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April 14, 2004

Mr. Andres L. Soto

City of Colton

Community Development Department

659 North La Cadena Drive

Colton, CA 92324

Dear Mr. Soto:

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for

Pacific Rail Metal Shredding Operation: Colton

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 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 SCAQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report.  The SCAQMD would be happy to work with the Lead Agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise.  Please contact Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air Quality 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

SS: CB

SBCO40220-01

Control Number

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for

Pacific Rail Metal Shredding Operation: Colton

1. Construction Emissions:
Table 5.1-3 on page 5.1-14 of the DEIR and Table 3-8 on page 14 of Appendix C both show estimated maximum daily construction emissions.  The tables, however, show discrepancies.  For example, CO emissions are higher in Appendix C for site grading (29.7 lbs./day), excavation (43.9 lbs./day) and equipment installation (38.5 lbs./day) than in the DEIR.  Further, NOX emissions for equipment installation in the DEIR show 42 pounds per day compared with 29.4 pounds per day in Appendix C.  These discrepancies are reflected in the daily maximum totals as well.  Staff attempt to recalculate the emissions showed that the emissions were generally lower and closer to Table 5.1-3 in the DEIR than those in Table 3-8 in Appendix C.  Please explain the discrepancies in the two sets of tables in the Final EIR.

2. Operational Emissions:
Table 3-16 on page 21 of Appendix C shows maximum emissions from both the metal shredding and transloading operations.  Table 3-17 also on page 21 of Appendix C shows maximum emissions from transloading operations only.   To facilitate review of net emissions resulting from the relocation, it would be helpful if the lead agency included also a table showing total daily emissions from metal shredding only.  Another reason to include this information is that it is included as part of the ISCST3 modeling analysis to analyze localized air quality impacts from the project to nearby sensitive receptors in Colton.

3. Locomotive and Motor Vehicle Emissions:
Sources that represent train and vehicle source movement to and from the facility are not included in the air dispersion model.  Truck movement should extend to the freeways, and train movement should extend at least one mile from the facility site.  Sources that represent movement to and from the facility need to be added to the air dispersion model.

4. Modeling Daily Maximum Operational Emissions:
The list of equipment types and number of pieces of equipment modeled using the ISCST3 model for transloading, and included in the materials provided separately to the SCAQMD by the lead agency, do not match the equipment mix in Table 3-10 on page 16 of Appendix C.  As a result, the emission estimates in Table 5.1-6 on page 5.1-17 are inconsistent with the modeling results provided separately to the SCAQMD by the lead agency.  Please correct this discrepancy in the Final EIR.
5. Variable Emission factors:

Variable emission factors by hour-of-day were used to ratio the emissions by the number of equipment and fraction of hours operated.  The variable emission factor ratios were developed based on the fleet mix in Table 3-10 in Appendix C, not on the fleet mix used to develop the emission rate for the ISCST3 model results provided separately to the SCAQMD by the lead agency, as noted in Comment # 4.  Variable emission factors need to be consistent with the fleet mix actually modeled and should be included in the Final EIR.
6. Cancer Risk Models:

PM10 emissions during operational phase of this project were developed from diesel exhaust PM10 from mobile equipment.  Cancer risk for this project is based on the same annual diesel exhaust emissions.   Therefore, it is expected that the model runs for annual PM10 and cancer risk would be identical.  However, the variable emission factors by hour-of-day are not consistent between the annual PM10 and cancer risk model runs.  Please provide an explanation for this discrepancy in the Final EIR.

7. Spatial Area Modeled:
Area emission rates modeled in ISCST3 consist of mass per time per area, specifically grams per second per square meter.  The emission rate was developed from an area of 74,736 square meters.  However, the spatial area modeled is approximately 67,000 square meters.  The spatial area and the area used to develop the emission rates need to be consistent in the final EIR.

8. Release Heights:
In the modeling results provided separately by the lead agency, the release height of the locomotive is 25 meters (82 feet) and the release height of the support equipment is 15 meters (50 feet).  Normally, the release heights for the area sources should reflect the actual stack height of the emissions source.  Stack height of 25 and 15 meters for locomotives and support equipment, respectively, appears to be much too high.  Please document the basis for using 25 and 15 meter heights.  

9. Mitigation Measures:
Although the lead agency has identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce air toxics impacts, e.g., particulate filters, limiting hours of operation, etc., additional measures are available to further reduce air quality impacts.  Use of ultra low sulfur diesel (less than 15 ppm), for example, will allow the particulate filters to operate more efficiently, while further reducing PM10 emissions from the diesel equipment.  Similarly, oxidation catalysts will reduce oxides of nitrogen emissions.
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