South Coast
Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
(909) 396-2000 « www.agmd.gov

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONME NTAL
ASSESSMENT

PROJECT TITLE: PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1112.1 — EMISSIONS OF
PARTICULATE MATTER AND CARBON MONOXIDE FROM
CEMENT KILNS

In accordance with the California Environmental @uaAct (CEQA), the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), as the Lead Agencgs Iprepared this Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) which assesses potential envirot@aiempacts that may result from implementing
the proposed project identified above pursuanttgocertified regulatory program (SCAQMD Rule
110).

This letter, the attached Notice of Completion (NG@Qd the attached Draft EA are not SCAQMD
applications or forms requiring a response from.ydbeir purpose is simply to provide informatian t
you on the above project. If the proposed profext no bearing on you or your organization, no
action on your part is necessary. The proposefbgi® description, location, and potential adverse
environmental impacts are described in the attadoedments.

Comments focusing on your area of expertise, ygenay's area of jurisdiction, or issues relative to
the environmental analysis for the proposed projgitbe accepted during a 30-day public review and
comment period beginning Tuesday, July 17, 200d, emding 5 p.m. on Wednesday, August 15,
2007. Please send any comments to Ms. Barbara Radlein ¢c/Office of Planning, Rule
Development, and Area Sources — CEQA Section) atdhaddress shown above Comments can
also be sent via facsimile to (909) 396-3324 oragtmat bradlein@agmd.gov. Ms. Radlein can be
reached by calling (909) 396-2716. Please incthdename and phone number of the contact person
for your agency. Questions regarding the propasednded rule should be directed to Mr. Henry
Pourzand at (909) 396-2414.

The Public Hearing for the proposed project is dabed for Friday, September 7, 2007. (Note: This
public meeting date is subject to change.)

St ,
Date: July 13, 2007 Signature: Somidh
Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Title: Program Supervisor
Telephone; (909) 396-3054

Reference: California Code of Regulations, Title 4, 88 15085, 15105, and 15371



SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSES SMENT

Project Title:
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for ProposedeAded Rule 1112.1 — Emissions of Particulate
Matter and Carbon Monoxide from Cement Kilns

Project Location:

South Coast Air Quality Management District; tharfgounty South Coast Air Basin (Orange County and
the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riversia @an Bernardino counties) and the Riverside Gount
portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and the Mojaesert Air Basin.

Description of Nature, Purpose, and Beneficiariesfd®roject:

SCAQMD staff is proposing amendments to Rule 1132Hmissions of Particulate Matter and Carbon
Monoxide from Cement Kilns, to: 1) change the agérg time for the 2,000 ppm CO emissions limit
from cement kilns to average over a period of threers in lieu of complying with the Rule 407 (9)(1
averaging time, which is based on a 15 minute ag¥egaperiod, provided that the combined total ¢f al
kiln CO emissions for any calendar year are 50@#ress than the combined total of all reportdal RO
emissions in calendar year 2003; 2) require a @oatis Emissions Monitoring System (CEMS) to be
installed by December 31, 2007 on cement kilns @@ and oxygen monitoring and operated in
accordance with Rule 218; 3) conduct CEMS certificatests and other sampling, analysis, and raqprt
by an approved laboratory; and 4) add test methadsapproved equivalents for determining CO and PM
emissions levels. Other minor changes are propimsedarity and consistency throughout the rulkhe
emission reductions of particulate matter achidwedhe current version of Rule 1112.1 will not chan
However, the proposed amendments will cap emidsiggls of CO at 50 percent of reported emissions in
2003 should the kiln emissions exceed the 2,000 lppihaveraged over 15 minutes. Further, altetimg
sampling period for CO will not exceed the statefederal ambient air quality standards for CO.
Therefore, the environmental analysis in the DE#tconcluded that PAR 1112.1 would not generate any
significant adverse environmental impacts.

Lead Agency: Division:

South Coast Air Quality Management District Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources
Draft EA and all supporting or by calling: The Draft EA also be obtained by
documentation are available at: accessing the SCAQMD’s website at:
SCAQMD Headquarters (909) 396-2039  http://www.agmd.gov/cega/agmd.html

21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

The Public Notice of Completion is provided throughthe following:
M Los Angeles Times (July 17, 2007) M SCAQMD Website M SCAQMD Mailing List

Draft EA Review Period (30-day):
July 17, 2007 — August 15, 2007

Scheduled Public Meeting Dates (subject to change):
SCAQMD Governing Board Hearing: September 7, 28000 a.m.; SCAQMD Headquarters

The proposed project will have NO statewide, regiam areawide significance; therefore, NO scoping
meeting is required for the proposed project purst@Public Resources Code §21083.9 (a)(2).

Send CEQA Comments to: Phone: Email: Fax:

Ms. Barbara Radlein (909) 396-2716 bradlein@agmd.gov  (909) 396-3324
Direct Questions on Proposed Phone: Email: Fax:
Amendments:

Mr. Henry Pourzand (909) 396-2414 hpourzand@agmd.gov (909) 396-3324
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Draft Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Health-based air quality standards have been edtadl by California and the federal
government for the following criteria air pollutantozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen
dioxide (NOZ2), particulate matter with an aerodyr@atiameter of ten microns or less (PM10),
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diamete?.6fmicrons or less (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide
(SO2) and lead. These standards were establish@otect sensitive receptors with a margin of
safety from adverse health impacts due to expdsuaé@ pollution. The California standards are
more stringent than the federal standards. Int@adithe California Legislature created the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMB 1977 as the agency responsible
for developing and enforcing air pollution contrales and regulations in the South Coast Air
Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea AirsiBaand Mojave Desert Air Basin
(collectively known as the “district”). By statytthe SCAQMD is required to adopt an air
guality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating coamgle with all federal and state ambient
air quality standards for the distAct Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and
regulations that carry out the AQNIPThe Final 2007 AQMP concluded that major reduni

in emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOGsjides of sulfur (SOx) and oxides of
nitrogen (NOXx) are necessary to attain the airigguatandards for ozone (the key ingredient of
smog) and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). n@za criteria pollutant, is formed when
VOCs react with NOx in the atmosphere and has Bbewn to adversely affect human health
and to contribute to the formation of PM10 and P342CO is a colorless, odorless gas formed
by the incomplete combustion of fuels. The ambaniuality standard for CO is intended to
protect persons whose medical condition alreadyptomises their circulatory systems’ ability
to deliver oxygen.

Air quality in the area of the SCAQMD's jurisdiatidnas shown substantial improvement over
the last three decades. Nevertheless, some fededhlstate air quality standards are still
exceeded frequently and by a wide margin. Of tlaéiddal Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) established for six criteria pollutants ¢oe, lead, SO2, NO2, CO, PM10, and
PM2.5), the area within the SCAQMD's jurisdictia only in attainment with SO2, sulfates,
NO2, CO, and lead standards. Currently, the SCAQ@MEeeds the state attainment thresholds
for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. In 2006, the fedenabiant air quality standards were exceeded
86 days for ozone, and 32 days for PM2.5. Als@df6, the state ambient air quality standards
were exceeded 121 days for ozone and 75 days faOPNh addition, CO was monitored at 25
locations in the district in 2006 and neither teddral nor state eight-hour CO standards were
exceeded.

Within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, the process of manctiaring “portland gray cement” (PGC) in
cement kilns is unique to one facility, CaliforrRartland Cement Company (CPCC). A variety
of emissions can be attributed to the operatioreaient kilns; however, the main by-products of
the cement manufacturing process are NOx, SOx, PMM2.5 and CO. Initially, cement kilns
were subject to the particulate matter requireman®CAQMD’s Rule 404: Particulate Matter
— Concentration; and Rule 405: Solid Particulatttst — Weight; to the CO requirements in
Rule 407: Liquid and Gaseous Air Contaminants;, dadhe NOx and SOx requirements in
Regulation XX — Regional Clean Air Incentives Mar&®RECLAIM). The United States

! The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act7&Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safebde,
§840400-40540).

2 Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).

% Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted tlesvNbource Performance Standard (NSPS)
for particulate emissions from existing cement «ikind clinker coolers in 40 CFR Part 60,
Subpart F. Not only did the NSPS supercede SCAQBHuirements for particulate matter, it
also was in conflict with Rules 404 and 405. Tsotee the inconsistencies between the NSPS
and Rules 404 and 405, Rule 1112.1 — EmissionsudicBlate Matter From Cement Kilns, was
adopted in February 1986 and Rules 404 and 405 aveemded for consistency.

Later, with the adoption of the SCAQMD’s RECLAIMqggram in Regulation XX, regulation of
the NOx emissions from CPCC’'s cement kilns plusepthncillary equipment, that were
originally regulated by Rule 1112 — Emissions ofid@s of Nitrogen from Cement Kilns, was
superseded by and became subject to RECLAIM’s dratlagation and reduction requirements.
However, during the control of NOXx, increased fotiora of CO can occur. To achieve a
balance between reducing the amount produced sttheo pollutants, CPCC changed their
combustion process and emissions control stratagy twe priority to minimize NOx. With
recent source testing results and data availablediment kilns, the reports show that while the
NOXx emissions are being effectively reduced, thezee some temporary exceedences or spikes
of CO emissions above the 2,000 ppm limit in Rul¥ 4vhen averaged over 15 minutes.
However, over the course of a year, the annuabgeeof CO emissions remained unaffected.

Though the current version of Rule 1112.1 focuseshe emission requirements for particulate
matter, including PM10 and PM2.5, amendments pregpde Rule 1112.1 will include CO
emission requirements specific to cement kilns @imker coolers. Lastly, proposed amended
Rule (PAR) 1112.1 will contain new requirements fmmpliance determinations and test
methods.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

PAR 1112.1 is a “project” as defined by the Cahiar Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
SCAQMD is the lead agency for the project and hespgred this draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) with no significant adverse impgumssuant to its Certified Regulatory
Program. California Public Resources Code §21080dws public agencies with regulatory
programs to prepare a plan or other written docunmeheu of an environmental impact report
or negative declaration once the Secretary of thgoRrces Agency has certified the regulatory
program. SCAQMD's regulatory program was certifteg the Secretary of the Resources
Agency on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQRDe 110. Pursuant to Rule 110,
SCAQMD has prepared this Draft EA.

CEQA and Rule 110 require that potential adverser@mmental impacts of proposed projects
be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduavad significant adverse environmental
impacts of these projects be identified. To futhle purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD
has prepared this Draft EA to address the poteatskrse environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project. The Draft EA is a poldisclosure document intended to: (a)
provide the lead agency, responsible agenciessidacmakers and the general public with
information on the environmental effects of thepgmsed project; and, (b) be used as a tool by
decision makers to facilitate decision making oa pnoposed project. SCAQMD’s review of
the proposed project shows that the project wooldhave a significant adverse effect on the
environment. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidsligd5252, no alternatives or mitigation
measures are included in this Draft EA. The amaliysChapter 2 supports the conclusion of no
significant adverse environmental impacts.

PAR1112.1 1-2 July 2007
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PROJECT LOCATION

PAR 1112.1 would affect one facility, Californiaf®and Cement Company (CPCC), which is
located at 695 South Rancho Avenue, Colton CA 92@dn Bernardino County) within
SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. The SCAQMD has jurisdicti@ver an area of approximately 10,743
square miles, consisting of the four-county Souttast Air Basin (Basin) (Orange County and
the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside &an Bernardino counties), and the
Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea AiriBgSSAB) and Mojave Desert Air Basin
(MDAB). The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQM jurisdiction, is bounded by the
Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel B&anardino, and San Jacinto mountains to the
north and east. It includes all of Orange Countg ¢he nondesert portions of Los Angeles,
Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The Rner€ounty portion of the SSAB is bounded
by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spassvard up to the Palo Verde Valley. The
federal nonattainment area (known as the Coackellay Planning Area) is a subregion of the
Riverside County and the SSAB that is bounded lyShn Jacinto Mountains to the west and
the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley tcetst (Figure 1-1).

CPCC is bounded by train tracks to the west opérate Union Pacific Railroads, the San
Bernardino freeway (I-10) to the north, South Ran&kenue to the east, and West Agua Mansa
Road to the south. CPCC and adjacent propertiggetoorth, east, west and southwest of CPCC
are industrial zones. The adjacent property tosthegh of CPCC is open space that follows the
Santa Ana River and is zoned as equestrian/agrrelilt

Santa
Barbara
County

San Joaquin Kern[County r San Bernardino County

Mojave Desert
Air Basin

Riverside C ty

-

San Diego
Air Basin
& San Diego County

Salton Sea
Air Basin

Imperial County

South Coast
Air Quality Management District

— SCAQMD Jurisdiction

Figure 1-1
Boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality ManagemenDistrict
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PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The objectives of PAR 1112.1 are to: 1) balan@édmission reductions of NOx and CO by
allowing cement kilns more flexibility in complyingith the 2,000 ppm CO requirement by
increasing the averaging time from 15 minutes t@dhconsecutive hours; 2) ensuring that
annual CO emissions do not increase by establishirfi percent reduction of annual CO
emissions from the year 2003 baseline; 3) ensurgbtance with the new CO requirements by
requiring the installation of continuous emissiomsnitoring systems (CEMS); and, 4) provide a
methodology for determining compliance with CO gaditiculate emissions by establishing test
methods for those pollutants.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The process of making PGC begins with the acqarsitof raw materials, predominantly
limestone rock (calcium carbonate) and clay, whaglst naturally in rocks and sediment on the
earth’s surface. These and other materials useadatoufacture cement are mined at nearby
quarries and comprise “raw mix.” The raw mix ifimed by a series of mechanical crushing and
grinding operations to segregate and eventuallyaedhe size of each component to 0.75 inch
or smaller before being conveyed to storage. Ratgwy proportions of refined limestone, shale,
iron oxide, alumina and silicate (from clay) arentmned into “kiln feed” and pneumatically fed
into a cement kiln. In addition, waste material®p-products from other industries, such as fly
ash, slag, foundry sand, spent catalysts and otfeerufacturing residues, supply essential
ingredients to supplement or adjust the chemidtthi@kiln feed.

When the kiln feed enters the cement kiln, a sefeshemical reactions occur which result in
physical changes that eventually result in the petidn of hard pellets known as Portland
cement clinker (clinker) at the discharge end.nK&r typically contains four major compounds:
1) tricalcium silicate (alite); 2) dicalcium siliE (belite); 3) tricalcium aluminate; and, 4)
tetracalcium aluminoferrite. Because clinker ihader material than any of the quarried
products used to prepare the raw mix, it is firstded and then blended with approximately five
percent by weight of gypsum to form the final progdiPGC. PGC, when mixed with the correct
guantity of water, will set to form concrete. Winar the blend of materials in the raw mix may
be, approximately 1.56 parts kiln feed is necessanganufacture one part PGC.

A cement kiln is a pyroprocess or high temperattgactor that is constructed along a
longitudinal axis with segmented rotating cylindetsose connected length is anywhere from 50
to 200 yards in length as shown in Figure 1-2. ngldthe length of the kiln, various burners are
positioned throughout and the kiln is lined witliraetory fire brick to withstand extreme heat
and temperature fluctuations. Cement kilns ardt ltiia slight horizontal incline to allow for
gravitational flow of the materials as the feed mig enters at the high end, goes through
several chemical reactions and slowly spins actbss length of the kiln until it finally
discharges clinker at the lower end.

PAR1112.1 1-4 July 2007
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Figure 1-2
Schematic of Cement Kilrf

The pyroprocess in the kiln consists of three phaks&ing which clinker is produced from raw
materials undergoing physical changes and chemeeaitions. The first phase in the kiln, the
drying and pre-heating zone, operates at a temperdietween 70F and 1650°F and
evaporates any remaining water in the raw mix ofem@s entering the kiln. Essentially this is
the warm-up phase which stabilizes the temperatltiee refractory fire brick inside the mouth
opening of the kiln. The second phase, the calgizione, operates at a temperature between
1100°F and 1650F and converts the calcium carbonate from the liomesin the kiln feed into
calcium oxide and releases carbon dioxide. Duttvegthird phase, the burning zone operates on
average at 220%F to 2700°F (though the flame temperature can exceed 38Pduring which
several reactions and side reactions occur. Thergaction is calcium oxide (produced during
the calcining zone) with silicate to form dicalcigificate and the second reaction is the melting
of calcium oxide with alumina and iron oxide torfothe liquid phase of the materials. Despite
the high temperatures, the constituents of the filbd do not combust during pyroprocessing.
As the materials move towards the discharge erdteimperature drops and eventually clinker
nodules form and volatile constituents, such asiused potassium, chlorides, and sulfates,
evaporate. Any excess calcium oxide reacts witlhaldium silicate to form tricalcium silicate.
The red hot clinker exits the kiln, is cooled i ttlinker cooler, passes through a crusher and is
conveyed to storage.

The heat energy required to reach the high temypeihecessary to produce cement clinker is
supplied to the kiln at various points by burninglé such as pulverized coal, petroleum coke,
oil, natural gas, and used tires. As the raw natéeed flows downward through the kiln,
burning fuels release NOx and the oxidation of¢hsbon in the feed mix produces carbon (as
soot), CO and CO2 emissions. The flow of theselrmtion gases moves toward the feed end
of the kiln, or, in other words, counter to theedtion of the raw material feed.

CPCC operates two gray cement kilns, Kiln #1 anld KR. Due to the varying design and the
enormous size of each kiln, different chemical tieas are taking place simultaneously in
different zones of each kiln. In addition, the gasition of the kiln feed and the temperature
can vary unpredictably in each kiln, thus, req@rconstant monitoring by the kiln operators.

* Figure 1-2 provided by CPCC.
PAR 1112.1 1-5 July 2007
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There are several key factors that are known tectffhe formation of NOx, CO and CO2
emissions from cement kilns:

1) Heterogeneous chemical composition of the raw feid

2) Heterogeneous chemical composition of tires usdddannjection system,;
3) The presence of air, especially excess air (assexweygen);

4) Varying temperatures in multiple reaction zonesimithe kilns; and,

5) Uncertain distribution of reaction zones with thia k

NOx emissions from kiln reactions are a by-prodefctnixing air with the fuel to heat up and
maintain the temperature within the kiln. Air caimis approximately 21 percent oxygen and 79
percent nitrogen. Most of the oxygen in air cdnites to the thermal process in the formation of
PGC. However, the excess nitrogen present pluwmesital carbon produced as a result of
combustion will generate both NOx and CO emissiddafortunately, reducing the presence of
air, in turn, to reduce or mitigate the amount @\produced, results in the increased formation
of CO produced. Further, in each kiln, two factéh® amount of oxygen present in the kiln and
the temperature in the reaction zone of the kihiluence the proportions of CO to CO2
emissions produced. In general, the more excesgeox available at the higher kiln
temperatures, the more likely that CO will be catee to CO2. For these reasons, the
SCAQMD recognizes the need to find the right batahetween regulating the NOx and CO
emissions from cement kilns and, accordingly, psing amendments to Rule 1112.1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed amendments to Rule 1112.1 primarigcathe CO emissions from cement kilns
by establishing a CO concentration limit along vatihannual emission limit. In addition, PAR
1112.1 would establish compliance procedures farti@oous Emissions Monitoring (CEM) and
test methods for measuring CO concentration anatdyiag PM emissions. The proposed
changes will be in lieu of the emission limit anekigaging time for CO found in Rule 407.

The following is a summary of the proposed amendsmenRule 1112.1. Other minor changes
are also proposed for clarity and consistency tinout the rule. A copy of PAR 1112.1 can be
found in Appendix A.

Subdivision (b) - Requirements

* Limit the CO concentration in the exhaust streama oEment kiln to 2,000 parts per million
(ppm), averaged over 15 minutes as required by &Ruife(a)(1); or,

» Limit the CO concentration in the exhaust stream oEment kiln to 2,000 parts per million
(ppm), averaged over three consecutive hours andated to three percent oxygen (O2) by
volume provided that the annual CO emissions doaxaeed 50 percent of the annual
reported CO emissions in 2003.

Subdivision (c) — Compliance Determination

* Conduct CO measurements, monitoring and recordikgeipr cement kilns in accordance
with the procedures in SCAQMD Rule 218 — ContinuBusssion Monitoring.

* Require the installation of CEMS to monitor CO &dd emissions from cement kilns by
December 31, 2007, and require the operation ofGB#S to follow the procedures in
SCAQMD Rule 218.

* Require CEMS certification tests to be conductedibyapproved laboratory pursuant to the
District Laboratory Approval Program (LAP), whenadlable.

PAR1112.1 1-6 July 2007
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Subdivision (d) — Test Methods

* Require CO emission concentrations to be determinmextcordance with SCAQMD Test
Method 100.1.

* Require PM emissions to be determined in accordaitteSCAQMD Test Method 5.3.

» Allow for other equivalent test methods to be ugsaVided that they are approved in writing
by the EPA, California Air Resources Board (CAR&)d SCAQMD.

PAR1112.1 1-7 July 2007
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standarduetian tool to identify a project's potential
adverse environmental impacts. This checklist tifles and evaluates potential adverse
environmental impacts that may be created by tbpgsed project.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title: Proposed Amended Rule 1112.1 — Honssof Particulate
Matter and Carbon Monoxide From Cement Kilns

Lead Agency Name: South Coast Air Quality Managedrestrict

Lead Agency Address: 21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

CEQA Contact Person: Ms. Barbara Radlein (909)3pB5

Rule 1112.1 Contact Person  Mr. Henry Pourzand )(906-2414

Project Sponsor's Name: South Coast Air Quality &gement District

Project Sponsor's Address: 21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

General Plan Designation: Not applicable
Zoning: Not applicable
Description of Project: PAR 1112.1 will add new Qinits, CO compliance

determination monitoring, and test methods for Q@ a
PM emissions from cement kilns. The proposed cesang
also include an option to use a three-hour avegagime

in lieu of complying the 15-minute averaging tinwe the
emission limit for CO as found in Rule 407 (a)(1),
provided that the overall annual CO emissions ass |
than 50 percent of the 2003 emissions baselindy @re
facility, CPCC, will be affected by PAR 1112.1. C®is
located at 695 South Rancho Avenue in Colton, Quati.

Surrounding Land Uses andLand uses surrounding the CPCC facility are mostly

Setting: industrial with the exception of an adjacent propés the
south of West Agua Mansa Road that follows the &ant
Ana River which is designated as an open space
equestrian/agricultural zone. Refer to ChaptePrbject
Location, for a more complete description.

Other Public Agencies Not applicable
Whose Approval is
Required:

PAR1112.1 2-1 July 2007
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The following environmental impact areas have bassessed to determine their potential to be

affected by the proposed project.

As indicatedtlhy checklist on the following pages,

environmental topics marked with a®¥™ may be adversely affected by the proposed project
An explanation relative to the determination of anfs can be found following the checklist for

each area.
[0 Aesthetics O Agriculture Resources M Air Quality
[0 Biological Resources [0 Cultural Resources 0 Energy
[0 Geology/Soils [0 Hazards & Hazardous [0 Hydrology/
Materials Water Quality
[0 Land Use/Planning [0 Mineral Resources [0 Noise
O  Population/Housing 00 Public Services 0 Recreation
[0 Solid/Hazardous Waste [1 Transportation/ M Mandatory
Traffic Findings of
Significance
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DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

M | find the proposed project, in accordance withsthfindings made pursuant to
CEQA Guideline 815252, COULD NOT have a significaftect on the
environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTithw no
significant impacts will be prepared.

O 1 find that although the proposed project couldéhavsignificant effect on the
environment, there will NOT be significant effects this case because
revisions in the project have been made by or dgtee by the project
proponent. An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no gi§cant
impacts will be prepared.

O | find that the proposed project MAY have a sigrafit effect(s) on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT wi# prepared.

O [find that the proposed project MAY have a "potaihy significant impact” on
the environment, but at least one effect 1) ha® laelequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal stedg] and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on thereanlalysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT iguieed, but it
must analyze only the effects that remain to beesied.

O 1 find that although the proposed project couldéhavsignificant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significarfeets (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTrguant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoideditayated pursuant to that
earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisie or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed prajething further is
required.

St Smith_

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor

Date:_ July 13, 2007 Signature:
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

As discussed in Chapter 1, PAR 1112.1 would regul# emissions from cement kilns. CPCC
is the only facility within SCAQMD'’s jurisdictionhiat would be subject to the proposed
requirements of PAR 1112.1. Specifically, PAR 111&dds an option that would allow cement
kiln operators to comply with the same existingitiof 2,000 ppm CO that is required by Rule
407 (a)(1), but for an averaging time of three Bounstead of 15 minutes provided that the
overall annual CO emissions are less than 50 peroénthe 2003 emissions baseline.

Essentially, if the quantity of CO emissions areaswred and shown to comply with the existing
requirement in Rule 407 (a)(1), the overall anreraissions of CO from CPCC'’s kilns would

not be subject to an annual emissions cap. Urderstenario, there would be no change in
CPCC’s compliance procedures or day-to-day opersitaf their cement kilns. This does not
mean to say that CPCC’s CO emissions would be iuteliitbecause other chemistry limiting

factors as well as other SCAQMD Rules and Regulatioestricting emissions for other

pollutants will drive the overall compliance at tlaeility.

PAR 1112.1 also provides the option in the eveat the CO emissions from CPCC’s cement
kilns cannot meet the 2,000 ppm limit during a libute averaging time, but can meet the limit
over a three-hour averaging time, then CPCC woaldubject to at least a 50 percent reduction
as an annual cap of CO emissions which is tietleéo past Annual Emissions Report submitted
in 2003.

The analysis in this Draft EA is based on three kegumptions: 1) CPCC operators have
indicated that they intend to choose the three-lamaraging time option for measuring CO
concentrations and take the 50 percent CO emissapnfrom year 2003 baseline; 2) CPCC
operators have already demonstrated that the cekilenhas been operating well below 50
percent of the year 2003 baseline for CO emissiamst 3) CPCC operators have already
installed CEMS to monitor CO and O2 emissions, noasdditional physical changes are
expected to result from implementing PAR 1112.1.

Although there are other amendments proposed thomigPAR 1112.1 that pertain to CO
compliance determination procedures and CO and éd¥imethods, plus other administrative
changes for continuity and clarity, they are ngiexted to have an effect on emissions and, thus,
will not be addressed further in this Draft EA. eféfore, the effects of implementing the
compliance option for measuring CO emissions frement kilns over a three-hour period will
be the main focus of the analysis in this Draft EA.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
l. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic [ O %}
vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, [l [ %}

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character L[] L M
or quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare [ O %}

which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Significance Criteria

The proposed project impacts on aesthetics witdresidered significant if:

- The project will block views from a scenic highwaycorridor.

- The project will adversely affect the visual conity of the surrounding area.

- The impacts on light and glare will be considereghificant if the project adds lighting
which would add glare to residential areas or siesieceptors.

Discussion

l. a), b), c), & d) As already noted, it is assumed that CPCC withgly with CO control
requirements using the three-hour averaging prawisiThe main effect of PAR 1112.1 would
be to regulate CO emissions from cement kilns. RAR2.1 would extend the averaging time
owners/operators would otherwise have to meet @02ppm CO limit in Rule 407 (a)(1) (i.e.,
from 15 minutes to three hours) provided that thaual CO emissions are reduced by 50
percent from 2003 levels. It is expected that CRE@CT comply with the 50 percent CO
emission reduction from year 2003 levels by lingtioperating practices. Thus, no physical
changes to CPCC'’s cement kilns are anticipatedrasudt of implementing PAR 1112.1.

Because PAR 1112.1 affects existing operating jgesctat CPCC and since CPCC has already
installed CEMS to monitor CO and O2 emissions,auid not result in any new construction of
buildings or other structures that would obstrwsrsc resources or degrade the existing visual
character of a site, including but not limited tiees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings.
Further, no new additional light or glare would dreated which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area since no light genaegagquipment would be required to comply
with proposed amended rule and since CPCC is ao@#-dperation with existing light sources
in place for nighttime operations.

Based upon these considerations, significant advaesthetics impacts are not anticipated and
will not be further analyzed in this Draft EA. $e1no significant aesthetics impacts were
identified, no mitigation measures are necessargauired.
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b)

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. Would the
project:
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or [J O %}

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?

Conflict with existing zoning for agriculturake, [ [ %}
or a Williamson Act contract?

Involve other changes in the existing environtnen [ (] %}
which, due to their location or nature, could résul

in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural

use?

Significance Criteria
Project-related impacts on agricultural resourcds lve considered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:

The proposed project conflicts with existing zonmgagricultural use or Williamson Act
contracts.

The proposed project will convert prime farmlandique farmland or farmland of statewide
importance as shown on the maps prepared pursu#re farmland mapping and monitoring
program of the California Resources Agency, to agneultural use.

The proposed project would involve changes in thistieag environment, which due to their
location or nature, could result in conversionafland to non-agricultural uses.

Discussion

Il. @), b), & ¢) As discussed previously under “Aesthetics,” reitmodification of existing
structures nor construction of new structures igcgrated to result from implementing PAR
1112.1. Further, the proposed rule amendmentsnetlirequire any installation of emission
control devices. PAR 1112.1 simply provides thaaspthat would allow for additional time for
owners/operators of CPCC’s cement kilns to avetage2,000 ppm CO emission limit (i.e.,
three hours instead of 15 minutes) provided that diaerall annual emissions are below 50
percent of the reported annual emissions for CQ0A3. To comply with the 50 percent
reduction requirement, it is expected that CPCO watuce or limit operating practices.
Moreover, CPCC has already installed CEMS to mor@© and O2 emissions. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in any constarciof new buildings or other structures that
would require converting farmland to non-agricuduse or conflict with zoning for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract. Since PAR 111®duld not physically change CPCC'’s
facility or the gray cement kilns, there are novysmns in PAR 1112.1 that would affect land
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use plans, policies, or regulations. Land useadhdr planning considerations are determined by
local governments and no land use or planning rements relative to agricultural resources
will be altered by the proposed project.

Based upon these considerations, significant algui@l resource impacts are not anticipated and
will not be further analyzed in this Draft EA. $&no significant agriculture resources impacts
were identified, no mitigation measures are necgssaequired.

Potentially ~ Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
lll.  AIR QUALITY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [ %} O
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute t C %} [
an existing or projected air quality violation?
c) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net insesa O %} O

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
guantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial @oilut l M L
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substanti [ O %}
number of people?

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

Significance Criteria

Potential significant adverse air quality impactdl vbe evaluated and compared to the
significance criteria in Table 2-1. If impacts atjor exceed any of the following criteria, they
will be considered significant.

Discussion

In lieu of complying with the 15 minute averagimgé for measuring CO emissions pursuant to
Rule 407 (a)(1), PAR 1112.1 would allow for a thheur averaging time for owners/operators
of CPCC’s cement kilns to average the 2,000 ppme@ssion limit provided that the overall
annual emissions are below 50 percent of the rep@mnual emissions for CO in 2003.
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Table 2-1

SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds®

Pollutant Construction ° Operation ©
NOXx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
PM2.5 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day

CcoO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and Odor Thresholds

TACs

(including carcinogens and non-carcinogens)

Maximum Incremental Cancer Riskl0 in 1 million
Hazard Index 1.0 (project increment)

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuar€A®31D Rule 402
Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants °
NO2 SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanititauses or

1-hour average
annual average

contributes to an exceedance of the following aitesint standards:
0.25 ppm (state)
0.053 ppm (federal)

PM10
24-hour average

10.4pg/nt (constructionj & 2.5 pg/nt® (operation)

annual geometric average 1.0ug/m®
annual arithmetic mean 20 ug/m’
PM2.5
24-hour average 10.4pg/nT (constructionj & 2.5 pg/n?® (operation)
Sulfate
24-hour average 25 ug/m®
Cco SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanititauses or

1-hour average
8-hour average

contributes to an exceedance of the following atteint standards:
20 ppm (state)
9.0 ppm (state/federal)

2 Source: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD, 1993)
® Construction thresholds apply to both the Souths€aa Basin and Coachella Valley (Salton Sea amgjaVle Desert Air

Basins).

¢ For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholdsfreration are the same as the construction thigsh
4 Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pokints based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unldssraiise stated.
¢ Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD R403.

KEY: Ibs/day = pounds per day

ppm = parts per million  pg/m® = microgram per cubic meter > greater than or equal to

PAR1112.1
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lll. a), b), c), d) & f) Attainment of the state and federal ambient aality standards protect
sensitive receptors and the public in general ftbenadverse effects of criteria pollutants which
are known to have adverse human health effect® pfbtposed project is located in the Basin,
which is in attainment with all state and feder&® @mbient air quality standards. The Basin
was recently designated by EPA as in attainmert tié federal CO standards as of June 12,
2007.

Construction Air Quality Impacts

Increasing the averaging time to three hours frifteeih minutes is an option provided in PAR
1112.1 Compliance with this option means allownmgre time to measure the CO concentration
to determine if the average 2,000 ppm limit is ext=xl. Further, CPCC has indicated that they
have already installed CEMS for monitoring CO ar@ énissions. Thus, implementation of
PAR 1112.1 does not require physical changes oiifroations involving construction activities
such that there will be no indirect air quality iagts resulting from the proposed project.

Summary of Operational Air Quality Impacts

Dispersion modeling was performed to assess thenpalt air quality impacts of the proposed
change to PAR 1112.1 that would allow a 2,000 ppginliéhit to be averaged over three hours,
instead of 15 minutes. It is important to note thray one facility, CPCC, has two cement kilns
that would be affected by the proposed project CCRs located in Colton, which is within San
Bernardino County.

The EPA dispersion model, ISCST3, was used withdsal receptor grid. Meteorological data
at SCAQMD’s Riverside meteorological site was ussdinput to the dispersion model. The
worst-case CO air quality occurred during the mkrfoom 2004 through 2006 at the San
Bernardino monitoring site (Station No. 5203) aod this reason, was assumed to represent
background CO air quality. The assumed CO emissides and stack parameters for the
modeling are summarized in Table 2-2. The highekbur CO value over the period from
January 1, 2005 to February 1, 2007 from eachekiln stacks’ CEMS was used for the 1-hour
emission rates in Table 2-2. The proposed rul& 2,000 ppm was assumed for the 8-hour
emission rates in Table 2-2.

Table 2-2

CO Emissions and Stack Data Used in the Dispersidvodeling for CPCC
Stack Parameters Kiln Stack #1 | Kiln Stack #2
Stack height (m) 29.6 29.6
Stack diameter (m) 3.5 3.5
Stack temperature (degrees Kelvin) 444.3 — 452.052.01— 453.7*
Stack gas exit velocity (m/s) 20.5-21.9¢ 13.30:22
1-hour CO emission rate (g/s) 10.5 14.0
8-hour CO emission rate (g/s) 8.4 5.4

* Stack temperature and stack gas exit viglaepends on the averaging period (i.e., 1-hour

or 8-hour).

The CO modeling results are shown in Table 2-31c&the project impact area where CPCC is
located is in attainment of all state and feder@ &@mnbient air quality standards, the project
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increment is added to the worst-case backgrounderdrations and the sum is then compared to
the relevant CO standards. As shown in Table &8 total impacts from implementing PAR
1112.1 are well below all state and federal ambagnguality standards for CO.

Table 2-3
CO Dispersion Modeling Results
. Rule 1303
Averaging Project Bgckgrognd Total . NAAQS | CAAQS | Significance |Significant?
Time Incremgnt Air Qual3|ty Concentrg:\tlon (ug/n?) (ug/m® | Thresholds | (yes/no)
(ug/m) (ug/m) (ug/m) (ug/m)

1-hour 66.9 4,600 4,667 40,000 23,0P0 1,100 NO
8-hour 26.8 3,795 3,822 10,000 10,0P0 500 NO

NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards
CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards

Based on the foregoing analysis, extending theagweg time for the CO emissions limit from
15 minutes to three hours, will not have a sigaificeffect on attaining the state and federal
ambient air quality standards for CO. Furthercsithe modeling in Table 2-3 shows that the
SCAQMD significance thresholds for CO will not be&ceeded at the 1-hour and 8-hour
averaging times, implementation of PAR 1112.1 &lsour averaging time will not obstruct
implementation of the AQMP or achieving its air bjtyagoals.

In addition, if CPCC uses the three-hour averagimg option, PAR 1112.1 would also impose
an annual cap of CO emissions from the cement kalrize below 50 percent of CPCC’s annual
emissions as reported in 2003. Table 2-4 sumneaffCC’'s CO emission history from 2003
through 2006. If CPCC chooses to apply the tha-laveraging time option, the kilns will be
subject to an annual emissions cap of CO at 5Cpef the 2003 baseline year, or 4,670 tons
per year of CO emissions, an annualized averagssemnireduction of nearly 13 tons per day.
Further, Table 2-4 shows that there has been daslad decline in CO emissions over the past
four years. Therefore, since there is no incraas€O emissions that would result from
implementing PAR 1112.1, no significant air qualitypacts are expected.

Table 2-4
CPCC'’s Annual Mass CO Emissions (tons/year)

Reporting | Kiln Kiln #1 Kiln Kiln #2 Total Kiln Average
Year #1 Reduction* #2 | Reduction* | Emissions | Reduction*
2003 5114 - 4,226 - 9,340 -
2004 3,126 39 % 3,037 28 % 6,163 34 %
2005 1,100 79 % 1,132 73 % 2,232 76 %
2006 1,005 80 % 1,269 73 % 2,274 76 %

* The percent (%) reduction in kiln emissions frtme 2003 baseline year (rounded to nearest 1%).

Conclusion

Based on the previous discussions, the proposgdcproould not result in significant adverse
air quality impacts. In fact, the proposed projeould result in an air quality benefit by
imposing an annual cap of 4,670 tons per year of édssions (50 percent of the 2003
emissions baseline) if CPCC chooses the three-Aeeraging option. Of course, CPCC will
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still be required to continue to comply with alhet relevant SCAQMD rules and regulations
that pertain to their cement kilns, which may imiduany or all of the following: prohibitory
rules (Regulation 1V); toxic rules (Regulation XiVINew Source Review (Regulation XllII);
RECLAIM (Regulation XX), and Title V (Regulation X¥). As such, the proposal would not
diminish an existing air quality rule or future cplance requirement, nor conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the applicable air ayatilan. The proposal has no provision that
would cause a violation of any air quality standarddirectly contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation. Since air qualitgpacts from implementing PAR 1112.1 do not
exceed any air quality significance thresholds ({@&hl), air quality impacts are not considered
to be cumulatively considerable as defined in CEQ#idelines §15065(c). Therefore, the
proposed project is not expected to result in auwatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant. As a result, the proposed @cbjis not expected to generate significant
adverse cumulative air quality impacts.

lll.d) CPCC is not expected to expose sensitive recepigubstantial pollutant concentrations
from the implementation of PAR 1112.1 for the fellog reasons: 1) CPCC is an existing
facility that is located in an industrial area;tBgre are no operational CO emission increases
associated with the proposed changes; 3) the CCeotrmations when averaged over a period of
three hours do not exceed the state or federal erhlair quality standards; 4) CPCC'’s
operational data has shown a trend of CO emissiductions over the past four years; and, 5) in
order to use the three-hour averaging provisionCCknust limit annual CO emissions to less
than 50 percent of the 2003 baseline year. Theregignificant adverse air quality impacts to
sensitive receptors are not expected from implemgfmAR 1112.1.

lll.e) Historically, the SCAQMD has enforced odor nuisamomplaints through SCAQMD
Rule 402 - Nuisance. CPCC is not expected to erglajectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people for the following reasons: 1) CP{S an existing facility located in an
industrial area with appropriate controls in plaaeg 2) no changes to the day-to-day operations
of CPCC’s cement kilns are expected that couldeamsincrease in odors beyond their existing
baseline. Therefore, no significant additional rodmpacts are expected to result from
implementing the proposed amendments.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either dyrect [ [ %}

or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, poljcies
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparia [ O %}
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 [ O %}

protected wetlands as defined by 8404 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?

e) Conflicting with any local policies or ordinarsce L L %}
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

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

Significance Criteria

Impacts on biological resources will be consideseghificant if any of the following criteria

apply:

- The project results in a loss of plant communitesanimal habitat considered to be rare,
threatened or endangered by federal, state or &gsaicies.

- The project interferes substantially with the moeeamof any resident or migratory wildlife
species.

- The project adversely affects aquatic communitieeugh construction or operation of the
project.

Discussion

IV. a), b), ¢), & d) PAR 1112.1 will primarily affect the averagingng for the allowable CO
emission standard for cement kilns at the exiSBREC facility by increasing it from 15 minutes
to three hours provided that the overall annualéd@ssions stay below 50 percent of the 2003
baseline. Compliance with PAR 1112.1 will not warsthe current operations at CPCC's
facility or worsen present conditions of plant aammal life. PAR 1112.1 does not require
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acquisition of additional land or further conversoof riparian habitats or sensitive natural
communities where endangered or sensitive speagde found.

Since PAR 1112.1 will not require the installatioinemission control devices and since CPCC
has already installed CEMS to monitor CO and O2seions, no construction activities or
construction of new structures are expected fromlementing the proposed project. The
proposed project would only affect CPCC'’s two erigtcement kilns located at their facility in
Colton, California. This facility is located in amdustrial area, which has already been greatly
disturbed. In general, this area currently doessapport riparian habitat, federally protected
wetlands, or migratory corridors. Additionally, expal status plants, animals, or natural
communities identified in local or regional plamslicies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Viéldliervice are not expected to be found
within close proximity to CPCC. Therefore, the posed project would have no direct or
indirect impacts that could adversely affect plananimal species or the habitats on which they
rely in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.

The current and expected future land use developteeaccommodate population growth is
primarily due to economic considerations or loaalgrnment planning decisions. A conclusion
in the Final Program Environmental Impact ReportR)Efor the 2007 AQMP was that
population growth in the region would have greaigverse effects on plant species and wildlife
dispersal or migration corridors in the basin tfB@AQMD regulatory activities, (e.g., air
quality control measures or regulations). Theenirand expected future land use development
to accommodate population growth is primarily dwe economic considerations or local
government planning decisions.

IV. e) & f) The proposed project is not envisioned to confliith local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources or local, regiomalstate conservation plans because it will only
affect CPCC'’s existing facility located in an inthiel area. For this reason, effects outside the
boundaries of CPCC are not anticipated. Land usk ather planning considerations are
determined by local governments and no land uggamning requirements will be altered by the
proposed project. Additionally, the proposed prbjsill not conflict with any adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community ConservatidanP or any other relevant habitat
conservation plan, and would not create divisiamsany existing communities because all
activities associated with complying with PAR 111 ®ill occur at CPCC'’s existing industrial
facility.

The SCAQMD, as the Lead Agency for the proposegeptpohas found that, when considering
the record as a whole, there is no evidence tlaptbposed project will have potential for any
new adverse effects on wildlife resources or théitae upon which wildlife depends.
Accordingly, based upon the preceding informatitme SCAQMD has, on the basis of
substantial evidence, rebutted the presumptioreéize effect contained in §753.5 (d), Title 14
of the California Code of Regulations. Further, ancordance with this conclusion, the
SCAQMD believes that this proposed project quaifier the no effect determination pursuant
to Fish and Game Code §711.4 (c).
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Based upon these considerations, significant advéislogical resources impacts are not
anticipated and will not be further analyzed instiraft EA. Since no significant adverse
biological resources impacts were identified, ntigation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ O 4|
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ O |

significance of an archaeological resource as
defined in 815064.57?

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

d) Disturb any human remains, including those [ O %}
interred outside a formal cemeteries?

Significance Criteria

Impacts to cultural resources will be considergghisicant if:

- The project results in the disturbance of a sigaiit prehistoric or historic archaeological
site or a property of historic or cultural signéitce to a community or ethnic or social group.

- Unique paleontological resources are present thiaddoe disturbed by construction of the
proposed project.

- The project would disturb human remains.

Discussion

V. a) There are existing laws in place that are desigogatotect and mitigate potential impacts
to cultural resources. Since no construction-eelactivities associated with the implementation
of PAR 1112.1 are expected, no impacts to histbresources are expected to occur as a result
of implementing the proposed project.

V. b), c), & d) Implementation of PAR 1112.1 does not entail emystruction activities such as
installing add-on controls and other associatedpagent to comply with the proposed project.
Further, CPCC has already installed CEMS to mon{@® and O2 emissions. Thus,
implementation of PAR 1112.1 will not require distance of previously disturbed areas at
CPCC. Since no construction-related activities expected, PAR 1112.1 is not expected to
require physical changes to the environment thaldcdisturb paleontological or archaeological
resources. Therefore, the proposed project hag®temtial to cause a substantial adverse change
to a historical or archaeological resource, diyeotl indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
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resource or site or unique geologic feature, otudisany human remains, including those

interred outside a formal cemeteries. Finally,duse the proposed project does not require
construction activities, it is unlikely that theoposed project would disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside formal cemetetigst would require contacting the county

coroner or the Native American Heritage Commissidiie proposed project is, therefore, not

anticipated to result in any activities or promatey programs that could have a significant
adverse impact on cultural resources in the distric

Based upon these considerations, significant advarkural resources impacts are not expected
from implementing PAR 1112.1 and will not be furttessessed in this Draft EA. Since no
significant cultural resources impacts were idédif no mitigation measures are necessary or
required.

Potentially = Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
VI. ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation pfans O O
b) Result in the need for new or substantiallgraid (] (]
power or natural gas utility systems?
c) Create any significant effects on local or oegil L L %}
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? O O %}

Significance Criteria

Impacts to energy and mineral resources will besicimned significant if any of the following

criteria are met:

- The project conflicts with adopted energy conseovgplans or standards.

- The project results in substantial depletion os&mrg energy resource supplies.

- An increase in demand for utilities impacts therent capacities of the electric and natural
gas utilities.

- The project uses non-renewable resources in a fubated/or inefficient manner.

Discussion
VI. a) & e) The proposed project is not subject to any exgstnergy conservation plans.
Further, the proposed project will not require ¢artion activities and the operation activities
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will not change the current energy use at CPCG;,ttihe proposed project will not utilize energy
resources in a wasteful or inefficient manner.

The primary effect of implementing PAR 1112.1 ig tthange in the emission limits, annual
emissions, and allowable averaging times for mé&guCO emissions from cement kilns at
CPCC. As a result, PAR 1112.1 would not conflicthwenergy conservation plans, use non-
renewable resources in a wasteful manner, or restitte need for new or substantially altered
power or natural gas systems. Since PAR 1112.1dxanly affect one existing facility (CPCC),

it will not conflict with adopted energy consenatiplans. Additionally, CPCC is expected to
conserve energy (natural gas) and minimize opeyatosts because they will be expected to
limit operations to comply with the requirementéaluce the year 2003 baseline by 50 percent.

VI. b), ¢) & d. Implementation of PAR 1112.1 will not result the need for new or
substantially altered power or natural gas utsiygtems. Effects of the proposed project on the
electricity capacity are not expected to changmftbe existing setting because the two affected
cement kilns currently operate 24 hours per dayersedays per week. However, CPCC is
expected to conserve energy (natural gas) and nzieiwperating costs because they will be
expected to limit operations to comply with theuegment to reduce the year 2003 baseline by
50 percent. Thus, no significant adverse impaatpeak or base demands for electricity or
natural are anticipated.

Based upon these considerations, significant advienpacts to energy are not expected from
implementation of PAR 1112.1 and will not be evé&tdafurther in this Draft EA. Since no
significant energy impacts were identified, no gation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential subatan O O M
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury
or death involving:
* Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as O O M

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?

O O OO0
O O oOd
N N NN

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the logs
topsoil?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is [ L %}
unstable or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or
offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liuefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in &abl [ L M
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supportieg th [ L %}
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 will be cdesed significant if any of the following

criteria apply:

- Topographic alterations would result in significachanges, disruptions, displacement,
excavation, compaction or over covering of large@ants of soil.

- Unique geological resources (paleontological resssiior unique outcrops) are present that
could be disturbed by the construction of the pssgoproject.

- Exposure of people or structures to major geoldgizards such as earthquake surface
rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction or landslides

- Secondary seismic effects could occur which couldnage facility structures, e.g.,
liquefaction.

- Other geological hazards exist which could advgrsdfect the facility, e.g., landslides,
mudslides.

Discussion

VIl. a) Because southern California is an area of knosisnsc activity, existing facilities are
expected to conform with the Uniform Building Coded all other applicable state and local
building codes. As part of the issuance of budddermits, local jurisdictions are responsible for
assuring that the Uniform Building Code is adhet@céaind can conduct inspections to ensure
compliance. The Uniform Building Code is considkte be a standard safeguard against major
structural failures and loss of life. The basicnfalas used for the Uniform Building Code
seismic design require determination of the seistoiee and site coefficient, which represents
the foundation condition at the site. The UnifoBuilding Code requirements also consider
liquefaction potential and establish stringent rexaents for building foundations in areas
potentially subject to liquefaction.
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Compliance with the proposed CO emission limitPiAR 1112.1 will not expose people to
substantial geological effects greater than whay thre exposed to already at CPCC’s cement
manufacturing facility. Since CPCC has alreadytalbsd CEMS to monitor CO and O2
emissions, compliance with PAR 1112.1 will not reguany physical modifications that would
involve construction activities. Thus, the propbpeoject will not expose people or structures to
risks of loss, injury, or death involving: rupturéan earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking,
ground failure or landslides.

VII. b) Since the primary effect of PAR 1112.1 is a cleimgthe emission limit and averaging
times for CO emissions, which will not require cwastion activities (e.g., grading, trenching,
refilling and repaving), no potential impacts tastixng geophysical conditions are anticipated
and no soil will be disrupted as part of complywigh PAR 1112.1. Therefore, no soil erosion
or loss of topsoil, unstable earth conditions araes in geologic substructures are expected to
occur at CPCC as a result of implementing the megdgroject.

VII. ¢) Since the proposed project will affect CPCC, =istang facility located in an industrial
area, it is expected that the soil types presen€CRECC will not be further susceptible to
expansion or liquefaction as a result of implemen®AR 1112.1. Furthermore, subsidence is
not anticipated to be a problem since no excavagoading, or filling activities are expected
occur at CPCC. Additionally, the site where CPGdocated is not envisioned to be prone to
landslides or have unique geologic features sifREC s located in a relatively flat are which is
zoned as an industrial area.

VII. d) & e) Since PAR 1112.1 will only affect one facility, CE, which is located in an
industrial area, it is expected that people or prgpwill not be exposed to expansive soils or
soils incapable of supporting water disposal. TmWPCC has some degree of existing
wastewater treatment system that will continuedaibed, this system will be unaffected by the
proposed project. Further, a sewer system is abailto handle any wastewater produced and
treated by CPCC. PAR 1112.1 does not require rieliation of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems at CPCC. As a reBAR 1112.1 will not require CPCC'’s
operators to utilize a septic system or alternatvestewater disposal system. Thus, the
proposed project will not adversely affect soilsasated with a septic system or alternative
wastewater disposal system.

Based upon these considerations, significant ggaog soils impacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1112.1 and will not be furtfaalyzed in this Draft EA. Since no
significant geology and soils impacts were ideatifino mitigation measures are necessary or
required.
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Potentially  Less Than
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS

a)

b)

d)

9)

h)

MATERIALS. Would the project:

Create a significant hazard to the public or the [0 (]
environment through the routine transport, use,
disposal of hazardous materials?

Create a significant hazard to the public or the [ O
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset

and accident conditions involving the release of

hazardous materials into the environment?

Emit hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or [ [
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste

within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed

school?

Be located on a site which is included on a list of [ O
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to

Government Code 865962.5 and, as a result,

would create a significant hazard to the public or

the environment?

For a project located within an airport land use [ O
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 hdzar

for people residing or working in the project area?

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

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

Expose people or structures to a significant risk o [ [
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,

including where wildlands are adjacent to

urbanized areas or where residences are

intermixed with wildlands?

No Impact
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

i)  Significantly increased fire hazard in areas with [ (] M
flammable materials?

Significance Criteria

Impacts associated with hazards will be considsiguificant if any of the following occur:

- Non-compliance with any applicable design codesgulation.

- Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Assoaiastandards.

- Non-conformance to regulations or generally acakptdustry practices related to operating
policy and procedures concerning the design, coctstn, security, leak detection, spill
containment or fire protection.

- Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentratignaléo or greater than the Emergency
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels.

Discussion

As previously discussed in the “Air Quality” sectjdhe change in averaging time for complying
with the 2,000 ppm CO emission limit for cementnkilat a Portland cement manufacturing
facility has no potential to create new health ndga The changes would merely establish
annual CO limits and change averaging times atldewhich would allow the continued
operation of the existing Portland cement manufagjufacility. There would be no change in
the existing Portland cement manufacturing opematio comply with the requirements in PAR
1112.1.

VIll.a) Since PAR 1112.1 proposes to change averaging fomthe allowable CO emission
limit and impose an annual cap for cement kilnss issumed that there will be no increase in
potential truck trips in response to PAR 1112 tmplementation of PAR 1112.1 is not expected
to increase any existing hazard that the routinasport, use, or disposal of Portland cement
manufacturing materials used may have or lead r@asonably foreseeable accident involving
the release of hazardous air pollutants into tver@emment.

VIIL.b) & i) Since the Portland cement manufacturing activiiesur at CPCC, which is an
existing industrial facility, existing emergencyaphing is anticipated to adequately minimize the
risk associated with materials used in the cememtufacturing process. PAR 1112.1 would not
change the type or quantity of materials used toufature Portland cement at the existing
facility. In general, businesses are requirecefort increases in the storage or use of flammable
and otherwise hazardous materials to local fireadegents. Local fire departments ensure that
adequate permit conditions are in place to pragatnst potential risk of upset.

The Uniform Fire Code and Uniform Building Code s&indards intended to minimize risks
from flammable or otherwise hazardous materialecal jurisdictions are required to adopt the
uniform codes or comparable regulations. Loca figencies require permits for the use or
storage of hazardous materials and permit modificatfor proposed increases in their use.
Permit conditions depend on the type and quanfitthe hazardous materials at the facility.
Permit conditions may include, but are not limited specifications for sprinkler systems,
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electrical systems, ventilation, and containmeithe fire departments make annual business
inspections to ensure compliance with permit coowlt and other appropriate regulations.

Further, all hazardous materials are expected tesbd in compliance with established OSHA or
Cal/OSHA regulations and procedures, including liog adequate ventilation, using

recommended personal protective equipment and ietpthposting appropriate signs and
warnings, and providing adequate worker health safdty training. When taken together, the
above regulations provide comprehensive measuresdtae hazards of explosive or otherwise
hazardous materials. Compliance with these andrddderal, state and local regulations and
proper operation and maintenance of equipment dhensure the potential for explosions or
accidental releases of hazardous materials isigraifisant.

Vill.c), e), & f) In general, the purpose of PAR 1112.1 is to mlevan option to extend the
averaging time for measuring CO emissions provithed an annual CO emissions cap is also
imposed at 50 percent of the annual emissions teghan 2003. By establishing an annual CO
emissions cap for cement kilns operating at CPQ@nately air quality will be improved and
adverse human health impacts related to poor altguvill be reduced. Since the Portland
cement manufacturing activities occur at CPCC astiag industrial facility, implementation of
PAR 1112.1 is not expected to increase or creayenaw hazardous emissions which would
adversely affect existing/proposed schools or pilivate airports located in close proximity to
the affected facility. Accordingly, these impassues are not further evaluated in this Draft EA.

VIll.d) Even if CPCC is designated pursuant to Govern@exte 865962.5 as a large quantity
generator of hazardous waste, it is not anticipttatd complying with PAR 1112.1 will alter in
any way how the affected facility manages theirdndaus wastes and that they will continue to
be managed in accordance with all applicable fédstiate, and local rules and regulations.

VIIl.g) It should be noted that the proposed amendechageno provisions that dictate the use
or affect a change in the use of any specific nadteTherefore, it is not anticipated that PAR
1112.1 would impair implementation of, or physigaihterfere with, an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

In addition, Health and Safety Code 825506 spetificrequires all businesses handling

hazardous materials to submit a business emergesppnse plan to assist local administering
agencies in the emergency release or threatenedseelof a hazardous material. Business
emergency response plans generally require thewioly:

» Identification of individuals who are responsibler fvarious actions, including
reporting, assisting emergency response personde¢stablishing an emergency
response team;

* Procedures to notify the administering agency, a&ppropriate local emergency
rescue personnel, and the California Office of Ejaecy Services;

* Procedures to mitigate a release or threatenedsel®® minimize any potential
harm or damage to persons, property or the envieotym

* Procedures to notify the necessary persons whorespond to an emergency
within the facility;

» Details of evacuation plans and procedures;
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» Descriptions of the emergency equipment availablée facility;
» Identification of local emergency medical assiserand
» Training (initial and refresher) programs for enyges in:
1. The safe handling of hazardous materials usetiéipusiness;
2.  Methods of working with the local public emerggmesponse agencies;
3. The use of emergency response resources unuteoloaf the handler;
4. Other procedures and resources that will inergasblic safety and
prevent or mitigate a release of hazardous magerial

In general, every county or city and all facilitiesing a minimum amount of hazardous materials
are required to formulate detailed contingency plém eliminate, or at least minimize, the
possibility and effect of fires, explosion, or $gil In conjunction with the California Office of
Emergency Services, local jurisdictions have embotéinances that set standards for area and
business emergency response plans. These reqotenmelude immediate notification,
mitigation of an actual or threatened release dfaaardous material, and evacuation of the
emergency area. As already noted, the proposgelcpmould not change any existing operating
practices at CPCC that would require modifyinghiisiness emergency response plan.

VIIl.h) PAR 1112.1 affects one facility, CPCC, whichdedted on an existing industrial site in
an urban area where wildlands are not prevalesk,af loss or injury associated with wildland
fires is not expected. Accordingly, this impadus is not further evaluated in this Draft EA.

Based upon these considerations, significant hazamnd hazardous materials impacts are not
expected from the implementation of PAR 1112.1 aiildnot be further analyzed in this Draft
EA. Since no significant hazards and hazardousemadd impacts were identified, no
mitigation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste [l O |
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or [ O M

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-ergti
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 Less Than  No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattar O O M
the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
course of a stream or river, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltatiort on
or offsite?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattar O O M
the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
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
offsite?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would [ L |
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? O O

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazardare [ (]
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area [ L |
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flaws?

i)  Expose people or structures to a significark as L L |

loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or

dam?
j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? O O
k) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the [ (]
applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
[)  Require or result in the construction of new evat O O %}

or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which cdul
cause significant environmental effects?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
m) Require or result in the construction of newrsto O O %}
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
n) Have sufficient water supplies available to serv [ L M

the project from existing entittlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

0) Require in a determination by the wastewater [ O %}
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?

Significance Criteria
Potential impacts on water resources will be cared significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

Water Quality:

- The project will cause degradation or depletiongodund water resources substantially
affecting current or future uses.

- The project will cause the degradation of surfa@dew substantially affecting current or
future uses.

- The project will result in a violation of Nation&lollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements.

- The capacities of existing or proposed wastewagatnent facilities and the sanitary sewer
system are not sufficient to meet the needs optbgect.

- The project results in substantial increases inafrea of impervious surfaces, such that
interference with groundwater recharge efforts egcu

- The project results in alterations to the courskoov of floodwaters.

Water Demand:

- The existing water supply does not have the cap#eitmeet the increased demands of the
project, or the project would use a substantial@amof potable water.

- The project increases demand for water by more fikammillion gallons per day.

Discussion

IX. a), b), f), n) & 0) The primary effect of PAR 1112.1 is an optionaimege in the averaging
times for measuring CO emissions and imposing anuanemission cap for CO, neither of
which will not require construction activities suah the installation of emission control devices.
Thus, PAR 1112.1 will have no direct or indirecipmat on hydrology and water quality because

PAR1112.1 2-24 July 2007



Draft Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

the cement manufacturing process that relatesaadément kilns does not involve the use of
water. Therefore, PAR 1112.1 will not adverselfgeif water resources, water quality standards,
groundwater supplies, water quality degradatiorsteg water supplies or wastewater treatment
facilities.

IX. c), d), & e) The primary effect of PAR 1112.1 is an optionahiege in the averaging times
for measuring CO emissions and imposing an anmagsson cap for CO. Consequently, no
construction activities will be necessary to compigh PAR 1112.1, so watering for fugitive
dust control pursuant to Rule 403 is not necessaBmce PAR 1112.1 does not involve
construction activities, no changes to storm watanoff, drainage patterns, groundwater
characteristics, or flow are expected. Furtheplémentation of PAR 1112.1 will occur at an
existing facility, that is located in an industratea that is paved and the drainage infrastrusture
are already in place. As a result, PAR 1112.1 wilt alter any existing drainage patterns,
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff wiiiar would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems.

IX. g) & h) PAR 1112.1 does not involve construction actgtof any kind, including those
associated with building housing, so it will nosuét in placing housing in a 100-year flood
hazard areas that could create new flood hazartie. proposed project would primarily affect
the averaging time for complying with the CO enussstandard of gray cement kilns at CPCC,
so any flood hazards at this facility would be prthe existing setting.

IX. i) & j) Since the main focus of PAR 1112.1 is to allowhiee-hour averaging time for
complying with the 2,000 ppm CO emission limit foement kilns, no new facilities are
expected to be constructed as part of the proppegdct. Further, CPCC is not located near
any large bodies of water so seiches and tsunamiscd an existing hazard. Moreover, the area
where CPCC is located is relatively flat , so hdgdrom mudflows are not an existing hazard.
Thus, no flood risks or risks from seiches, tsursaar mudflow conditions will result from the
implementation of PAR 1112.1.

IX. k) Because the existing cement kilns subject to RAR2.1 do not utilize water for their
operations, no changes to any existing wastewegatment permits would be necessary. As a
result, the proposed project is not expected tecafCPCC’s ability to comply with existing
wastewater treatment requirements or conditions) femy applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board or local sanitation district.

IX. ) & m) Because the cement kilns subject to PAR 1112.hatoutilize water for their
operations or for their emissions control equipn@nprocesses, no increase in wastewater that
could exceed the capacity of existing stormwatamadige system or require the construction of a
new wastewater or stormwater drainage facility widag expected as a result of complying with
the proposed project.

Based upon these considerations, significant hgdsoland water quality impacts are not
expected from the implementation of PAR 1112.1 waildnot be further analyzed in this Draft
EA. Since no significant hydrology and water qiyalmpacts were identified, no mitigation
measures are necessary or required.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the
project:
a) Physically divide an established community? C C %}
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, pgli C C M

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?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservatio O O %}
or natural community conservation plan?

Significance Criteria
Land use and planning impacts will be consideregicant if the project conflicts with the
land use and zoning designations established Iay jodsdictions.

Discussion

X. a) Since PAR 1112.1 affects cement kilns at an exgdiacility and does not involve any
construction activities such as building new suues$, the proposed project will not create
divisions in any existing communities.

X. b) & ¢) There are no provisions in PAR 1112.1 that walifdct land use plans, policies, or

regulations. Land use and other planning considei are determined by local governments
and no land use or planning requirements will beredl by the proposed project. Further, PAR
1112.1 only affects one existing facility, CPCChelproposed project, however, will not require
any changes to local zoning plans or ordinancgser&ions of the cement kilns at CPCC would
still be expected to comply, and not interfere,hwény applicable land use plans, zoning
ordinances, habitat conservation or natural comtguwainservation plans.

Based upon these considerations, significant las&l and planning impacts are not expected
from the implementation of PAR 1112.1 and will hetfurther analyzed in this Draft EA. Since
no significant land use and planning impacts welentified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact
Xl.  MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known l [ %}
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally- O O %}
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan o
other land use plan?

Significance Criteria

Project-related impacts on mineral resources wdl donsidered significant if any of the

following conditions are met:

- The project would result in the loss of availalilf a known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of theesta

- The proposed project results in the loss of avditalof a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plpecific plan or other land use plan.

Discussion

XlI. a) & b) There are no provisions in PAR 1112.1 that woekllt in the loss of availability of

a known mineral resource of value to the region thiedresidents of the state such as aggregate,
coal, clay, shale, et cetera, or of a locally-int@ot mineral resource recovery site delineated on
a local general plan, specific plan or other lagd plan.

Based upon these considerations, significant mimesaurces impacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1112.1 and will not be furtlamalyzed in this Draft EA. Since no
significant mineral resources impacts were idezdifino mitigation measures are necessary or
required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact
XIll. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise [I O %}
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 [ O %}
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
C) A substantial permanent increase in ambient L[] [ %}
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in L[] [ %}
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land use [l L %}

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?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private O O %}
airship, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Significance Criteria

Impacts on noise will be considered significant if:

- Construction noise levels exceed the local noigsBnances or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceeded, project noise sources incraagdent noise levels by more than three
decibels (dBA) at the site boundary. Construchoise levels will be considered significant
if they exceed federal Occupational Safety and tHe@ldministration (OSHA) noise
standards for workers.

- The proposed project operational noise levels ekeeg of the local noise ordinances at the
site boundary or, if the noise threshold is culyeakceeded, project noise sources increase
ambient noise levels by more than three dBA asiteeboundary.

Discussion

XIl. a), b), ¢), & d) Operation of cement kilns typically results ire theneration of a certain
amount of noise. However, it is expected that CRGRently operates its kilns in compliance
with all existing noise control laws or ordinance&urther, Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) and California-OSHA (Cal/OShhave established noise standards to
protect worker health. Since PAR 1112.1 primasffects the averaging time for measuring
compliance with the 2,000 ppm CO emission limit tivise level is not expected to change as
result of implementing PAR 1112.1. Therefore, iempéntation of PAR 1112.1 will not
generate additional or new noise, excessive graumébvibration, or substantially increase
ambient noise levels beyond existing levels.
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Xll. e) & f) CPCC is not located at a site that is within spaat land use plan, or within two
miles of a public airport; thus, implementationRAR 1112.1 would not expose people residing
or working in the project area to the same degreexcessive noise levels associated with
airplanes. All noise producing equipment must clympith local noise ordinances and
applicable OSHA or Cal/OSHA workplace noise reduttiequirements. Further, no change in
operations to the affected cement kilns will reduim implementing PAR 1112.1 such that
there would be no change to the existing noisengedt CPCC's facility.

Based upon these considerations, significant namspacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1112.1 and are not furthealeated in this Draft EA. Since no
significant noise impacts were identified, no natign measures are necessary or required.

Potentially  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XIll. 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)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing [ O %}
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, O O %}
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Significance Criteria

Impacts of the proposed project on population amasimg will be considered significant if the

following criteria are exceeded:

- The demand for temporary or permanent housing escie existing supply.

- The proposed project produces additional populationsing or employment inconsistent
with adopted plans either in terms of overall antarriocation.

Discussion

Xlll. a), b) & ¢) Human population in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction asticipated to grow
regardless of implementing PAR 1112.1. PAR l1l1JRimarily affects the averaging time for
measuring compliance with the 2,000 ppm CO emisbioit. No component of PAR 1112.1
will require additional employees since no physicaanges (i.e., construction) to the existing
cement kilns will be required. Similarly, additadlnemployees would not be required during
operation because the proposed project will hatle kffect on the current or future day-to-day
operations of the kilns. District population wilbt be affected directly or indirectly as a resiilt
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adopting and implementing PAR 1112.1. Further, PAR2.1 will not indirectly induce growth

in the area of CPCC'’s facility. The constructiohsingle- or multiple-family housing units
would not be required as a result of implementhmg pgroposed project since no new employees
will be required at CPCC. The proposed project mot require relocation of the cement kilns or
the CPCC facility, so existing housing or populatian the district are not anticipated to be
displaced necessitating the construction of rephece housing elsewhere. As a result, the
proposed project is not anticipated to generate sagwyificant adverse effects, either direct or
indirect, on population growth in the district aygulation distribution.

Based upon these considerations, significant ptipaland housing impacts are not expected
from the implementation of PAR 1112.1 and are ndhkr evaluated in this Draft EA. Since no
significant population and housing impacts weraidied, no mitigation measures are necessary
or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact
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?

b) Police protection?

c) Schools?

d) Parks?

e) Other public facilities?

OooooOonO
OooooOonO
NNRNNFN

Significance Criteria

Impacts on public services will be considered gigant if the project results in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the pmvisof new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or the need for new or gbglly altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant eammental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response time or ogréonmance objectives.

Discussion

XIV. a) & b) Although CPCC would be able to adjust the CO siois averaging time as a

result of PAR 1112.1, if adopted, the overall antooinCO emissions generated over current
levels is not expected to change to the extent wwild increase the chances for fires or
explosions. Furthermore, additional inspectionSCRICC that would be associated with the
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change to the CO emissions requirements by citidiogi departments or local fire departments
are not expected. Finally, PAR 1112.1 is not etgze¢o have any adverse effects on local
police departments because enforcement of thewilllbe the responsibility of the SCAQMD.

Further, PAR 1112.1 will not require the use oftatyuhazardous materials to comply with the
proposed requirements. As a result, no new fieatus or increased use of hazardous materials
would be introduced at CPCC that would require gmecy responders such as police or fire
departments. Thus, no new demands for fire ocpgirotection are expected from PAR 1112.1
since the proposed rule amendments will not reqawmastruction activities such as the
installation of emission control devices.

XIV. c) & d) As noted in the “Population and Housing” discassiimplementation of the
proposed project will not require new employees ¢onstruction because no construction
activities would be necessary to comply with thepmsed CO emission limits in PAR 1112.1.
Similarly, no new employees will be required to main operation of the existing kilns. As a
result, PAR 1112.1 will have no direct or indireftects on population growth in the district.
Therefore, there will be no increase in local pagioh and thus no impacts are expected to local
schools or parks.

XIV. e) The proposed project provides an option to iregethe averaging time allowed for
measuring the quantity of CO emissions from theargmiilns at CPCC'’s facility provided that
the facility take an annual CO emissions cap apéftent of their 2003 reported emissions.
Because the proposed project does not involve artgtn activities that would require new or
altered permits, besides altering permit conditimgch would be handled by SCAQMD staff,
implementation of PAR 1112.1 will not trigger a defor additional government services.
Further, the proposed project would not result he nheed for new or physically altered
government facilities in order to maintain accefgakervice ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives. There will be no increms@opulation and, therefore, no need for
physically altered government facilities.

Based upon these considerations, significant pudgigices impacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1112.1 and are not furthealeated in this Draft EA. Since no
significant public services impacts were identifiegb mitigation measures are necessary or
required.

Potentially  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

XV. RECREATION.

a) Would the project increase the use of existing [ O %}
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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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

b) Does the project include recreational facilitees [ [ M
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Significance Criteria

Impacts to recreation will be considered significi&n

- The project results in an increased demand forhbeidhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities.

- The project adversely effects existing recreatiamgdortunities.

Discussion

XV. a) & b) As previously discussed under “Land Use,” theeere provisions in PAR 1112.1
that would affect land use plans, policies, or fagons. Land use and other planning
considerations are determined by local governmeridand use or planning requirements will
be altered by the proposed project. Further, implgation of PAR 1112.1 would not increase
the use of existing neighborhood and regional parksther recreational facilities or include
recreational facilities or require the construct@mrexpansion of recreational facilities that might
have an adverse physical effect on the environinecduse the proposed project is not expected
to induce population growth.

Based upon these considerations, significant reoreampacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1112.1 and are not furthealeated in this Draft EA. Since no
significant recreation impacts were identified, mitigation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XVI. SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE. Would the
project:
a) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permdte O O %}
capacity to accommodate the project's solid
waste disposal needs?
b) Comply with federal, state, and local statuted a O O %}

regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?

Significance Criteria
The proposed project impacts on solid/hazardousewadl be considered significant if the
following occurs:

PAR1112.1 2-32 July 2007



Draft Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

- The generation and disposal of hazardous and noardh@us waste exceeds the capacity of
designated landfills.

Discussion

XVI. a) The proposed amendments would merely allow fap@onal change to the averaging
time for measuring CO emissions instead of theirmagCO requirements in Rule 407 (a)(1). As
a result, no change in the amount or characteolaf er hazardous waste streams is expected to
occur. Since PAR 1112.1 will not require any camgion activities or installation of emission
control devices, implementation of the proposedeatowill not change the affected facilities’
current solid waste disposal needs.

XVI. b) Implementing PAR 1112.1 is not expected to hindeamy way CPCC'’s ability to
comply with existing federal, state, and local dagans related to solid and hazardous wastes.
Consequently, it is anticipated that CPCC owneraipe would continue to comply with
federal, state, and local statutes and regulatieladed to solid and hazardous waste handling
and disposal.

Based upon these considerations, PAR 1112.1 isxpscted to increase the volume of solid or
hazardous wastes that cannot be handled by existungicipal or hazardous waste disposal
facilities, or require additional waste disposgpaaty. Further, implementing PAR 1112.1 is
not expected to interfere with CPCC'’s ability tarquy with applicable local, state, or federal
waste disposal regulations. Since no solid/hazerdeaste impacts were identified, no
mitigation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the
project:
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substhintia L L %}

relation to the existing traffic load and capaaty
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)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a [0 O %}
level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, inchgdi [ [ %}
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
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Potentially  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design [l L %}
feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment)?

e) Resultininadequate emergency access or? O O
f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? O O
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or pragsa O O

supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Significance Criteria

Impacts on transportation/traffic will be considgsegnificant if any of the following criteria

apply:

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

- Anintersection’s volume to capacity ratio increbged.02 (two percent) or more when the
LOS is already D, E or F.

- A major roadway is closed to all through traffiodano alternate route is available.

- There is an increase in traffic that is substamiaklation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system.

- The demand for parking facilities is substantiatigreased.

- Water borne, rail car or air traffic is substanyialltered.

- Traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists odestrians are substantially increased.

- The need for more than 350 employees

- Anincrease in heavy-duty transport truck trafbcand/or from the facility by more than 350
truck round trips per day

- Increase customer traffic by more than 700 vis#isday.

Discussion

XVIl. a), b) & f) As noted in the “Discussion” sections of other iemwwmental topics,
compliance with PAR 1112.1 is not expected to negoonstruction activities or the installation
of control equipment. Since implementation of PARL2.1 will not require the installation of
emission control devices, PAR 1112.1 will not regquadditional deliveries of equipment or
other construction materials or transport for cardion workers. Since PAR 1112.1 will
provide an option that would allow an increaseha averaging time for complying with the
2,000 ppm CO emission limit to three hours, theknforce at CPCC is not expected to change
so there will be no potential for new employee-tearips.

XVII. ¢) CPCC is not located within an airport land ussnpdr, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport orgtia use airport. Thus, any actions that would
be taken to comply with the proposed project areexpected to influence or affect air traffic
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patterns or navigable air space. Thus, PAR 11&dld not result in a change in air traffic
patterns including an increase in traffic levelsaocthange in location that results in substantial
safety risks.

XVIl. d) & e) Since PAR 1112.1 will not require constructiontioe installation of emission
control devices, the proposed project would notstadtially change the way the cement kilns
will operate. Further, the proposed project doesinvolve construction of any roadways or
other transportation design features, so theredvoelno change to current roadway designs that
could increase traffic hazards. The siting of CHEConsistent with surrounding land uses and
traffic/circulation in the surrounding areas of tbement manufacturing facility. Thus, the
proposed project is not expected to substantialtyease traffic hazards or create incompatible
uses at or adjacent to CPCC. Emergency accesBGEL @ not expected to be impacted by the
proposed project and CPCC is expected to contimumeaintain their existing emergency access
gates. Since PAR 1112.1 does not involve any oactgtin activities, the proposed project is not
expected to alter the existing long-term circulatipatterns. The proposed project is not
expected to require a modification to circulatidhus, no long-term impacts on the traffic
circulation system are expected to occur

XVII. g) CPCC would still be expected to comply with, amd imnterfere with adopted policies,
plans, or programs supporting alternative transpiort (e.g. bicycles or buses). Since PAR
1112.1 will not require any construction such as itfistallation of emission control devices,
PAR 1112.1 will not hinder compliance with any apgble alternative transportation plans or
policies.

Based upon these considerations, PAR 1112.1 iexypécted to generate significant adverse
transportation/traffic impacts and, therefore, tbhgic will not be considered further in this Draft
EA. Since no significant transportation/trafficpacts were identified, no mitigation measures
are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.
a) Does the project have the potential to degrede t [ [ %}

quality of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, caudesh

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?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
b) Does the project have impacts that are [ L M
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 enirr
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)

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

Discussion

XVIIl. a) As discussed in the “Biological Resources” setGtiBAR 1112.1 is not expected to
significantly adversely affect plant or animal spscor the habitat on which they rely because
the two existing cement kilns are located entir@ithin the boundaries of CPCC’s cement
manufacturing facility which is in an industrialear that has already been greatly disturbed and
that currently does not support any species of @wnor the habitat on which they rely. PAR
1112.1 is not expected to reduce or eliminate dagtr animal species or destroy prehistoric
records of the past. The CPCC site is an exidtedity, which has been previously graded,
such that PAR 1112.1 is not expected to extendantaronmentally sensitive areas.

XVIIl. b) Based on the foregoing analyses, since PAR 11dMlInot result in significant
adverse project-specific environmental impacts ot expected to cause cumulative impacts in
conjunction with other projects that may occur aonently with or subsequent to the proposed
project. Furthermore, potential adverse impaatsnfimplementing PAR 1112.1 will not be
"cumulatively considerable" because there are rasts and there will be no contribution to a
significant cumulative impact caused by other mtgethat would exist in absence of the
proposed project. Therefore, there is no poterfal significant adverse cumulative or
cumulatively considerable impacts to be generayeithd proposed project.

XVIIl. c) Based on the foregoing analyses, PAR 1112.1 iexj¢cted to cause adverse effects
on human beings. Significant adverse air qualitypacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1112.1. As a result of tmepmsed amendments to PAR 1112.1, the
direct impact to the cement kilns could be an amiancrease in the averaging time measured
for complying with the 2,000 ppm CO emission limpibvided that CPCC takes an annual CO
emissions cap for the kilns at 50 percent of tB8D3 reported emission levels. As discussed in
the “Air Quality” section, despite this increaseawveraging time, there will be no increase in the
overall CO emissions from these kilns. No othé&eda pollutants are affected by the proposal.
No impacts to aesthetics, agricultural resourcedotical resources, cultural resources, energy,
geology and soils, hazards and hazardous mateligidrology and water quality, land
use/planning, solid/hazardous waste, mineral regsyumoise, population and housing, public
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services, recreation, and transportation/traffee expected as a result of the implementation of
PAR 1112.1. Therefore, these environmental topiitisnot be further analyzed in this Draft
EA.

As previously discussed in items | through XVIhetproposed project has no potential to cause
significant adverse environmental effects.
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