with process activities that would be required to cease during high wind events.  Therefore, the infrequently used unpaved non-haul roads would not use additional water because no additional watering requirements for these types of roads are included in PAR 1157.  Operators would be required to apply water to frequently used (used more than twice a day) non-haul roads, and parking and staging areas that use gravel pads instead of chemical dust suppressants.

The water applied during high winds is expected to evaporate forming a crustal surface layer and, and therefore, would not contribute to surface runoff or contribute to wastewater streams of the affected facilities during high wind events.  Since PAR 1157 does not require the additional application of chemical dust suppressants, and water is applied for the purpose of dust suppression, the project is not expected to violate any water quality standards or waste water discharge requirements, substantially degrade water quality; or require the construction of new water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities.  Since the water is expected to evaporate a determination by the affected facilities’ wastewater treatment provider is not required.

Therefore, the proposed project would not generate significant adverse impacts to water quality.  This topic will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.

Potential Water Demand Impacts from Application of Water 

b), n) & o)  During high winds, the proposed amended rule would require additional water application twice an hour to unpaved roads that are not controlled by chemical stabilizers and to the active surface of open storage piles within fifteen minutes of loading event for the operations to be exempt from the General Performance Standards of Rule 1157.  

Water Applied to Aggregate Transport Operations during High Winds

Existing Rule 1157 currently requires that facility operators apply chemical stabilizers to:

· Unpaved haul road unless the operators/owners demonstrate to the Executive Officer that applying the chemical stabilizers would violate rules and/or regulations of another governmental agency;

· Unpaved non-haul roads, parking and staging areas unless a gravel pad that meets the criteria in the rule is applied over the entire area or the unpaved non-haul roads are used less than twice per day.

Unpaved haul roads are used to move aggregate material from the quarries to the process areas of the aggregate plant (crushers, screens, etc.).  Travel on unpaved haul roads would still be required to stop during high winds along with the process areas of the aggregate plant and therefore are not affected by PAR 1157, if operators cannot meet the General Performance Standards of Rule 1157 (PAR 1157).  Infrequently used unpaved roads have a separate exemption and therefore are not affected by PAR 1157.  Unpaved non-haul roads, and parking and staging areas that are stabilized with gravel instead of chemical dust suppressants would require to be watered twice an hour by PAR 1157 to be exempt from the General Performance Standards.  To be conservative it was assumed that all unpaved non-haul roads, parking and staging areas would required to be watered twice an hour by PAR 1157.  In reality, facilities that support projects that would be irreparably damaged by ceasing during high winds would have been exempted by the existing rule unpaved non-haul roads, parking and staging areas stabilized by chemical dust suppressants would not require additional water under PAR 1157.

To be conservative, the amount of water that would be required by PAR 1157 for unpaved non-haul roads during high winds was estimated by assuming that water would be required for unpaved non-haul road areas at the 29 facilities identified by facilities surveys completed for the initial adoption of Rule 1157.  Based on these assumptions, approximately 181,000 gallons of water per day would be required to be applied to unpaved non-haul road areas by PAR 1157 (see Appendix C).

Water Applied to Loading Operations during High Winds

The amount of water required by PAR 1157 during high wind conditions was estimated from the number of daily truck trips, average capacity of a delivery truck, and assuming that water for dust suppression penetrates the storage piles to depth of one inch.  It was assumed since the proposed exemption would require the application of water to the active areas of the storage pile 15 minutes after each loading activity; water would be applied between each truck load.  Detailed calculations are provided in Appendix C. Based on the above assumptions and information 470,000 gallons of water per day would be required (see Appendix C).

The total amount of additional water required would be 651,000 gallons per day (181,000 + 470,000).  Current practices allow the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) to bring water supplies on‑line at least ten years in advance of demand with a very high degree of reliability.  According to the MWD (Report on Metropolitan’s Water Supplies, February 11, 2002), “if all imported water supply programs and local projects proceed as planned, with no change in demand projections, the reliability (of its projected numbers) could be assured beyond 20 years.”  In that same MWD report, the total projected water demand for all MWD water supply programs and local projects in the year 2005, the first future year listed, is 2,199,300 acre‑feet (717 billion gallons per year or two billion gallons per day) and the water supply is 2,557,300 acre‑feet (834 billion gallons year or 2.3 billion gallons per day).  An increase in water demand of 651,000 gallons per day is negligible compared to the projected total district supply capacity for year 2005.  Further, the increase in water demand does not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 5,000,000 gallons per day, and is therefore considered to not be significant.  Therefore, the project is not expected to substantially deplete ground water supplies, interfere with ground water recharge, a lowering of the groundwater table, or require new or expanded entitlements.

Therefore, the proposed project would not generate significant adverse impacts to water quality.  This topic will not be further analyzed in the Draft EA.

Other Potential Impacts

c), d) & e)  The proposed project does not involve altering the course of any stream, river, or drainage patterns, nor is it expected to alter any existing drainage patters at affected sites that could result in soil erosion or provide additional sources of polluted runoff.  The proposed project does involve incrementally increasing water applied at affected sites or facilities.  However, the volume of water anticipated to be used would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff at any affected facility in the district in a manner that would result in flooding, either on‑ or offsite.  NPDES permits and water runoff regulations should still prohibit any runoff even during highwinds.

g), h), i) & j)  The proposed project does not require the construction of any buildings or other structure in a 100‑year flood hazard area, which could impede or redirect flood flows.  Similarly, the proposed project does not involve construction of structures, levees, or dams that could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death resulting from the failure of a levee or dam.  Finally, the proposed project does not require construction of buildings or any other structures in or near areas that could be inundated by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project may incrementally increase demand for water because of increased water use and wastewater disposal.  As a result water demand impact will be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	X.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a)
Physically divide an established community?
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	b)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
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	c)
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation or natural community conservation plan?
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Significance Criteria

· Land use and planning impacts will be considered significant if the project conflicts with the land use and zoning designations established by local jurisdictions.

DISCUSSION

a) through c)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  Typically, land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments.  Since PAR 1157 would not alter the type of activities or operations or require the acquisition of additional property, no land use or planning requirements would be altered by the proposed project.  Further, the proposed amendments do not require the construction of any structure, building or facility.  Finally, the proposed amendments would not physically divide an established community, nor conflict with any land use, habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on land use and planning.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, no mitigation measures are required.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	XI.
MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a)
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
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	b)
Result in the loss of availability of a locally‑important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
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Significance Criteria

Project‑related impacts on mineral resources would be considered significant if any of the following conditions are met:

· The project would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state.  

· The proposed project results in the loss of availability of a locally‑important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.  

DISCUSSION

a) and b)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  No provisions of the proposed amended rule are expected to result in the loss of availability of known mineral resources, such as aggregate, minerals, etc., or the loss of availability of a locally‑important mineral resource site.  

Based on the above, no adverse impacts on mineral resources are expected.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	XII.
NOISE.  Would the project result in:


	
	
	

	a)
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?


	(
	(
	(

	b)
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
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	c)
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
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	d)
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
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	e)
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
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	f)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airship, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
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Significance Criteria

Impacts on noise would be considered significant if:

· Construction noise levels exceed local noise ordinances or, if the noise threshold is currently exceeded, project noise sources increase ambient noise levels by more than three decibels (dBA) at the site boundary.  Construction noise levels will be considered significant if they exceed federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) noise standards for workers.

· The proposed project operational noise levels exceed any of the local noise ordinances at the site boundary or, if the noise threshold is currently exceeded, project noise sources increase ambient noise levels by more than three dBA at the site boundary.

DISCUSSION

a), b), c) & d)  Noise is usually defined as sound that is undesirable because it interferes with speech communication and hearing, is intense enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying (unwanted noise).  Sound levels are measured on a logarithmic scale in decibels (dB).  The universal measure for environmental sound is the "A" weighted sound level, dBA, which is the sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the A‑weighted filter network.  "A" scale weighting is a set of mathematical factors applied by the measuring instrument to shape the frequency content of the sound in a manner similar to the way the human ear responds to sounds.  

The State Department of Aeronautics and the California Commission of Housing and Community Development have adopted the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).  The CNEL is the adjusted noise exposure level for a 24‑hour day and accounts for noise source, distance, duration, single event occurrence frequency, and time of day.  The CNEL considers a weighted average noise level for the evening hours, from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., increased by five dBA, and the late evening and morning hour noise levels from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., increase by 10 dBA.  The daytime noise levels are combined with these weighted levels and averaged to obtain a CNEL value.  The adjustment accounts for the lower tolerance of people to noise during the evening and nighttime periods relative to the daytime period.

Federal, state and local agencies regulate environmental and occupational, as well as, other aspects of noise.  Federal and state agencies generally set noise standards for mobile sources, while regulation of stationary sources is left to local agencies.  Local regulation of noise involves implementation of General Plan policies and Noise Ordinance standards, which are general principles, intended to guide and influence development plans.  Noise Ordinances set forth specific standards and procedures for addressing particular noise sources and activities.  The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) sets and enforces noise standards for worker safety.  

One example of local jurisdiction requirements might be the City of Riverside.  Existing operational noise generated from cement manufacturing operations in Riverside would be subject to the City of Riverside Noise Element of the General Plan and/or the City of Riverside Municipal Code.  Table 2‑3 and 2-4 summarizes these requirements.  Other local jurisdictions typically have similar requirements.

Table 2‑3

City of Riverside Noise Requirements 

	Document
	Requirement

	Noise Element of the General Plan of the City of Riverside
	Requires that the City of Riverside enforce the California Noise Insulation Standards, Title 24.

	City of Riverside Municipal Code  Chapter 7.25.010
	Requires that noise levels within a residential zone not exceed 55 dBA between 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. or 45 dBA between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.; 65 dBA for any office/commercial or public recreation facility; and 70 dBA for industrial or nonurban categories.

	City of Riverside Municipal Code  Chapter 7.35.010
	Construction activities prohibited between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on week days, between 5 p.m. and 8 a.m. on Saturdays or any time on Sunday or federal holidays such that the sound creates a noise disturbance across residential or commercial property lines or exceeds maximum permitted noise for the underlying land use category, except for emergency work by variance.


Table 2‑4

State of California and Exterior Noise Standards 

	Land Use
	Interior
	Exterior

	Residential – Single-family, multi-family, duplex, mobile home
	CNEL 45 dB
	CNEL 65 dB

	Residential – Transient lodging, hotels, motels, nursing homes, hospitals
	CNEL 45 dB
	CNEL 65 dB

	Private offices, church sanctuaries, libraries, board rooms, conference rooms, theaters, auditoriums, concert halls, meeting halls, etc.
	Leq(12) 45 dB(A)
	---

	Schools
	Leq(12) 45 dB(A)
	Leq(12) 67 dB(A)

	General offices, reception, clerical, etc.
	Leq(12) 50 dB(A)
	---

	Bank, lobby, retail store, restaurant, etc.
	Leq(12) 55 dB(A)
	---

	Manufacturing, kitchen, warehousing, etc.
	Leq(12) 65 dB(A)
	---

	Parks, playgrounds
	---
	CNEL 65 dB

	Golf courses, outdoor spectator sports, amusement parks
	---
	CNEL 70 dB


CNEL – Community Noise Equivalent Level

Leq(12) – The A-weighted equivalent sound level averaged over a 12-hour period.

Table 2‑5

Typical Construction Noise Sources

	Equipment Type
	Typical Range (decibels)

	Tractors/Crawlers/Dozers (up to 450 hp)
	78 to 82

	Grader (300 hp)
	80

	Diesel Trucks (100 to 400 hp)
	72 to 81

	Backhoe (85 hp)
	76

	Forklift (40 hp)
	75

	Air Compressor (25 hp or 230 hp)
	75 or 80

	Generator (22 hp or 550 hp)
	73 or 85 @ rated hp


No provisions of the proposed amended rule would expose persons to noise levels in excess of standards established in local general plans or ordinances, or standards of other agencies.  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  The proposed amended rule does not require the addition of any structure, building or facility that would expose people to groundborne vibration or noise or increase ambient noise levels during operation (either temporary or permanent).  The proposed amended rule may require an incremental increase in the application of water for dust suppression at affected sites or facilities.  Additional dust suppressant could increase heavy‑duty diesel trucks to apply water.  Since PAR 1157 would increase water application to loading and transport operations during high winds at existing facilities or processes, PAR 1157 is not expected to increase noise levels compared to normal operations where all equipment is operating and dust control may be implemented to comply with the existing Rule 1157.  Existing facilities are typically located in industrial areas and currently use heavy duty trucks and equipment during normal operations.  PAR 1157 is not expected to increase the number of heavy-duty trucks onsite at affected facilities, but may increase the frequency of water application during high winds.  Since water trucks are currently used at these facilities, noise from operation with PAR 1157 requirements is not expected to be substantially different than the existing setting.
e) & f)  No additional structures would be required as part of the proposed.  Since water trucks are already used at the existing facilities, the proposed amended rule is not anticipated to generate additional noise at any affected facilities that would affect in any way airport land use plans or private airstrips.  

Based on the above discussion, no adverse noise impacts are expected as a result of the proposed project.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	XIII.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a)
Induce substantial growth in an area either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
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	b)
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


	(
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	c)
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


	(
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Significance Criteria

The impacts of the proposed project on population and housing would be considered significant if the following criteria are exceeded:

· The demand for temporary or permanent housing exceeds the existing supply.

· The proposed project produces additional population, housing or employment inconsistent with adopted plans either in terms of overall amount or location.

DISCUSSION

a) through c)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  No provision of the proposed amended rule induces growth either directly or indirectly; or displaces any housing or substantial numbers of people, requires the construction of replacement housing.  

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on population and housing.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	XIV. 
 PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the proposal result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the following public services:


	
	
	

	
a)
Fire protection?
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b)
Police protection?
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c)
Schools?
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d)
Parks?
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e)
Other public facilities?
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Significance Criteria

· Impacts on public services would be considered significant if the project results in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response time or other performance objectives.

DISCUSSION

a) & b)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  The proposed project does not involve the use of hazardous materials so no impacts to emergency responders, such as local fire or police departments, are anticipated.  Similarly, the proposed project would not be expected to affect in any way service ratios, response times or other emergency responder performance objectives.

c), d) & e)  No provision of the proposed amended rule requires the use of public services such as schools, parks or other public facilities.  As indicated in the “Population and Housing” discussion, there are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would induce population growth, which would require construction of additional schools, parks, or other recreational resources.  As a result, it is not expected that the proposed project would cause or require physically altered public facilities.  Further, enforcement activities required by PAR 1157 would be carried out by SCAQMD inspectors as part of their normal duties.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on public services.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	XV.
RECREATION.  


	
	
	

	a)
Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
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	b)
Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


	(
	(
	(


Significance Criteria

The impacts to recreation would be considered significant if:

· The project results in an increased demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities.

· The project adversely affects existing recreational opportunities.

DISCUSSION

a) and b)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  Because the proposed project is not expected to induce or redirect population growth, no provisions of the proposed amended rule would increase the need for additional parks or other recreational facilities, or cause the deterioration of existing facilities.  The proposed amended rule does not require the development or construction of new recreational facilities or require the expansion of existing recreational facilities, which could have an adverse effect on the environment.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on recreation.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	XVI.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a)
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
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	b)
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?
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Significance Criteria

The proposed project impacts on solid/hazardous waste would be considered significant if the following occur:

· The generation and disposal of hazardous and non‑hazardous waste exceeds the capacity of designated landfills.

DISCUSSION

a) and b)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  No provisions of the proposed project  would generate additional solid wastes or involve or require solid waste disposal activities.  As a result, no impacts on landfill capacity are expected.  Implementation of the proposed amended rule would not impede or hinder in any way compliance with any applicable federal, state or local statutes related to solid or hazardous waste disposal.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have significant adverse impacts on solid and hazardous waste.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.
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	XVII.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a)
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?
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	b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?
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	c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?
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	d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?
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	e)
Result in inadequate emergency access?
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	f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?
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	g)
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
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Significance Criteria

The impacts on transportation/traffic would be considered significant if any of the following criteria apply:

· Peak period levels on major arterials are disrupted to a point where level of service (LOS) is reduced to D, E or F for more than one month.

· An intersection’s volume to capacity ratio increase by 0.02 (two percent) or more when the LOS is already D, E or F.

· A major roadway is closed to all through traffic, and no alternate route is available.

· There is an increase in traffic (e.g., 350 heavy‑duty truck round‑trips per day) that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.

· The demand for parking facilities is substantially increased.

· Water borne, rail car or air traffic is substantially altered.

· Traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians are substantially increased.

DISCUSSION

(a), (b) & (f)  PAR 1157 would relax the high wind exemption from the General Performance Standards for the loading and transporting of aggregate materials from existing facilities during high winds provided required dust controls are implemented and water is applied as prescribed.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1157 would only apply during the high wind events; therefore any impacts from PAR 1157 would only occur during the high wind events.  Facilities may use existing water trucks to suppress fugitive dust emissions.  Water truck trips would occur on-site and would not affect off-site traffic.  The exemption is not expected to increase the maximum number of truck trips used to transfer aggregate materials from existing facilities, but would exempt the loading and transfer of aggregate materials during high wind events.  The EA for the current Rule 1157 examined traffic related to aggregate material transportation.  The peak day traffic during high wind is not expected to be any greater than any other day; therefore, the proposed project is not expected to be significant.

c)  There are no requirements in the proposed amended rule which would affect air traffic patterns because the proposed project does not involve transport of any individuals or materials by plane.  Further, as noted in the preceding discussion, the proposed amended rule does not generate an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks to local airports or airstrips.

d) & e)  There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that require construction of design features (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment) that could create traffic hazards or result in inadequate emergency access, transportation/traffic design features, emergency access, or parking capacity.  

f) & g)  Further, the proposed amended rule would not create an inadequate emergency access situation or inadequate parking capacity situation.  There are no requirements in the proposed amended rule which would affect adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.  

Based on the above discussion, the proposed amended rule is not expected to generate a substantial increase in the total number of vehicle trips that could possibly be made on any given day, but would exempt truck trips during high winds from the General Performance Standards and therefore would not have a significant adverse impact on the transportation systems within the district.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	XVIII. 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

	b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


DISCUSSION

(a)  The proposed project is not expected to require any construction and as stated in the other sections of the checklist the proposed amended rule is not expected to have the potential to adversely affect the environment, reduce or eliminate any plant or animal species or destroy prehistoric records of the past.  The proposed amended rule would exempt the loading and transport of aggregate materials at existing facilities from the General Performance Standards during high winds.  Since the amendments would affect existing facilities, the proposed project is not expected to extend into environmentally sensitive areas.  

(b)  The Environmental Checklist indicates that the proposed project has potentially significant adverse impacts on aesthetics and air quality.  The potential for project-specific and cumulative impacts on these resources will be evaluated in the Draft EA.
(c)  The proposed project may result in emissions of regulated air pollutants, increased water usage at each affected facility and adverse impacts to aesthetics.  The increase in water usage was determined not to have significant adverse impacts on human beings, either directly or indirectly, and therefore, will not be analyzed further.  The potential aesthetics and air quality adverse impacts on human beings, either directly or indirectly, will be evaluated in the Draft EA.

A P P E N D I X   A (of the NOP)
A B B R E V I A T I O N S   A N D   A C R O N Y M N S

Abbreviations and Acronyms

	Abbreviation/Acronym
	Description

	(
	Micro

	AQMP
	Air Quality Management Plan

	BACM
	Best Available Control Measures

	Basin
	South Coast Air Basin

	CEQA
	California Environmental Quality Act

	CFR
	Code of Federal Regulations

	CNEL
	Community Noise Equivalent Level

	CO
	Carbon monoxide

	CWA
	Clean Water Act

	dB
	Decibel

	dBA
	Decibel A‑weighted

	EA
	Environmental Assessment

	EF
	Emission factor

	ERPG
	Emergency Response Planning Guideline

	HP
	Horsepower

	IS
	Initial Study

	lb
	Pound

	M
	Meter

	MDAB
	Mojave Desert Air Basin

	MWD
	Metropolitan Water District

	NO2
	Nitrogen dioxide

	NOx
	Oxides of nitrogen

	NPDES
	National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

	OSHA
	Occupational Safety and Health Administration

	PM10
	Particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter

	PPHM
	Parts per hundred million

	PPM
	Parts per million

	PAR
	Proposed amended rule

	PR
	Proposed rule

	SCAQMD
	South Coast Air Quality Management District

	SIP
	State Implementation Plan

	SO2
	Sulfur dioxide

	SOx
	Sulfur oxides

	SSAB
	Salton Sea Air Basin

	TAC
	Toxic Air Contaminant

	UBC
	Uniform Building Code

	USEPA
	United States Environmental Protection Agency

	VMT
	Vehicle miles traveled

	VOC
	Volatile organic compound


A P P E N D I X   B (of the NOP)
P R O P O S E D   R U L E    1 1 5 7 

The same proposed amended Rule 1157 that was circulated with the NOP/IS is included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR presented earlier in this package.  To save resources, a copy is not included here.
A P P E N D I X   C (of the NOP)
C A L C U L A T I O N S 

Table C-1

Water Usage for Control of Fugitive Emissions from Unpaved Non-Hauls and Fuel Usage

	Facility
	Oper. Hr/Day
	Worst Day Wind Speed
mph
	Monitoring Station
	High Wind Duration
hr
	Other Truck Unpaved Road Length
ft
	High Wind Distance Traveled by Water Truck
ft
	Fuel Usage
gal

	No. 1
	14
	0.0
	Burbank
	0.0
	3,650
	0
	0.15

	No. 2
	18
	31.2
	San Bern
	14.0
	 
	0
	0.00

	No. 3
	18
	25.3
	Anaheim
	3.0
	3,500
	10,500
	0.14

	No. 4
	18
	25.3
	Anaheim
	3.0
	1,500
	4,500
	0.06

	No. 5
	18
	0.0
	Indio/Palm Spring
	0.0
	2,500
	0
	0.10

	No. 6
	18
	25.3
	Anaheim
	3.0
	3,000
	9,000
	0.12

	No. 7
	18
	25.3
	Anaheim
	3.0
	1,500
	4,500
	0.06

	No. 8
	18
	30.0
	Azusa
	2.0
	6,000
	12,000
	0.24

	No. 10
	12
	34.8
	Fontana
	19.0
	1,000
	12,000
	0.04

	No. 11
	9
	30.0
	Azusa
	2.0
	3,960
	7,920
	0.16

	No. 12
	8
	0.0
	 
	0.0
	 
	0
	0.00

	No. 13
	16
	30.0
	Azusa
	2.0
	1,500
	3,000
	0.06

	No. 14
	16
	27.0
	Newhall 
	5.0
	4,000
	20,000
	0.16

	No. 15
	8
	25.3
	Anaheim
	3.0
	 
	0
	0.00

	No. 16
	8
	0.0
	El Toro
	0.0
	70
	0
	0.00

	No. 17
	18
	30.0
	Azusa
	2.0
	5,000
	10,000
	0.20

	No. 18
	7
	0.0
	Palm Spring
	0.0
	15,840
	0
	0.64

	No. 19
	8
	25.5
	Upland
	2.0
	800
	1,600
	0.03

	No. 20
	18
	25.3
	Anaheim
	3.0
	3,000
	9,000
	0.12

	No. 21
	18
	34.8
	Fontana
	19.0
	382
	6,876
	0.02

	No. 22
	17
	0.0
	Redland
	0.0
	1,584
	0
	0.06

	No. 23
	12
	30.0
	Azusa
	2.0
	700
	1,400
	0.03

	No. 24
	16
	30.0
	Azusa
	2.0
	5,000
	10,000
	0.20

	No. 25
	10
	34.8
	Fontana
	19.0
	3,945
	39,450
	0.16

	No. 26
	10
	25.3
	Anaheim
	3.0
	1,320
	3,960
	0.05

	No. 27
	8
	27.0
	Newhall 
	5.0
	520
	2,600
	0.02

	No. 28
	18
	25.3
	Anaheim
	3.0
	4,200
	12,600
	0.17

	Totals
	
	
	
	
	74,471
	180,906
	3.0


· Other Truck Unpaved Road Length, ft from facility survey used for the Final Staff Report for PR 1157, December 3, 2004

· High Wind Distance Traveled by Water Truck, ft = (High Wind Operating Hour) x Other Truck Unpaved Road Length, ft x 2 trips per watering) x (waterings/2 hour)

· Fuel Usage, gal = High Wind Distance Traveled by Water Truck, ft/5,280 ft/mile/Fuel Economy, mil/gal

· Fuel Economy, mile/gal = 4.652 from EMFAC2002, 2006 annual fleet fuel economy for HHD

Table C-2

Estimation of Amount of Water Applied to Storage Piles per Disturbance

	Bucket Capacity
yd3
	Bucket Capacity
ft3
	Bucket width
ft
	Bucket height
ft
	Area of Bucket Face
ft2
	Ratio of  Surface Area to Volume

	6
	162
	10.5
	5
	52.5
	0.32


Bucket capacity and width assuming a Caterpillar 980G wheeled loader (Caterpillar Performance Handbook, 33rd Ed., October 2002)

Bucket height estimated from machine dimension of a Caterpillar 980G (Caterpillar Performance Handbook, 33rd Ed., October 2002)

Area of bucket face, ft2 = bucket width, ft x bucket height, ft

Ratio of surface area to volume = area of bucket face, ft2/bucket capacity, ft3
	Capacity of Truck
ton
	Density of Aggregate
ton/yd3
	Capacity of Truck
yd3
	Number of Loader Trips

	25
	1.5
	17
	3


Capacity of truck, density of aggregate from Final Staff Report for PR 1157, December 3, 2004.

Capacity of truck, yd3 = capacity of truck, ton/density of aggregate, ton/yd3
Number of loader trips = capacity of truck, yd3/bucket capacity, yd3
	Surface Area Disturbed
ft2
	Volume of Water
ft3
	Volume of Water
yd3
	Volume of Water
gal

	158
	13
	0.5
	98


Surface area of storage pile disturbed = area of bucket face, ft2 x number of loader trips

Volume of water, ft3 = surface area disturbed, ft2 x depth water penetrates storage pile, ft

Assumed one inch of water penetrates storage pile per watering

Volume of water, yd3 = volume of water, ft3/(27 ft3/yd3)

Volume of water, gal = volume of water, ft3/(7.48 gal/ft3)

Table C-3

Water Usage for Control of Fugitive Emissions from Storage Piles

	Facility
	Daily Truck Trips 
	Worst-Case Volume of Water
gal/day

	No. 1
	500
	49,000

	No. 2
	 
	0

	No. 3
	5
	490

	No. 4
	250
	24,500

	No. 5
	100
	9,800

	No. 6
	225
	22,050

	No. 7
	127
	12,446

	No. 8
	525
	51,450

	No. 9
	245
	24,010

	No. 10
	150
	14,700

	No. 11
	 
	0

	No. 12
	150
	14,700

	No. 13
	140
	13,720

	No. 14
	 
	0

	No. 15
	90
	8,820

	No. 16
	600
	58,800

	No. 17
	2
	196

	No. 18
	150
	14,700

	No. 19
	320
	31,360

	No. 20
	200
	19,600

	No. 21
	360
	35,280

	No. 22
	240
	23,520

	No. 23
	15
	1,470

	No. 24
	52
	5,096

	No. 25
	200
	19,600

	No. 26
	14
	1,372

	No. 27
	135
	13,230

	Totals
	4,795
	469,910


· Number of daily truck trips from the facility survey for the Final Staff Report for PR 1157, December 3, 2004

· Worst-case volume of water, gal/day = number of daily truck trips x volume of water per truck trip, gal

· Volume of water per truck trip =98 gal from Table C-2

A P P E N D I X   E

C O M M E N T   L E T T E R   O N   T H E   N O P / I N I T I A L   S T U D Y   A N D   R E S P O N S E   T O   C O M M E N T   L E T T E R 
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March 2, 2006

Mr. Steve Smith

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Re:  Proposed Amended Rule (PAR) 1157 NOP Comments

Dear Mr. Smith:

The California Mining Association (CMA) has reviewed the NOP issued January 31, 2006 for
the proposed amendments to Rule 1157 (PAR1157) and has the following comments. As
always, the Association appreciates the District’s efforts to include the CMA in this process.

We appreciate the AQMD bringing forward the modifications. We also appreciate the AQMD
holding a public workshop, at which CMA provided the only public comments. Staff provided us
with a summary of calculation methods two days ago on February 28".

Following are our specific comments to the NOP.

- Aggregate material will generally be shipped from a facility until the wind causes
excessive dust. Operators tend in increase controls, as specified in Rule 403, existing
provisions of Rule 1157 and PAR1157as wind speeds increase.

- Because the demand for aggregate is driven by construction projects, if a facility were to
shut down due to high winds, they would resume operations when the wind died down,
often the same day and routinely within the same 24 hour period.

- We understand that the District, as CEQA lead agency, is charged with evaluating the
potential impacts of PAR 1157. In this regard, the District's use of the highest wind day
in the past 5 years and applying that to the entire air basin is overly conservative and
yields an unrealistic result. We recommend the District employ a more realistic approach
to estimating emissions associated with this rule amendment. The EPA and other
agencies routinely allow use of the 4™ highest or 98" percentile value for maximum
impact when evaluating a sufficiently large data set. The AQMD should apply this
practice in determining which day to use for the significance calculations.

- Actual wind speed and duration for each monitor location should be applied to facilities
near the monitoring location. A one size fits all event would be unrealistically
conservative.

- Because the high wind only causes a delay in shipment, usually less than 24 hours, the
real emission increase to the basin due to PAR1157 is only the difference between
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emissions under normal conditions and under high wind conditions. The AQMD is
considering that all activities that take place during a high wind event that would have
been exempt under the current rule represent an emission increase for that day. Thisis
an overly conservative assumption that does not reflect real emission increases in the
basin. By looking at the rolling 24 hours period around a realistic high wind event, the
impacts would be greatly reduced.

- The District has assumed that 60% of the materials shipped during the high wind day
would fall under the current exemption and thus the remaining materials represent the
potential increased emissions due to PAR1157. This assumption sets the baseline for
the analysis. The main concern CMA had with the current rule provisions is that we
have no way of telling what material would be covered by the current exemption. In
addition, it is reasonable to assume that a portion of the remaining 40% of the material
may not be shipped because of the high wind. ' '

- Attached are comments to the calculation method sheet that we were provided on
February 28.

In closing, we appreciate the AQMD bringing this change forward, and understand that as
CEQA lead agency, the District is required to assess the potential impacts of PAR1157 using a
reasonably worst case scenario.

Respectfully submitted,

%@e&# D) @54/«4,\

JJohn Hecht, P.E.
President, West Coast Environmental
On behalf of the California Mining Association

West Coast Environmental
jef130-PAR-NOP-cmnts-fni.doc 2 and Engineering
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Industry agrees that moisture content of three (3) percent results in 95% control of PM-
10 emissions under normal wind conditions and requests that the calculation be more
transparent. It is not clear whether there are one or two parameters changing due to
wind.

On the one hand, wind speed is a parameter in the loading equation. Presumably wind
speed was adjusted based on data from the nearest monitoring station and an emission
factor was calculated for each facility or group of facilities in one area (e.g. Fontana).
The reported wind speeds of 35 and 32 mph result in emission factors that are roughly
seven (7) times higher than normal wind conditions (i.e. 0.0011 lb/ton used elsewhere
for normal conditions).

On the other hand, the control factor has decreased from 95% to 68%. Resuiting
emissions are therefore 6.4 times higher using the proposed high wind control factor.
Industry would like confirmation that an emission factor of 0.0011 Ib/ton was used and
that the control efficiency was adjusted to reflect the effects of wind. If AQMD's analysis
uses both the high wind emission factors and control efficiency of 68%, then Industry
requests further explanation.

The loading calculations overiook the fact that in order to qualify for the high wind
exemption “within 15 minutes of each loading activity, water is applied to un-stabilized
areas of open storage piles that will be actively disturbed during loading.” Presumably
additional watering is required under the high wind exemption to compensate for the
effects of wind though it is not clear whether the watering is to occur before or after the
loading activity. '

Assuming that watering is required after “each loading activity” to stabilize the pile,
“industry reads this passage to mean that after each load the freshly exposed portion of
the pile will be wetted. Therefore, a high wind loading cycle would be: scoop, load, and
wet. Such a process will increase moisture in the material and, in addition to stabilizing
the stockpile, result in additional control should there be a subsequent loading cycle.
Then again, the passage reads “that will be actively disturbed.” Assuming that watering
is required before “each loading activity” lends even more support to the idea that adding
water is intended to reduce emissions from loading during high winds.

Given the ambiguity of the wording, watering will undoubtedly be applied both before
each load and after the final load. The more loads, the more water applied, the closer
the activity creeps towards the center of the pile which has not been dried out by
exposure. Industry believes that the extra water used will compensate significantly for
the excess emissions.

In addition, facilities with automated loadout will have comparatively low loading
emissions to those with stockpiles.

2.0 STORAGE PILES
As discussed with AQMD in the past, the emission factor being used is from a







[image: image6.png]background document to AP-42, not AP-42. This reference should be cited accordingly.
The emission factor was first published in 1974 by EPA (NTIS PB238262) and is based
on upwind/downwind testing of trucks being loaded from stockpiles. Table 1 shows how
EPA assigned emissions to the various sources in the area of the test.

Table 1
Source Activity Approximate Percentage of Total
Loading onto piles - stacker 12
Vehicular traffic 40
Wind erosion 33
Loadout from piles 15
Total 100

Thus, it would appear that in addition to wind erosion, the emission factor used includes
emissions from quite a few sources other than windblown dust from the stockpile
surface. Industry suggests that:

- Loading and vehicular traffic emissions are being double counted. AQMD should
choose to: deduct loading from the stockpile emission factor according to Table
2; or remove the loading emission calculation altogether.

- -Stackers will be shutdown during high wind and therefore should be deducted
from the stockpile emission factor.

Furthermore, the emission factor, in units of Ib/ton, is meant to be used with tons loaded
into or out of the pile to obtain emissions. AQMD misuses the emission factor by
multiplying it by tons of material in the pile. Industry refers AQMD to the loading emission
calculations as an example of how this emission factor should be used as well as an
appropriate throughput for use in the stockpile emission calculations (i.e. Pounds of PM-
10 = Stockpile Emission Factor * Loading Throughput).

Lastly, although the current applicable AP-42 section on windblown dust makes
calculation of stockpile emissions somewhat difficult, the method is largely based on
wind speed, surface conditions, and boundary layer theory. Given the limitations of the
emission factor that AQMD has chosen, and the fact that wind speed is the issue, it may
be beneficial to use the AP-42 section to calculate high wind emissions from a typical
pile as a reality check.

3.0 UNPAVED NON-HAUL ROAD

Industry submitted source test data at the January 7, 2005 Board meeting which
demonstrates that the AP-42 unpaved road equation overestimates PM-10 emissions by
approximately 10 times.

In addition, several controls other than the chemical stabilizers typically exist that have
not been applied in the calculations:
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assign 40% control for this mitigation by default.

- Watering occurs on chemically stabilized roads routinely. Watering three (3)
times per day is common and URBEMIS would assign 50% control for this
mitigation by default.

Lastly, higher control efficiencies near 85% from chemical dust suppressants can be
justified based on CARB and EPA documents.

4.0 GENERAL COMMENTS

PM-10 emission factors are often derived from historical TSP or PM test results using a
fraction of 0.5 by mass (i.e. 50% of particulate mass in air is PM-10) which Industry
believes to be conservatively high under normal conditions. Industry suggests that large
particles contribute more mass to the ambient load during high wind than do small
particles. The mass fraction in all calculations should be adjusted accordingly.





Responses to Comment Letter #1

West Coast Environmental and Engineering

March 2, 2006

Response 1-1

SCAQMD CEQA staff uses a realistic “worst-case” scenario approach to evaluate whether a proposed project is significant for all CEQA projects.  The SCAQMD’s “worst-case” approach is based on parameters that can actually occur to capture the maximum impact generated by a proposed project.  The SCAQMD’s approach typically does not use “worst-case” parameters that are not feasible.  The realistic “worst-case” approach used by CEQA staff for evaluation of PAR 1157 is based on the highest wind day, a day that has actually occurred in the Basin.  The highest wind day was defined as the day with the most number of hours with wind speeds over 25 miles per hour within the last 10 years.  According to the SCAQMD meteorological data in the past 10 years, January 23, 2006 is the day where the average wind speed of 32 miles per hour was recorded for the entire day in Mira Loma 

Using the 4th highest or 98th percentile values to evaluate significant adverse impacts is in appropriate for CEQA purposes, since SCAQMD’s CEQA policy is to evaluate the realistic “worst-case” scenario.  EPA is not subject to CEQA so this comparison is also inappropriate.

Response 1-2

SCAQMD staff did not estimate emissions under the assumption that all areas in the district experienced the highest district-recorded wind speed over a twenty-four hour period.  Staff used the actual wind speeds recorded at the monitoring stations nearest aggregate facilities along with the survey data for the chosen day, and those wind speeds and duration varied with location.  Therefore, SCAQMD staff does use the actual average sustained wind speed and duration recorded at monitoring stations nearest to affected facilities which addresses the commenter’s concern.

Response 1-3

The SCAQMD disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the analysis assumes that emissions from all affected activities represent emission increases, under PAR 1157, during a high wind day..  For CEQA analysis, an emission increase is defined as the additional emissions for the day that would be generated due to a proposed project.  For PAR 1157 the increased emissions are the difference between emissions from the proposed amended high wind exemption and the baseline emissions during a high wind event that would otherwise be generated as a result of the current high wind exemption.  According to the California Department of Conservation’s July 2002 data, approximately 60 percent of the aggregate materials were delivered to public projects and commercial buildings that would require continuous pours.  Therefore, staff reasonably assumed that 60 percent of the high wind day emissions fall under current exemption (baseline emissions) and 40 percent fall under the proposed amended exemption (increased emissions).  

Response 1-4

CMA requested this change because of the need to allow business to continue operating.  This information contradicts the information CMA previously provided, supporting the need for relief.  The proposed change to the current exemption requirements would allow all aggregate facilities to continue loading and delivering aggregate materials during high wind events, provided all other operations cease and applicable dust controls are applied.  Although it is possible that some portion of the 40 percent of affected facilities may operate during high wind events, because they can comply with the performance standards for other reasons, no information or other data were provided to staff indicating what this portion should be.  In the absence of information, the conservative approach is to assume the entire 40 percent ceases operations.  To do otherwise would be mere speculation.

Response 1-5

Responses to the comments on the calculation sheets are provided individually in the following responses.  Regarding the comment on the SCAQMD’s approach to “worst-case” scenarios the commenter is referred to Response 1-1.

Response 1-6

The 95 percent control efficiency was used by SCAQMD staff for rule development purposes.  Since SCAQMD staff examines the worst-case scenario under CEQA, the maximum default CEQA control efficiency for water application is 68 percent.  Therefore, for the CEQA analysis, 68 percent control efficiency is used.

The 0.011 pound per ton emission factor was developed using Equation 1 from AP-42, 13.2.4 for average conditions in the original Rule 1157 Staff Report (Final Staff Report for PR 1157, December 3, 2004).  Equation 1 from AP-42 includes variables for wind speed and moisture content.  The wind speeds at the nearest monitoring station to each surveyed aggregate facility for the high wind day on January 23, 2006 was used in Equation 1 to calculate material handling emissions for the PAR 1157 analysis in the Draft EA.
Response 1-7

Staff disagrees that the proposed rule language is ambiguous.  PAR 1157 very clearly requires water to be applied to unstabilized areas of the storage pile that will be actively disturbed during loading within 15 minutes of each loading activity.

The application of water is considered mitigation for storage piles.  However, because the high wind exemption is from opacity and visible emission requirements of the General Performance Standards, it is assumed that facility operators need the relaxation of the exemption because they cannot meet the opacity and visible emission requirements in the General Performance Standards.  Since the opacity and visible emission requirements in the General Performance Standards cannot be met, it is not clear that the extra water use would compensate beyond the greatest CEQA default control efficiency of 68 percent from water application.  

Response 1-8

Staff estimated loading emissions using Equation 1 of AP-42 Section 13.2.4 (January 1995) which is for both continuous and batch drop operations.  

Response 1-9

Staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that vehicular traffic emission are double counted.  The traffic movements associated with the EPA active open storage pile emission factor are for vehicle movements between open storage piles (Midwest Research Institute, Development of Emission Factors for Fugitive Dust Sources, June 1974, page 70) storage piles not for travel along unpaved roads from the public roads to storage piles and back to the public roads (Development of Emission Factors for Fugitive Dust Sources, page 87).

Material handling emission, however, may be over estimated by using both the Development of Emission Factors for Fugitive Dust Sources, and the AP-42 material handling emission factors.  Development of Emission Factors for Fugitive Dust Sources states that material handling comprises approximately 27 percent of the storage pile emission factor.  The storage pile emission factor was estimated for wind speed on average much less than 25 miles per hour.  Adjustment factors to PM10 emissions for wind speed are exponential (see Equation 1 of AP-42 Section 13.2.4).  The estimated additional PM10 emissions from wind erosion are 0.25 pound per windy day (0.64 pound per day from PAR 1157 – 0.39 pounds per day from baseline).  The adjusted emissions increase would be 0.18 pounds of PM10 per windy day.  The 0.07 pound of PM10 emissions difference by this correction would not impact analysis and is lost when the daily emissions are rounded to the first whole number.  

If the active storage pile emissions were adjusted for wind speed (vehicle traffic between storage piles and wind erosion, as well as material handling), the increased in emissions caused by increased wind speed would be much greater than the 27 percent adjustment to material handling.  By using Equation 1 of AP-42 Section 13.2.4, the material handling emissions are adjusted for wind speed.  Wind erosion and vehicle traffic between storage piles were not adjusted for wind speed, because EPA has not published equations that adjust these sources for wind speed with the information available in the 2004 aggregate facility survey.

According to the Development of Emission Factors for Fugitive Dust Sources, a support document for AP-42, the emission factor of 0.33 lb/ton of material stored was derived based on the total surface area of 15 piles (96,000 ft2) and the total weight of the aggregate in storage (50,000 tons).  This emission factor is representative of particulate matter emissions from all activity in and around the pile area, and includes loading/unloading activities and vehicle traffic around the piles.  It is a composite factor based on a 7 day, 24 hour study period, and gives consideration to active and inactive periods.  Therefore, to estimate storage pile emissions, staff multiplies the above emission factor by the tonnage of materials in the pile, not the tonnage of materials moved in and out of the pile.  As previously explained to industry representatives, the above emission factor was also derived based on the assumption that storage piles are inactive disturbed by natural wind conditions for approximately 75 percent of the time.  Since wind conditions, by its nature, would affect many areas of the open storage piles, it is reasonable to use the tonnage of materials stored.  To crosscheck, staff also conducted stockpile emission estimate based on the surface area approach and the result was found to be within 20 percent of staff’s current emission estimate based on stockpile tonnage.

Response 1-10

AP-42 Section 13.2.5 Industrial Wind Erosion provides an area- or storage pile-specific approach to estimating fugitive emissions from open storage piles and open spaces within industrial facilities.  As the commenter states the approach presented in AP-42 Section 13.2.5 is “difficult” to calculate.  The 2004 aggregate and related operation survey, which was used by SCAQMD staff to estimate emissions for both Rule 1157 and the proposed project, does not have sufficient information to estimate emissions using the methodology presented in AP-42 Section 13.2.5.  In workshop meetings, industry representatives have stated that the composition and size of open storage piles at any given facility vary greatly by what is requested by consumers.  Since the composition and size of open storage piles varies within a given facility, it seems unlikely that consensus on the definition of a typical storage pile can be established.  Industry is welcome to estimate emissions based on the methodology presented in AP-42 Section 13.2.5 and submit it to SCAQMD staff for review.
Response 1-11

Industry submitted a document titled South Coast SCAQMD Proposed Rule Emission Inventory Analysis, dated January 7, 2005, at the January 7, 2005, SCAQMD Public Hearing.  Page 28 states that based on “Emission Factor Test Program – Wet Suppression Controlled PM2.5, PM10-2.5, PM10 Particulate Matter Emissions from Unpaved Roads” prepared for the National Stone, Sand and Gravel Association by Air Control Techniques (NSSGA), P.C dated October 15, 2004, the AP-42 equation from Section 13.2.2 for PM10 from unpaved roads may have overestimated emissions by a factor of ten or more.  

While the same material was presented as “TEOM - Based Measurement of Industrial Unpaved Road PM10, PM2.5 and PM 10- 2.5, Emission Factors,” J. Hayden, National Stone, Sand & Gravel Association; J. Richards, Air Control Techniques, P.C. at the EPA’s 14th International Emission Inventory Conference “Transforming Emission Inventories - Meeting Future Challenges Today," it is not clear that the information has been adequately “peer” reviewed and approved for general and regulatory use by the appropriate oversight agency, EPA.  

The EPA equations have been “peer” reviewed and are approved for use with regulatory documents.  The AP-42 equation from Section 13.2.2 for PM10 from unpaved roads used by SCAQMD staff was given a B rating in AP-42, which means it has been based on material balances, single source tests and/or parametric source tests.  EPA states that, “emission factor ratings in AP-42 provide indications of the robustness, or appropriateness, of emission factors for estimating average emissions for a source activity.”  While the equation is dependent on the constants and parameters used, the only better rating is A, which would add CEMS data to the sources from which the emission methodology or factor was developed.

Without wide acceptance and peer review of the data presented, SCAQMD staff cannot use the information provided in the NSSGA for rule making purposes.  

Response 1-12

URBEMIS does not estimate control efficiency for the grading phase correctly.  The following statement is posted on the SCAQMD website (http://www.SCAQMD.gov/ceqa/urbemis.html):

“Please note that a bug was identified in the model with regards to mitigating PM emissions during grading.  Until it is corrected, do not select a combination of PM mitigation measures for grading, but rather select the "user defined" control measure (watering three times per day) and then manually insert 68 percent in the control efficiency box.”

Therefore it would be in appropriate to add the 40 percent control efficiency for limiting vehicle speeds to the 68 percent control efficiency already applied for the application of water.  SCAQMD staff applied a control efficiency of 80 percent to chemically stabilized roads, which is greater than the 50 percent control efficiency suggested by the commenter.

Response 1-13

The commenter does not supply any references or documentation to support his statement.  SCAQMD staff examined a range of chemical dust suppressants.  While some chemical dust suppressants have claimed 85 percent control efficiency, there are other chemical dust suppressants that claim lower control efficiencies.  Since Rule 1157 and PAR 1157 do not specify a minimum control efficiency for chemical dust suppressants and not all chemical dust suppressants claim 85 percent control efficiency, the use of 85 percent control efficiency for the environmental analysis of PAR 1157 is not a reliable indicator of actual control efficiencies expected to occur in the field. 

Response 1-14

The majority of AP-42 emission factors are for PM10, therefore, in those cases, PM10 adjustment would not be needed.  For the storage piles, since the emission factor is for PM in the absence of information to indicate otherwise, staff derived PM10 emissions based on the assumption that PM10 accounts for 50 percent of the total PM emissions.
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May 17, 2006

Clerk of the Boards
21865 Copely Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

Subject: Written Comments on Proposed Rule Amendment 1157 —
Emissions Reductions from Aggregate Operations

Dear Honorable Board Members:

Thank you for your past support to help the Santa Clarita Valley improve air quality.
We greatly appreciate the assistance the Air Quality Management District has
provided the City of Santa Clarita on our fight to enhance the air we breathe,
However, once again, we find our air under assault and need your help to protect the
lungs of our community. The proposed amendment to Rule 1157 dealing with
emissions from aggregate facilities will increase the cancer risk in our community,
already above the AQMD threshold of concern and the emissions that produce
ozone. The City asks that you do not amend the rule, but leave the rule as written.

The City of Santa Clarita staff worked very intensely with your staff on the original
rule in 2004, expressing among other things, concern over the flexibility of the
exemption process and whether it would be strong enough to protect our community.
The AQMD staff assured us at that time that with improved emissions standards, we
would not have that problem. As a result, City staff compromised and supported the
language that is currently in the rule. A copy of our original comment letter is
attached. The proposed change (applying water every 15 minutes, for example) will
not stop massive emissions from these sites, as water will evaporate before it hits the
ground during a Santa Ana condition. Although one of the proposed solutions was to
use soil stabilizers, it is not feasible. The Water Boards will not approve such a
proposal because all soil stabilizers are chloride based and not permitted in this
watershed. Without the rule as written, the mining groups will have absolutely no
incentive to pave their internal roads which dramatically increases emissions. It is
the City’s request that the original Rule 1157 language be reinstated, thus no rule
change. Only through the implementation of the existing rule will the AQMD be
able to stand between our residents’ lungs and the emissions these facilities continue
to emit.

As [ am sure your staff can attest, the mining company’s top priority is not to ensure
our community is protected. Their goal is to externalize the few costs associated
with making sure they do the right thing for a community that has few resources at
its disposal to protect itself. Emissions during high winds have the most impact on
the lungs of children and are a huge component of the emissions from these

operations. «
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However, winds over 15 miles per hour occur less than 1% of the time in the Santa
Clarita Valley, as shown in the Sub Regional Plan analysis. It is hard to understand
why they argue that shutting down operations less than 1% of the time would be a
financial burden. It seems that the reality is the mining companies do not want to
comply with any of the rules California implements to protect its citizens. It has
been our experience that the mining interests intend to tear down any state agencies
and depend on Federal standards that are much weaker and are, in essence, not

us can afford to put down.

If, as a result of your legal difficulties, you cannot reinstate the language as we
have requested, we ask for an extension of the rule comment periods and a re-
noticing and extending the CEQA comment period due to deficiencies in the
CEQA notice. The reasons for this request are as follows:

* First, the AQMD process of defining a traditionally Federal document (an
Environmental Assessment) as a CEQA document is confusing and has the
potential for commenting agencies and members of the public to have
ignored the notice, believing that it referred to a National Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA) document. In order to ensure that commenting
agencies and members of the public have really seen the notice and
understand what the implications are, the CEQA document needs to be re-
noticed. '

® Second, the opacity changes that are mentioned in the staff reports will
affect the amount of pollution and how this rule is enforced; however, there
does not seem to be any cumulative impact analysis of the other aspects of
the settlement agreement. Also, as of the publishing of the notice, there was
a question of whether or not the settlement agreement was public record. As
of the today, we still do not have access to the agreement. The public needs
‘access to any and all changes to Rule 1157 which may result there from. In
addition, the environmental analysis needs to address all proposed changes
to the rule. How can the public make adequate comment and analysis when
the settlement agreement was not made available at the same time? This is
typical of the mining community, to effectively split their changes up so the
public does not understand the true nature of the changes they demand in
the settlement agreement. The rule change noticing and description is
inadequate because the settlement agreement has not been made public.

® Third, the comment periods for the rule amendment are confusing and
staggered. In addition, there is a typo in the original CEQA document that
makes it appear as though we had until April, 2007, to comment. The dates
should be concurrent for adequate time to comment and logical time frames
for the rules. We are also confused about how many copies to send to
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which person because there seems to be two processes that are not
coordinated. Although we empathize with heavy agendas on meeting dates
and “going dark” during the summer months, an issue of thig magnitude
really deserves methodical time frames. In fact, we can find no reason why
the amendment should not be delayed until the Opacity Method 9b studies,
which the AQMD staff informed us about verbally (and any other efforts

* Fourth, the rule did not evaluate consiétency of the change with the Santa
Clarita Valley Sub Regional Plan. That plan specifically addresses the

In conclusion, the City of Santa Clarita requests that the original language be
reinstated in Rule 1157. It appears from the staff reports that the settlement
agreement does not require you to adopt the proposed amended rule language, only
that you open it to public comment. Additionally, the City respectfully requests
that the AQMD Board direct staff to go back and re-evaluate the documents based
on the above information and re-open the public hearing process after evaluation of
these elements is completed, allowing more time for comment. With all these

concerns, it seems the fair thing to do if you cannot reinstate the original language -

immediately.

Again, we request to be allowed a chair at the table as a stakeholder on the gravel
mining issue. It is my hope that we can count on you to be the leader in this nation
to protect the lungs of the current and future generations. We appreciate the
ongoing partnership between the City of Santa Clarita and the SCAQMD and all
the hard work that went into developing Proposed Rule 1157. Thank you for your
time and consideration.

Sincercj:ly,

Kenneth R. Pulskamp
City Manager

KRP:HM:lor
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Responses to Comment Letter #1

City of Santa Clarita
May 17, 2006

Response 1-1

The South Coast Air Basin is classified as serious non-attainment area with respect to compliance with the federal PM10 standard.  Therefore, PM10 emissions, especially those generated by aggregate and related operations, are not only a concern to City of Santa Clarita, but to the SCAQMD as well.  SCAQMD is obligated, under the state and federal Clean Air Acts, to implement all known Best Available Control Measures to minimize PM10 emissions from all fugitive dust generating activities and bring the region into attainment by the year 2006.  This commitment led to the adoption of Rule 1157 in January, 2005.

Under high wind conditions, ceasing product processing operations and delivery of aggregates is clearly the most effective way of minimizing dust emissions.  However, during the development of this rule, staff concluded that projects requiring continuous concrete pour would suffer irreparable and costly damages if delivery of materials was interrupted.  Therefore, the current high wind exemption language in the rule was designed to provide certain operations with an exemption from the rule’s performance standards during high winds while allowing the supply of materials to only the most critical jobs. Certain dust control requirements were to be met in order to minimize emissions during high wind conditions and facilities were required to keep records of job destinations to assure eligibility for the exemption.

Following adoption of the rule, in January 2005, and as part of the settlement agreement with the California Mining Association (CMA), staff proposed amendments to the high wind exemption provision that recognized that in its present form, the exemption was unworkable.  This is due to the requirement in the exemption that facility operators must certify aggregate material deliveries are being made to operations that will be irreparably damaged if deliveries are ceased.  However, because of the nature of the industry, aggregate facility operators frequently do not know, and cannot feasibly know, who will be the ultimate end-user of their products.  The aggregate industry demonstrated to staff that aggregate deliveries could not always be readily segregated to or associated with individual critical jobs.  The settlement agreement contains specific language that was mutually agreed upon and was to be made available for comments at a public workshop and subsequently presented to the Governing Board for its consideration.  To qualify for the revised proposed high wind exemption, impacted facilities are required to apply the required dust controls and to apply additional controls to roads and storage piles to minimize PM10 emissions.  This language was presented and discussed at a public workshop on February 2, 2006.  Staff is confident that these modified requirements will be sufficiently protective of air quality during high winds.  Please be reminded that in order for aggregate facilities to qualify for the high wind exemption, as in the original rule language, facilities will need to cease all excavation and aggregate operations (except for underwater dredging and transporting).

With regard to potential cancinogenic risk from PAR 1157, see Response 1-9.

Response 1-2

Based on SCAQMD staff’s observations during several site visits to aggregate and related operations, chemical dust suppressants are not likely to be used for minimizing emissions from active areas of storage piles, as well as loading and unloading activities.  In the event a facility elects not to completely cease its loading operations, the application of water to storage piles during high winds at a prescribed minimum frequency would be required by PAR 1157.  The control efficiency of water and chemical dust suppressants on active areas of storage piles would be similar, because whatever is applied to the active surface will be removed with the aggregate by the loader.  Since chemical dust suppressants are more expensive than water and the control efficiency would be the same, PAR 1157 only requires the application of water to active areas of storage piles during high winds.  No other feasible control technology or technique has been identified that would reduce PM10 emissions and allow the loading of aggregate material from storage piles.

Chemical dust suppressants are required to be applied to unpaved roads by the existing Rule 1157, except for facilities that are not allowed to apply chemcial dust suppressants by any regulatory agency.  Any operator that cannot use chemical dust suppressants is required by the rule to notify the SCAQMD Executive Officer.  To date, no affected facility has received an exemption to use water; therefore, all aggregate facilites are required to apply chemical dust suppressants to unpaved roads.  Since all facility operators have applied chemcial dust suppressants to unpaved roads under the general requirements of Rule 1157, they have already complied with the requirement to apply chemical dust suppressants prior to high wind events.  

Staff research during the development of this rule indicates that not all chemical dust suppressants are chloride based.  There are several other types of chemical dust suppressants commercially available and being successfully used by the mining industry (i.e., polymers, organic emulsion, etc.).  A list of chemical dust suppressants has been sent to your office under separate cover for your reference.  According to the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board officials, there is no regional ban on the use of chloride-based chemical dust suppressants and that limitations or conditions may be imposed.

Response 1-3

During the development of Rule 1157 staff determined that paving unpaved roads was not a practical and cost-effective control measure to the industry in this specific circumstance.  The excessive loads these roads are subject to (loaded haul trucks in excess of 100 tons) renders paving extremely costly compared to roads subject to regular vehicle traffic.  Staff has also recognized that the haul roads will change over time due to the regular extension of the area being mined.  For future aggregate facilities, paving may better be handled through project-specific CEQA review.  Because of these facts, staff has not considered including paving as one of the required control strategies in Rule 1157 or PAR 1157.

Response 1-4

SCAQMD staff agrees that emissions from affected mining operations need to be regulated.  In general, Rule 1157 provides a PM10 emission reduction benefit of 18 tons per day.  PAR 1157 does not substantially reduce this benefit, even on high wind days.  As a result, Rule 1157 is an important tool in the SCAQMD’s ongoing efforts to attain state and federal PM10 ambient air quality standards and protect the public health.  Please be reminded that ceasing operations completely is available to the facility operator as an option, but not as a requirement under both Rule 1157, as well as, PAR 1157.

Response 1-5

As a result of the City’s letter, the SCAQMD Governing Board Hearing of PAR 1157 was postponed from June 2, 2006 to July 7, 2006 to allow more time for SCAQMD to address the City of Santa Clarita’s concerns.  Upon re-examination, however, we believe that CEQA documents and notices are adequate and that proper procedures were followed; therefore, re-noticing is not warranted.  Each specific concern presented in the City of Santa Clarita’s letter is responded to below.  

Response 1-6

SCAQMD has a certified regulatory program pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21080.5 and has, consistent with past practice, conducted CEQA review and analysis pursuant to such program (SCAQMD Rule 110).  Public Resources Code § 21080.5 allow public agencies with certified regulatory programs to prepare their environmental analyses in documents other than environmental impact reports (EIRs) or negative declarations (NDs).  Since approximately 1992, all SCAQMD CEQA documents prepared under its certified regulatory program have been called environmental assessments (EAs).  SCAQMD staff is not aware of any complaints from agencies or individuals that they were confused relative to EAs prepared by the SCAQMD.

The EA for PAR 1157 was properly noticed in accordance with all relevant CEQA requirements.  Notices of availability were emailed, faxed, or sent by the postal services to all agencies, organizations, and individuals who requested notice of the availability of SCAQMD CEQA documents.  Further, a notice of availability was published in the newspapers of the largest circulation among newspapers of general circulation in the areas affected by the proposed project (PRC § 21092(b)(3)(A)).  The notice and document were also made available to the public on the SCAQMD’s website.  Consequently, SCAQMD believes that there were no deficiencies in the CEQA notice.

Response 1-7

There are no proposed changes to the opacity standards of Rule 1157.  Rule 1157 currently exempts specified facilities from the opacity requirement during high wind events.  PAR 1157 would, however, exempt facilities that conduct loading and transport of aggregate material from opacity requirements during high wind events provided all processing operations cease and: (1) appropriate dust controls are applied according to SCAQMD’s rules (e.g., Rules 403 and 1157): (2) chemical stabilizers are applied on unpaved roads prior to the wind event: (3) water is applied twice per hour during active operations on unpaved roads that are not treated with chemical stabilizers: and (4) water is applied within fifteen minutes of each loading activity to any unstablized areas on the storage piles that are disturbed due to loading.  No other rule amendments are called for under the settlement agreement with CMA, nor does staff intend on making such a proposal in the course of on-going discussions with the industry concerning the test method for the new opacity standard.

The estimated emissions impacts of the proposal, although speculative, are included in staff analysis.  Emissions were estimated for (1) a worst case scenario of high wind days and (2) proposed changes to compliance requirements.  The analysis is presented in the Preliminary Draft Staff Report and Draft EA.  The Preliminary Draft Staff Report was made available to the public in February and the Draft EA was circulated for public review on April 14, 2006 with a comment period that ended on May 30, 2006.  In that analysis, staff concluded that fewer than 10 pounds PM10 and 35 pounds NOx per wind event day per facility, on the average, is expected to occur.  It should be noted that only 1 percent of annual operating days expected to experience high wind conditions.  Therefore, the worst case impacts would only occur on limited number of days.

The city is asking that the CEQA document address all of the potential proposed changes to the rule that might arise in the course of future settlement discussions related to opacity test methods, the use of dust suppressants and other issues.  Such a broad analysis would be speculative since staff does not believe any further amendments to the rule beyond the proposed revision to the high wind exemption language are warranted.  It should be noted, however, that the Draft EA contains the following language in the Background section on Page 2-2:

“Additional amendments to Rule 1157 may be required as SCAQMD, CMA and SCRPA/SCRMA resolve the remaining issues related to emissions inventory, Opacity Test Method 9B, dust plume threshold, and chemical dust suppressant requirements.  However, changes to these topics will be addressed in the future as separate projects.  Since any modifications for these remaining topics need to be agreed to by all parties, potential environmental impacts from their adoption and implementation are considered to be speculative at this time.”

The above language should not be construed as opening the possibility of changes to the performance standards in the rule.  Staff does not intend to propose changes to any rule requirements that will increase PM emissions or reduce the effectiveness of required controls.  Since the results of future settlement discussions was determined to be speculative, it was noted as so in the Draft EA and discussion of impacts were terminated per CEQA Guidelines §15145.  If additional modifications to Rule 1157 are agreed upon in the future, then a CEQA evaluation of the combined impacts of those modifications and PAR 1157 will be completed at that time.  Furthermore, a delay in the implementation of the proposed rule changes could delay compliance and enforcement of requirements that would immediately benefit air quality.

Copies of the settlement agreement were provided to the City of Santa Clarita via facsimile on May 17, 2006, following a request during a May 15, 2006 conference call with city officials.  The signed settlement agreement is a public document available upon request.  Until the aforementioned conference call, staff had not received a public request for a copy of the document, but it was available upon request.

Response 1-8

In response to the City’s concerned that that the comment periods in the rule amendments are confusing and staggered, please note that the comment periods are based upon legal requirements and were established to provide the public with adequate time to comment on the proposed project and to present the Governing Board with the agreed upon high wind exemption language in PAR 1157 in a timely manner.
There is indeed a typo on page 1-7 of the Draft EA in the descriptive summary of historical CEQA documents and associated public comment periods that were prepared for Rule 1157, unrelated to the comment period for the draft EA, which states that the NOP was circulated from February 1, 2006, to March 2, 2007.  The NOP in the newspaper notice and all communications associated with PAR 1157 presented the correct public review and comment period of February 1, 2006 to March 2, 2006.  It is only in the summary of historical CEQA documents in the Draft EA that the ending date of March 2, 2006 is incorrectly presented as March 2, 2007.  Since the public review and comment period for the NOP had ended and the public review date for the Draft EA is correctly presented in the NOC, newspaper notice and all communications associated with the PAR 1157 Draft EA, it would not require recirculation of the Draft EA under CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.  This typo has been corrected in the Final EA.  It should be noted that the SCAQMD provides multiple opportunities for the public to make comments at various stages during any rule development process.  This includes comment periods associated with release of draft rule documents, initial environmental studies (e.g., NOP/IS), draft environmental assessments, and at the time of notice of public hearing.

Response 1-9

In the City of Santa Clarita’s letter, the Santa Clarita Valley Subregional Analysis was mistakenly referred as the Santa Clarita Valley Subregional Plan.  This distinction is important because the Santa Clarita Valley subregional analysis is not an air quality plan with commitments adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board.  The consistency requirement in CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d) specifically refers to general plans and regional plans such as air quality attainment plans, state implementation plans, regional transportation plan, etc.  As stated in the subregional analysis, the overall blueprint for attainment in the greater South Coast Basin is the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which addresses the regional air as a macrocosm.  PAR 1157 was evaluated for consistency with the AQMP in the Draft EA as part of the Air Quality Section of the Environmental Checklist.

The subregional analysis was completed as part of SCAQMD’s Environmental Justice Program and was developed to identify any disproportionate air quality impacts in the Santa Clarita Valley, and also to address and mitigate the identified impacts.  Its findings will be considered during the development of the 2007 AQMP.

Upon receipt of your letter, the subregional analysis was reviewed.  It does not mention Rule 1157 or the AQMP Control Measure BCM-08.  Instead, the analysis references compliance with Rule 403.  The potential mitigation measures presented in the subregional analysis only addresses Rule 403 watering for unpaved roads.  Since the PAR 1157 watering requirements for the high wind exemption exceed those in the Rule 403 high wind exemption; and since the PAR 1157 high wind exemption requires ceasing aggregate production, where Rule 403 does not; the high wind exemption under PAR 1157 is more health protective than Rule 403 and mitigations suggested by the subregional analysis.

The commentor states that a new analysis is required to evaluate elevated cancer rates in the City of Santa Clarita community as a result of “doubling” the emissions.  Carcinogenic risk is estimated from annualized emissions over 70 years.  High wind days are infrequent (less than one percent of the year based on local wind roses information) and it is assumed that the aggregate is not loaded and transported during high winds under the current Rule 1157.  This material would eventually be transported within a short time period following the high wind event.  Thus, the carcinogenic risk for PAR 1157 using a 70-year exposure period would be similar to the carcinogenic risk from the existing Rule 1157.  Staff research into state regulatory databases on the aggregate industry has confirmed that the annual amount of aggregate loaded and transported under PAR 1157 and the existing Rule 1157 are similar to the annual amount of aggregate delivered before Rule 1157 was adopted (i.e., under Rule 403).  Therefore, PAR 1157 would not change any of the findings of the subregional analysis and no additional cancer risk is expected.

Response 1-10

PAR 1157 address a concern in the original Rule 1157 high wind exception where compliance may be infeasible for aggregate operations and potentially unenforceable by SCAQMD inspectors.  As a result, it is necessary to amend the existing Rule 1157 high wind exception language.  A public workshop and CEQA scoping meeting was held on February 2, 2006.  The NOP/IS was circulated for public comment between February 1, 2006, and March 2, 2006.  No public comments were received on the NOP/IS.  The Draft EA was circulated for public comment between April 14, 2006, and May 30, 2006.  The preliminary Staff Report and Rule were circulated for public comment between January 20, 2006, and February 17, 2006.  The letter from the City of Santa Clarita was the only public comments received on PAR 1157 and the Draft EA.  With respect to your comments concerning CEQA, as detailed in the previsous responses, it is not necessary for SCAQMD to renotice, extend the comment period on the Draft EA, or recirculate the Draft EA.  Based on the reasons articulated in these responses, staff continues to believe it is necessary to amend the high wind exemption in Rule 1157 and will present the existing proposal to the Governing Board for consideration at its July 7, 2006 public meeting.
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� SCAQMD, Board Package for Proposed Rule 403, Agenda No. 38, April 2, 2004.


� Environmental Effects of Gravel Mining in Irwindale, CA:  Basic Information Is Not Available to Assess Health and Environmental Risks to the Community.


� It should be noted that in 1999 and 2000 Houston, Texas exceeded the federal ozone standards on more occasions than the district and reported the highest ozone concentrations in the nation.


� USEPA, 1995A.  Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, 5th Edition, Volume I:  Stationary Points and Area Sources, AP-42


CPCC, 2004.  Information Submitted by California Portland Cement Company Responding to AQMD 2004 Survey, March – July 2004





� California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey, July 2002


� The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 1976 Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safety Code, §§40400-40540).


� Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).


� Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).


� SCAQMD, Board Package for Proposed amended rule 1157, Agenda No. 24, January 7, 2005.
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