	
[image: image1.wmf]
	South Coast
Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-2000  http://www.aqmd.gov


FAXED: JANUARY 5, 2005





January 5, 2005

Hsiao-ching Chen, Ph.D., AICP

County of Los Angeles/Department of Regional Planning

Impact Analysis Section, Room 1348

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed 8.1-acre Clearman’s Village Project at Rosemead Boulevard and Huntington Drive in Unincorporated Los Angeles County – Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document.  The SCAQMD would also like to thank the lead agency for the additional time to submit comments. The following comments are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final EIR.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption 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 Gordon Mize, Air Quality Specialist – CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3302, if you have any questions regarding these comments.





Sincerely,

Steve Smith, Ph.D.





Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
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January 5, 2005
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Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed 8.1-acre Clearman’s Village Project at Rosemead Boulevard and Huntington Drive in Unincorporated Los Angeles County – Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
1. The construction analysis prepared by the lead agency was difficult to evaluate. Although the lead agency used the URBEMIS 20002 model from the California Air Resources Board (CARB), which is recognized by the SCAQMD as an appropriate model for analyzing air quality impacts for land use projects, the model was used in an unorthodox fashion. The lead agency ran the URBEMIS 2002 model three times to calculate construction emissions, once for demolition, once for site grading, and once for construction of the structures. The problem is that the model runs were only used to calculate off-road construction equipment emissions. The lead agency used the correct mix of off-road construction equipment, but the analysis was always presented as part of the site grading phase. This means that both demolition and construction off-road construction equipment emissions were calculated and listed under site grading. The more conventional approach is to run the model once and modify the equipment defaults for each phase to represent the actual mix of construction equipment. Although the approach taken by the lead agency is not necessarily incorrect, it omits the analysis of emissions characteristics of a particular phase as explained in the following comments.

2. As noted in comment #1, the lead agency used the URBEMIS 2002 model only for the purpose of calculating off-road construction equipment emissions. As noted in Table 5 on page 29 (see also Table 6 on page 18 of Appendix C)), each construction phase included on-road mobile sources such as bobtail trucks, water trucks, service trucks, construction worker commute trips, etc. Emissions for these on-road mobile sources were calculated separately. However, equations and emission factors are not provided. The Final EIR should include these two parameters. Further, the appropriate emission factors for on-road mobile sources are EMFAC 2002 emission factors. If other emission factors are used, mobile source emissions should be recalculated using EMFAC 2002 emission factors.

3. As noted in comment #1, the lead agency used the URBEMIS 2002 model to calculate off-road construction equipment demolition emissions in the Phase 2 site grading phase. As a result, the model did not calculate fugitive dust (PM10) from demolition. Demolition emissions were calculated separately on page 28, but the resulting PM10 fugitive dust emissions from demolition were not added to the daily PM10 combustion emissions from demolition equipment. Further, the lead agency compared the demolition PM10 (excluding combustion emissions from the off-road construction equipment) to the significance threshold. The lead agency should instead be comparing total PM10 emissions from all emission sources, including PM10 from demolition and PM10 combustion emissions from off-road construction equipment to the appropriate threshold.
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4. In Volume I in Table 5 on page 29 and in Volume II Appendix C Air Quality Report in the Construction Equipment Table on page 15, the lead agency describes construction equipment as including 330-350 concrete trucks and 50 sand trucks. Volume I Table 6 on page 31 lists 50 concrete trucks as 50 trucks. The lead agency should clarify whether the 50 trucks are concrete trucks or sand trucks.
5. Review of the URBEMIS 2002 output files and Table 6 shows that emissions from the 50 on-road concrete trucks were calculated separately. As noted in comment #2, no equations or reference for the on-road mobile source emission factors are provided. Both of these parameters should be included in the Final EIR. If the lead agency uses on-road mobile source emission factors other than EMFAC 2002, on-road mobile source emissions should be recalculated using EMFAC 2002 emission factors.

6. Table 5 on page 29 shows that the building construction phase includes 350 concrete (sand?) trucks. Although not stated, it is assumed that this number represents 350 concrete truck trips per day. Review of Table 6 on page 31 and Appendix C indicates that daily emissions from the 350 concrete truck trips per day were not calculated. Assuming each concrete truck trip is 20 miles (the same assumption used for the 50 concrete (sand?) truck trips in Table 6 on page 31), it appears that the building construction phase emissions are substantially underestimated. Further, if emissions from the 350 concrete trucks trips are included in the construction phase emissions in Table 6 on page 31, it is likely that the conclusion regarding significance for one or more pollutants would change. It is recommended that the lead agency calculate emissions for the 350 concrete truck trips per day and incorporate the results into the construction phase emissions in Table 6 on page 31.
7. Since the lead agency used the URBEMIS 2002 model to calculate construction phase emissions in the site grading phase, architectural coatings were not calculated by the model, but were calculated separately. Some assumptions regarding how architectural coating emissions were calculated were included in footnote 4 on page 29. However, insufficient information is provided such as over what time frame the anti-graffiti coatings would be applied (one day, two days, etc.). Further, no other information on other types of coatings applied is included. As a result, the SCAQMD was not able to verify architectural coating emissions estimates.
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In the Final EIR, the lead agency should, in addition to footnote number 4 made in Volume I on page 29 and the statement in the narration include in the Final EIR the equations, methodologies and all assumptions used to estimate the architectural coating emissions. 

If the estimate of architectural coating emissions contributes to exceeding the VOC significance threshold of 75 pounds per day, low VOC coatings are available and should be required as a mitigation measure.
8. In Volume 2 of the Draft EIR, the lead agency used a screening analysis based on the CALINE4 model for its Micro-Scale CO Impact Analysis (Table 4 in Appendix C Air Quality Report). SCAQMD staff further confirmed with the lead agency’s consultant that the lead agency used the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) screening analysis but also used EMFAC7F emission factors to perform the CO hotspots analysis. The lead agency should be aware that EMFAC2002 is the only EPA-approved emission factor model for CO hotspots analyses in California (Federal Register, Volume 68, Number 62, April 1, 2003), with the grace period for using EMFAC7F ending June 30, 2003.  Since the emission factors used for CO concentration estimation in the draft EIR are not approved by EPA, SCAQMD recommends that the lead agency remodel CO concentration with EMFAC2002.  EMFAC2002 can be downloaded from the Air Resources Board website at http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/on-road/latest_version.htm .

In addition, the lead agency should include the documentation of the BAAQMND screening analysis used for its Micro-Scale CO Impact Analysis including the printouts of any spreadsheets, calculations, methodologies, etc. in the Final EIR.
9. In Volume II, Appendix C (Air Quality Report) on page 16 with “Activity” and “NOx emissions” inside a table, there is an apparent typo under Grading (no mitigation) 2083 lb/day. In the total NOx figure for grading in Table 6 on page 18, the figure is 208.3 lb/day.

10. Because the construction air quality impacts from the proposed project exceed established daily significance thresholds for oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and may exceed the significance thresholds for other pollutants (see comment #6)), the SCAQMD recommends the following mitigation measures to further reduce impacts from the project, if applicable and feasible:

1) Prohibit truck idling in excess of five minutes consistent with state law.
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2) Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference.

3) Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow.

4) Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to off-peak hour to the extent practicable.

5) Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas.

6) Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on- and off-site.

7) Use electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel generators.

8) Give preferential consideration to contractors who contract for the use of on-road heavy-duty vehicles that use clean fuel; emulsified diesel fuels; equipment that uses low sulfur diesel and is equipped with oxidation catalysts, particulate traps, or other retrofit technologies, etc.

11. In Table 8 (Regional Operational Emissions (lb/day), the operational emission estimates are based on the URBEMIS 2002 output sheets in Volume II Appendix C. Review of the URBEMIS output sheets in Appendix C indicated that information was missing from the Appendix because no trip rate information was provided. The SCAQMD contacted the lead agency’s consultant to obtain a copy of the output sheet omitted from the Draft EIR with the trip rate information. The requested information was subsequently faxed to SCAQMD.
Review of the faxed URBEMIS 2002 output sheet indicates that the lead agency used the regional shopping center land use category to apply to the proposed project. Further, the lead agency appears to have calculated operational mobile source emissions using the model’s default trip generation rate for this land use category, resulting in 2,658.95 total daily trips. This number of trips is used to calculate mobile source emissions. Review of the Traffic section indicates that trip rates were derived using the ITE Trip Generation Manual trip generation rates for retail, restaurant, office and residential land uses. Based on this approach, the net increase in total daily trips for the proposed project was estimated to be 3,476. The lead agency needs to indicate which trip rate is correct in the Final EIR. Further, if the daily trip rate is 3,476, then mobile source emissions calculated for the proposed project are substantially underestimated and need to be recalculated using the higher daily trip rate estimate. The faxed URBEMIS 2002 output sheet showing unmitigated operational emissions information should also be included in the Final EIR.
_1127115454.doc


�












