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The South Coast Air Quality Management District f&&IMD) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned d@min the initial study for the
proposed project, the lead agency disregards theusions in the Air Quality
Assessment that air quality impacts during botrstraigtion and operation are
significant. As a result, the proposed project doasqualify for a negative declaration.
Instead, an environmental impact report shouldrbpared for the proposed project and
circulated for public review.

Please provide the SCAQMD with written responsealtoomments contained herein
prior to the adoption of the Final Negative Dediara The SCAQMD staff would be
happy to work with the Lead Agency to address tliesges and any other questions that
may arise. Please contact Gordon Mize, Air Qudpgcialist — CEQA Section, at (909)
396-3302, if you have any questions regarding tcesaments.

Sincerely,
Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
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Environmental Assessment

1. In the environmental checklist prepared for theppsed project, the lead agency
concludes that air quality impacts from the proplgseject will not be significant
based on the results of the air quality analysthénattached Air Quality Assessment.
The Air Quality Assessment clearly demonstratestibéh construction and
operation air quality impacts are significant. Rert based on the fact that
construction and operation emissions exceed thkcapfe significance thresholds
recommended by the SCAQMD, it is irresponsiblehef iead agency’s consultant to
make a recommendation that the proposed projechuatiigenerate unavoidable
adverse impacts (page 20) because, “The SCAQMBlibtds are set at an
extremely low level,...” There are a number of othrerblems with the Air Quality
Assessment as explained in detail in the follondogiments.

2. On page 9 of the Air Quality Assessment, the legghay’s consultant states, “For
the proposed project, 1,627 pounds per day of PMé&mot significant when
compared with the total annual of 416 tons perafgyarticulate matter currently
released in the whole South Coast Air Basin (SCAB).King County Farm Bureau
v. City of Hanford (&' Dist. 1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692 [270 Cal.Rptr.6%b¢ court
specifically stated that this method of charactegair quality impacts is
inappropriate, stating, “[tlhe EIR’s analysis uffes magnitude of the current ozone
problem in the air basin in order to trivialize f{hwject’s impact.” The above
statement from the Air Quality Assessment shouldddeted, especially in light of
the fact that the document states in the same gagoilag‘The PM10 emissions
generated by the proposed project are projectbd tgreater than this threshold [150
pounds per day], and therefore, are considered ggmificant.”

Air Quality Assessment- Construction Impacts

3. In the Air Quality Assessment, the lead agencyesttitat off-road construction
vehicles emissions were estimated using data frensCAQMD CEQA Air Quality
Handbook (Handbook) and lists emission estimatdisarconstruction emissions
portion of the worksheets. The lead agency didm@ude the actual emission
factors, load factors, etc., in those calculatimrksheets. This information should be
included as supporting documentation in the FiralmBA.
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Air Quality Assessment — Construction Impacts, cont

4. On page 10 of the Air Quality Assessment, the Egehcy has estimated that total
peak daily NOx and PM10 emissions from construcéignipment to be 1,649
pounds per day of NOx and 203 pounds per day ofRdceeding the SCAQMD’s
recommended daily NOx significance threshold of @60nds per day and the PM10
significance threshold of 150 pounds per day ferstaction. At the bottom of page
10, the Air Quality Assessment concludes, “Noté tha pollutant emissions,
specifically NOx and PM10, are greater than thenigant Emission Thresholds
established by the SCAQMD in the CEQA Air Qualitardibook, and therefore, the
project construction emissions are considered fsgnit.” The lead agency
disregards this conclusion in the environmentatkhst.

5. A substantial problem is that the construction gsialfocuses only on site
preparation. There is no analysis of the buildiogstruction phase. Given that the
proposed project consists of 2,363,860 squareofdatildings, building construction
impacts could possibly exceed site preparation atgpdn particular, there is no
analysis of VOC emissions from coatings used tatgae buildings. Architectural
coating emissions from a project of this size cauldstantially exceed the SCAQMD
VOC significance threshold of 75 pounds per day.

6. On page 14, the lead agency has also estimateddomgpeak daily CO, VOC, NOx
and SOx emissions from operational sources to®@kE95ounds per day for CO, 316
pounds per day for VOC, 356 pounds per day for NiDxl, 308 pounds per day for
SOx, exceeding the SCAQMD daily CO significance#mold of 550 pounds per
day, VOC significance threshold of 55 pounds pegr, 88Dx significance threshold of
55 pounds per day and the SOx significance thrdstfol 50 pounds per day. At the
bottom of page 14, the Air Quality Assessment aaahes, “Table 8 shows that the
total project emissions are above the SCAQMD tholkelshfor CO, ROG, NOx and
SOx. Since the project emissions are above théfisigmce thresholds, the project
will result in a significant regional air qualitynpacts [sic].” The lead agency
disregards this conclusion in the environmentatkhst.
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Air Quality Assessment — Operational Emissions Caldation Worksheets

7. The lead agency estimated operational vehicle émnissising the EMFAC2002
emission factors and provided the number of daipst(35,228) and total vehicle
miles traveled (468,532). In the Final ND/EA, itwd assist the public review if the
lead agency would include the actual EMFAC 2002 ehedhission factors and the
breakdown of the fleet used to generate mobilecgoemissions, of the source of the
fleet mix.

Health Risk Assessment

8. The Centerpointe Business Park Diesel Particula@th Risk Assessment estimates
the risk generated from the proposed project. &yep 4 through 6, emission factor
development is described. The text states thattimg emission factor was
developed from the five mile per hour emissiondadbecause that is the lowest
speed for which EMFAC2002 will generate an emis$amtor. EMFAC2002 will
generate an idling emission factor in grams per den a zero is placed entered
into as a vehicle speed. The final HRA used tpeuphe CEQA document should
use the emission factor estimated by EMFAC2002.

9. The HRA should present enough information for #eder to reproduce the analysis.
Diesel particulate emission factors are presente@iable 1 of the HRA. The report
does not detail what vehicle classes were useduelop the emission factors
presented in Table 1. The emission factors predemie lower than the heavy-duty
diesel emissions factors estimated by EMFAC2002. adgency should use the higher
emission factor or explain why the lower factor waed. The final HRA used to
support the CEQA document should include the EMF@@20output file and detail
the development of the emission factors (e.g. whdticle classes were used to
develop the emission factors).

10. Sensitive receptors were represented by 14 disaegptors in HARP. Receptor
placement should follow the SCAQMD Health Risk Asssaent Guidance for
Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesdihigl Emissions for CEQA Air
Quality Analysis (HRA Guidance) dated August 20@8ijch can be found on the
SCAQMD website at http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handibaaibile toxic/mobile_
toxic.html. The HRA Guidance states:
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HRA, cont.

“The receptor grid should begin at the facilityderline or transportation
right-of-way and extend to an adequate distanga fie site to cover the
facility’s impact area. The peak annual DPM coriadions should be
identified using 100-meter receptor grid. A mapwimg the emission
sources and the receptor grid with actual coordmated in the modeling
should be provided. Discrete receptors should lad¢slocated at sensitive
receptors (e.g., schools, day-care centers, htspata.) in the impact area
(i.e., the area where impacts are greater tharadmiilion).”

Exhibit 1 is a map of the discrete receptors; havei does not show the
location of the sources on the map. The highdshated carcinogenic risk
occurs at receptor D1. Since no receptors werdeddcsouth D1, it is not clear if
the D1 is actually the highest cancinogenic riskmy the highest risk for any of
the 14 discrete receptors. Receptor grids wouliiyvine location of the highest
risk.

The final HRA used to support the CEQA documenusthéollow the HRA
Guidance for receptor placement (i.e., includedgireceptors in addition to
discrete receptors).

11.0n page 13 of the HRA the chronic noncarcinogerizand index (HI chronic) is
estimated by dividing the peak 24-hour DPM conedidn by the chronic inhalation
reference exposure level (REL chronic). This eomect. HI chronic is estimated by
dividing the annual DPM concentration by REL chmoniTherefore, based on the
analysis presented in the HRA, HI chronic shoul®®25. The final HRA used to
support the CEQA document should include this aioa.

12. SCAQMD HRA Guidance also requests a cancer rispléetb map showing risk
contours of 1, 10, and 25 in a million should beluded in the impact assessment.
The final HRA should include a cancer risk isoplethp as described above.
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Mitigation Measures

13.0n page 16 of the environmental checklist, the Egehcy lists fugitive dust
mitigation measures citing compliance with AQMD &dl03 - Fugitive Dust.
Complying with a rule, regulation, law, etc., shibubt be considered as mitigation if
it is required. Instead, the effects of complyinghwva rule, e.g., Rule 403 should be
part of the project description and incorporated the project-specific impact
calculations.

14.Because the short-term (construction) air qualitgacts from the proposed project
are estimated to exceed established daily signiféeahresholds for NCand PM10,
and potentially for volatile VOCs, the SCAQMD recamr@nds that the lead agency
consider modifying the following mitigation meassiiand adding additional
mitigation measures to further reduce constructiomjuality impacts from the
project, if applicable and feasible. The lead agestould also review the mitigation
measures in Section 3.(a. through c.) Air Quatityhie Environmental Assessment
(EA) to ensure that all measures included in thei&nmental are consistent with the
measures listed in Section 3.0 of the Air Qualigséssment (AQA).

VOC
Recommended Addition:

* Use required coatings and solvents with a VOC curtasver than
required under Rule 1113;

» Construct/build with materials that do not reqypeenting;

* Use pre-painted construction materials.

PM10

Recommended Changes:

» Water active sites a minimum ef-twtloreetimes a day.(AQA)

» Pave or provide soil stabilizers according to mantifrers’ specifications
for parking areas and construction access roaaedial dirt being carried
onto main roadways. (AQA)

» Suspend all excavating and grading operations wperds exceed, as
instantaneous gustsxceed 25 mph. (AQA)

» Sweep all streets at leastce per day to prevedtvisible soil materials
from being carried onto adjacent public paved rdagisommend water
sweepers with reclaimed waterg-presentAQA)

» Enecourage-th&use-of clean” street sweepers; (EA)
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Mitigation Measures cont.

PM10

Recommended Additions:
* Replace ground cover in disturbed areas inactivélie lead agency
should specify a period of time, for example: tagsdor more).
* Apply non-toxic soil stabilizers according to maacturers’ specifications
to all inactive construction areas (previously g@dreas inactive for ten
days or more).

» Appoint a construction relations officer to acteasommunity liaison
concerning on-site construction activity includiggolution of issues
related to PM10 generation.

NO,

Recommended Additions:
* Prohibit truck idling in excess of five minutes.
» Configure construction parking to minimize traffinterference.
* Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flagspn, during all phases
of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow.
* Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of cacstn trucks and
equipment on- and off-site.

15.Because the long-term (operational) air qualityaetp from the proposed project are
estimated to exceed established daily significahmsholds for VOC, NQ CO, and
SOx, the SCAQMD recommends that the lead agencsidenadding the following
mitigation measures to further reduce operatiomajuality impacts from the project,
if applicable and feasible. The lead agency shaldd review the mitigation
measures in Section 3.(a. through c.) Air Quattyhe Environmental Assessment to
ensure that all measures included in the Environahane consistent with the
measures listed in Section 3.0 of the Air Qualigséssment.

Recommended Additions:
* Re-route truck traffic by adding direct off-ramus the truck traffic or by
restricting truck traffic on certain sensitive resit
» Conduct air quality monitoring at sensitive recegto



Mr. Mark Gross, -7- June 17, 2005
Associate Planner

Draft Negative Declaration (ND) for the Proposed PR4-0063 (Tentative Parcel

Map), PA04-0064 through PA04-0068 (5 plot plans, auding a future plot plan),

and PA04-0139 through PA04-0142 (4 plot plans)

Mitigation Measures cont.

Recommended Additions, cont.:

Alternative fueled off-road equipment;

Re-route truck traffic by adding direct off-ramms the truck or by restricting
truck traffic on certain sensitive routes;

Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization;

Use street sweepers that comply with SCAQMD Rule36land 1186.1;
Pave road and road shoulders;

Require or provide incentives to use low sulfursdiduel with particulate
traps;

Create a buffer zone of at least 300 meters (rquf0I00 feet), which can be
office space, employee parking, greenbelt, etavéen the
warehouse/distribution center and sensitive recepto

Design the warehouse/distribution center sucheghatances and exits are
such that trucks are not traversing past neightoasher sensitive receptors;
Design the warehouse/distribution center suchahgtcheck-in point for
trucks is well inside the facility property to ensuhat there are no trucks
gueuing outside of the facility;

Design the warehouse/distribution center to enthaetruck traffic within the
facility is located away from the property line¢spsest to its residential or
sensitive receptor neighbors.

Require the warehouse/distribution center to cjedefine the primary
entrance and exit of the warehouse/distributioriezen

Require warehouse/distribution centers to estallpgtific truck routes
between the warehouse/distribution center andrdeanay;

Restrict overnight parking in residential areas;

Establish overnight parking within the warehoussfthution center where
trucks can rest overnight;

Enforce truck parking restrictions;

Establish area(s) within the facility for repaireds.

Require installation of electric hook-ups to elimti@ idling of main and
auxiliary engines during loading and unloading, aen trucks are not in
use;

Require all warehouse/distribution centers to djeettze cleanest vehicles
available;
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Mitigation Measures cont.

Recommended Additions, cont.:

* Flyers and pamphlets for truck drivers informingck drivers of the health
effects of diesel particulate and the importancbeihg a good neighbor. The
following information could be included:

= Health effects of diesel particulate;

Minimize idle time;

Air Resources Board Idling regulation;

Proper rest stops;

Importance of not parking in residential neighbatis

» Conduct periodic community meetings inviting neighdy community groups,
and other organizations;

» Consider coordinating an outreach program to eéuta public on, and their
concerns relating to the potential for cumulativg@acts from a new
warehouse/distribution center;

» Post signs outside of the facility providing a pearumber where neighbors
can call if there is a specific issue;

* Provide food options, fueling, truck repair ancconvenience store on-site to
minimize the need for trucks to traverse throughidential neighborhoods.



