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320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Additional Environmental Information to the Draft Environmental

Impact Report for the Soledad Canyon Sand and

Gravel Mining Project.  SCH No. 91111066

August 2000

Dear Dr. Koutnik:

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document.  The following comments are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated in the Final Environmental Impact Report.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report.  The AQMD would be happy to work with the Lead Agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise.  Please contact Dr. Charles Blankson, Transportation Specialist – CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor, CEQA Section

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment
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Additional Environmental Information to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Soledad Canyon Sand and Gravel Mining Project

1. Emission Factors:
It is not clear what emission factors were used in generating Table 3.1.7-3 on page 3-24 of the DEIR.  On page 3-23, 4th paragraph, line 3, it is indicated that the emissions calculations have been revised using new emission factors from the “current version of AP-42”.  Note that there are four AP-42 reports: Volume I and Volume II, 1985 and 1991, a third report January 1991 Supplement A to the Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors, Volume II, and the 1995 Volume I.  To avoid confusion, please indicate in the final report that the emission factors were taken from the 1995 Volume I edition.

2. ISCST3:
In the fifth paragraph on page 3-22 of the DEIR, it is stated that the most current accepted version of the Industrial Source Complex Short Term (ISCST3) was used to model emissions from on-site operations.  Please note that version 99155 is not the most current version.  The most current version is version 00101.  Please revise the air quality modeling analysis using the most current version of ISCST3.

3. Air Quality Modeling:

In the discussion on air quality modeling from page 3-34 of the DEIR, reference is made to the results presented in Appendix B.  To facilitate the review of the air quality analysis by the public, the specific tables showing the project’s NO2 and PM10 impacts should be presented in the text in addition to the comprehensive tables that are shown in the appendix.  It is recommended that Tables 4.1-1 and 5.2-1 also be included in the main body of the revised EIR.  

4. Current NO2 Data:
Relative to Table 3.1.7-2 on page 3-21, please note that the 1999 NO2 data are available for use.  Please see attachment. 

5. EPA/CARB Certified Engines:
Mitigation measure AQ 4 proposes the use of EPA/CARB certified engines in mining equipment to reduce project emissions.  The lead agency needs to specifically identify those pieces of equipment that will be EPA/CARB-certified.  Further, since heavy-duty on- and off-road equipment have a life cycle of greater than or equal to 10 years, to implement this mitigation measure, the lead agency needs to provide more detail regarding how it proposes to ensure that lower polluting EPA/CARB-certified equipment will be used at the site instead of older higher polluting equipment.

6. Diesel Exhaust Emissions:
On page 3-26 of the DEIR, the lead agency states that there is no CEQA significance threshold specifically for diesel exhaust particulate emissions from mobile sources.  Since diesel particulates are considered carcinogenic, the SCAQMD recommends using the cancer risk threshold identified in Chapter 6 of the AQMD’s CEQA Handbook of 10 x 10-6 (i.e. 10 in one million or one in one hundred thousand).  This air toxic significance threshold is consistent with the Proposition 65 threshold used by the lead agency.

7. Mitigation Measure AQ 1a:
Mitigation measure AQ1a, submeasure 5 on page 3-28 should specify low sulfur diesel fuel less than or equal to 15 ppm.  Using diesel with a higher sulfur content may poison the particulate filters required as part of new mitigation measure AQ5, thus eliminating the particulate emission reduction efficiency claimed for the particulate filters.  It is recommended that the use of the low sulfur diesel fuel be applied to all heavy-duty equipment to be used on site. 

8. Mitigation Measure AQ2:
Mitigation measure AQ2, submeasure 3 on page 3-30 proposes broom-truck sweeping of paved roads to control the fugitive dust kicked up by the vehicles’ tires.  Although the project proponent is not subject to Rule 1186 – PM10 Emissions From Paved and Unpaved Roads, and Livestock Operations, the lead agency should consider requiring the project proponent to use Rule 1186-certified streetsweepers.  Similarly, the lead agency should consider requiring alternative fuel streetsweepers if they are available for this particular application pursuant  to Rule 1186.1 – Less-Polluting Sweepers.  If alternative fuel streetsweepers are not available for this particular application, the lead agency should consider requiring particulate filters on streetsweepers in conjunction with using low sulfur diesel fuel.

9. Mitigation Measure AQ2:
Mitigation measure AQ2, submeasure 4g on page 3-31, regarding installing covers on trucks to keep transported materials from flying off trucks, is confusing.  The mitigation measure states that loaded trucks shall be covered.  On the other hand the mitigation measure also allows uncovered loads if the freeboard is six inches.  Although Section 23114(a) of the California Vehicle Code allows transport vehicles to transport uncovered loads as long as there is a freeboard of six inches, the SCAQMD recommends that, where feasible, all loads be covered in order to reduce potential PM10 emissions to a minimum.  Therefore, mitigation measure AQ2, submeasure 4g should be modified as follows: “covers to keep transported materials from blowing, wherever feasible”.      

10. Mitigation Measure AQ2:
Item No. 5 on page 3-31 states that fugitive dust from the North Fines Storage Area will be controlled in excess of 50 percent using water spray.  The lead agency should provide more detail regarding this mitigation measure.  For example, to achieve a control efficiency of greater than 50 percent will likely require water spray at least three times per day.

11. Mitigation Measure AQ2:
In the third paragraph on page 3-30, it is stated that for the “unpaved roads, mitigation includes regular application of a chemical dust suppressant with a demonstrated control efficiency in excess of 80 percent.”  Again on page 3-31 it is stated that “inactive areas will be controlled by dust suppressants with an efficiency in excess of 80 percent.”  Please provide more information about the particular chemical dust suppressants that will be used since some of these chemical suppressants may be toxic.  Please note that according to SCAQMD Rule 403 (c)5, chemical stabilizers “mean any-non-toxic chemical dust suppressant which must not be used if prohibited for use by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards, the California Air Resources Board, the U.S. Environmental protection Agency (U.S.EPA), or any applicable law, rule or regulation.”

12. Mitigation Measure AQ3:
On page 3-29, the product conveyor system is described as including the use of “covered transfer points”, with water or surfactant spray.  In order to further reduce PM10 emissions, the lead agency proposes on pages 3-25 and 3-31 to use a “semi-stationary ‘fines’ conveyor system to move fines from the mobile crusher, located in the active mining area, directly to the North Fines Storage Area (NFSA).  AQMD staff proposes that to ensure maximum reduction of PM10 emissions, the lead agency should consider requiring a mist system at strategic points, e.g., the hopper, to maintain a high moisture content to further reduce visible fugitive dust emissions.  In addition, side panels should be placed along the conveyor belts as a “wind break”.  

13. Construction and Operational Emissions:
Appendix A in the DEIR presents six tables showing project emissions.  Table E2-3 shows construction emissions but does not indicate whether these emissions are with or without mitigation.  For operations, it  is stated that the heavy equipment emissions for both phases are post-mitigation emissions.  For haul trucks and employee trips, however, it is not shown whether the emissions are with or without mitigation.  For clarity, please present two sets of tables in the final EIR, one showing pre mitigation and the other showing post mitigation emissions.   

