[image: image1.jpg]


South Coast
Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-2000 ( http://www.aqmd.gov 

FAXED: JANUARY 7, 2004





January 7, 2004
Mr. Ron Young
Pomona Unified School District

State Building Program
800 S. Gary Avenue
Pomona, CA 91766
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Proposed Mission-White K-8 School - Pomona Unified School District
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 into the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Please provide the SCAQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration.  The SCAQMD would be happy to work with the Lead Agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise. Please contact James Koizumi, Air Quality Specialist – CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3234, if you have any questions regarding these comments.





Sincerely,

Steve Smith, Ph.D.





Program Supervisor, CEQA Section





Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment

SS:JK
LAC031209-03
Control Number

1. Appendix C of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for Mission-White K-8 School, dated December 5, 2003 contains a summary of the HRA completed for Mission-White School.  The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for the Proposed School Site at 1020 W. Mission Blvd, Pomona CA 91766, dated August 2003, was provided in a separate attachment to the SCAQMD.  On pages 16 through 23 of the HRA, the lead agency applied exposure adjustment factors to the initial cancer risk estimates for body weights, inhalation rates, reduced student exposure (240 days per year over a nine-year time frame), and reduced adult exposure (240 days over a 40-year time frame).  The adjusted cancer risk estimate was then compared to the Proposition 65 cancer risk threshold of 10 in one million and the lead agency concluded in the draft MND that cancer risks would not be significant.
The SCAQMD HRA protocol, consistent with the OEHHA Guidelines, recommends using a 70-year exposure, but only allows adjustments for workers (i.e., a 46-year adjustment exposure based on working eight hours per day and exposure periods of 240 days per year).  Adjustments for inhalation rates, body weights or exposure periods for sensitive receptors are not recommended by the SCAQMD-approved HRA protocol, which provides a consistent basis for relative comparisons of modeled risks among projects.  The SCAQMD recommends using a 70-year exposure for students and a 46-year exposure for administrative staff.  The SCAQMD considers this protocol for calculating risk to be more health protective of sensitive receptors than the approach used in the draft MND.  Revising the HRA by making changes recommended in this letter may change the conclusions of the HRA.
2. The output file for the air dispersion model output is presented in Appendix C of the HRA.  The model setup option summary of the ISCST3 output file states that stack-tip downwash was not used.  Stack-tip downwash is standard default required by the SCAQMD.  Please correct this parameter in the final HRA.

3. The HRA evaluates the noncarcinogenic health risks of chronic chemical exposures. The analysis includes chronic exposures to the following compounds:  acetone, 2-butoxyethanol, methyl ethyl ketone, stoddard solvent, and VM&P naphtha.  RELs for these compounds have not been identified and adopted by OEHHA so the lead agency has developed its own RELs using a tiered methodology which includes values obtained or estimated from data provided by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), OEHHA, American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH), and the Department of Health and Human Services, National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health Services (NIOSH).  Although the lead agency uses non-OEHHA-approved RELs for these compounds, deriving RELs for these compounds provides a more conservative analysis than omitting them from the analysis altogether because of the lack of RELs.  It is recommended that the HRA more clearly identify those compounds analyzed that do not have OEHHA-approved RELs, where the above-described tiered methodology is used.

4. On pages 17 and 21 of the HRA, gasoline vapor URFs and RELs included in Tables 2 and 3 are outdated.  It is recommended that the lead agency use the most current factors for the speciated gasoline components presented ARB Organic Gas Speciation Profiles (http://www.arb.ca.gov/emisinv/speciate/ORGPROF_11_19_02.xls) or the CAPCOA’s “Gasoline Service Station Industrywide Assessment Guidelines,” CAPCOA, 1997 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/ab2588/rrap-iwra/gasiwra.pdf).  It is recommended that the risk results in the HRA and Final MND be revised to reflect the above updated information.
5. Based on the preceding comments, it is recommended that the HRA be revised to provide a more accurate estimate of risk from the community to the Mission-White K-8 School.
