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Construction Emissions

1.

Tables 4.4-6 and 4.4-8 do not accurately refleakmkaily Phase | construction
emissions shown in the first table on page 3 ofeéxulix F2. These tables
substantially underestimate actual Phase | congiruemissions for some pollutants
calculated for the proposed project and shoulcebised in the Final EIR to reflect
actual Phase | construction emissions

The reference for the off-road equipment exhaussgon factors in Appendix F of
the EIR states that composite emission factors wased on the CARB OFFROAD
Model. The reference does not state whether thesem factors are fleet averages
or individual engine year composite emission factddnless equipment years are
specified as part of either the proposed projestiggtion or as a mitigation measure,
off-road equipment emission factors should repregenfleet average of each
equipment type.

Consistent with the SCAQMD’s environmental justizegram and policies, the
SCAQMD recommends that the lead agency also ealaaalized air quality
impacts during construction and operation. SCAQSM#lf recommends that for this
project and for future projects, the lead agenajentake the localized analysis to
ensure that all feasible measures are implemehtmddthe analysis demonstrate
that construction N©and CO emissions are significant. The methodology f
conducting the localized significance thresholdslygsis can be found on the
SCAQMD website at: www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/LSIlVhtml.

Mitigation M easur es - Construction

Mitigation measures 4.4-1 and 4.4-8 improperly d&fentifying a construction
emission management plan and a fugitive dust cbplaa, respectively, until some
indeterminate time in the future. As a result,phélic is denied the ability to review
and comment on the effectiveness of the measutas itecluded in the plans during
the public review period for the Draft EIR. The SQMD recommends that these
plans be developed and circulated for public revpewr to certification of the Final
EIR.

On page 4.4-24 of the Draft EIR the lead agencp@ses mitigation measure 4.4-7 —
se of CARB-verified particulate filter traps. TBEAQMD is aware of at least one
diesel emission control technology that has beeifie# by CARB for off-road
construction equipment; however the verificationymat cover the specific engines
installed on the construction equipment used feritoposed project. In order to
determine the feasibility of the proposed mitigatioeasure, the SCAQMD
recommends that lead agency compare the off-rogide@mformation including the
engine model year, the engine manufacturer, andnigae family number with the
CARB website located altittp://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/verdev.htriien
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though there may not be CARB-verified particulag$ for specific categories of
construction equipment, installation of particuliters should still be required as
they will still provide a PM10 emission reductioarefit. Since diesel PM is also
classified as carcinogenic, this will reduce pasi®M exposures impacts.
Therefore, it is recommended that mitigation meagud-11 be modified to allow the
lead agency more flexibility with regard to rettbfig construction equipment with
particulate filters, similar to mitigation measurd-10.

6. In a footnote in Volume Il Appendix F on page 1Aission estimates for off-road
diesel construction equipment for Phase 1b — TS/I8RBiFImport and Pad
Construction, the lead agency states that “mitogasissumes use of PuriNOx fuel for
off-road diesel construction equipment” and lisiatcol efficiencies of 14 to 63
percent to reduce NOx and PM10 emissions. Us@oRPx or other emulsified
diesel fuels is not included as a mitigation measuro receive emission reduction
credit for emulsified diesel fuels, they must lsdd as a mitigation measure or
implemented in an enforceable manner through peromtiitions, contracts, or other
binding agreements. In addition, the lead agehoylsl investigate the use of
PuriNOx with the Lubrizol brand of diesel oxidatioatalyst to also reduce NOXx
emissions.

7. Because the short-term (construction) air quatitpacts from the proposed project
are estimated to exceed established daily signiféiedhresholds for NQPhases |
and 1) and particulate matter (PM10) (Phase B,3ICAQMD recommends that the
lead agency consider modifying the following mitiga measures and adding
additional mitigation measures to further reducestaiction air quality impacts from
the project, if applicable and feasible:

NO,—Recommended Additions:

* Prohibit material delivery heavy-duty truck idlingexcess of five
minutes.

» Configure construction parking to minimize traffiterference.

* Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flagspn, during all phases
of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow.

» Schedule construction activities that affect taffow on the arterial
system to off-peak hour to the extent practicable.

* Reroute construction trucks away from congestezetror sensitive
receptor areas.

* Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of cacsbn trucks and
equipment on- and off-site.

* Give preferential consideration to contractors whe clean fuel
construction equipment; emulsified diesel fuelg)stauction equipment
that uses low sulfur diesel and is equipped witidaton catalysts, or
other retrofit technologies, etc.

PM10 — Recommended Additions:
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* Replace ground cover in disturbed areas inactivéefodays or more.

* Apply non-toxic soil stabilizers according to maacturers’ specifications
to all inactive construction areas (previously gedreas inactive for ten
days or more).

» Install wheel washers where vehicles enter andtlegitonstruction site
onto paved roads or wash off trucks and any equapiieaving the site
each trip.

» All streets shall be swept at least once a dayguSIDAQMD Rule 1186
certified street sweepers or roadway washing trockghenever visible
soil materials are carried to adjacent streeto(mmend water sweepers
with reclaimed water).

» Suspend all excavating and grading operations wihiet speeds (as
instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph.

» All trucks hauling dirt, sand, solil, or other loasaterials are to be
covered in accordance with requirements of CVCiSe@3114.

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

Health Risk Assessment (HRA)

8. Truck emissions in the emission inventory for congma with the regional
significance thresholds were developed using spatedt EMFAC2002 emission
factors. Truck emission rates for the health askessment (HRA) were prepared
using a pre-1990 EPA diesel particulate emissiotofa It is not clear why
EMFAC2002 emission factors were used for the emissinventory and pre-1990
EPA diesel particulate emission factors were usedhie risk assessment.
EMFAC2002 is the federal- and state-approved sdi@rcemission factors in
California. A specific reference was not providedthe pre-1990 EPA diesel
particulate emission factors, so SCAQMD staff caudd verify the validity of the
emission factor or whether it is appropriate fog usthis specific application. In
addition, the speed, temperature, humidity and pmadmeters were not provided for
the pre-1990 EPA diesel particulate emission factdihe emissions for the trucks
were developed from estimates for time idled, distetraveled, load on the engine,
horsepower, fuel economy, etc. Itis not cleat tha estimates for type of engine,
horsepower, fuel economy and load on the enging insihe emission rate estimates
reflect the truck vehicle fleet proposed by thegrb

The SCAQMD recommends that the Final EIR includ&d&A based upon
EMFAC2002 emission factors. The EMFAC2002 emissamtors for both travel

and idling should be used. If EMFAC2002 emissiactdrs are not used
documentation should be provided explaining whyatternative emission factors are
more appropriate than EMFAC2002 emission facttes oin-road mobile source
emission factors approved by EPA and CARB for ns€alifornia. The
documentation of the alternative emission factomutd show whether they are more
or less conservative than the EMFAC2002 emissiotofs.
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9.

It is not clear that the source configuration me&the proposed project description.
Based on the discussion on page 4.4-34, 4,000c0fomsiterial per day would be
delivered to the transfer facility, 1,000 tons ddterial would be delivered to the
MRF and 1,260 tons of material would be deliveethe green waste processing
area. Based on this information 80 percent ohtlgerial delivered to the site would
be delivered to the TS/MRF and 20 percent to teemymwaste facility. Using the
spatial allocation of the roads from the ISCSTauirfle the round trip distance to
the green waste processing area is approximat@dpaneters (2 one-way trips x
1,000 meters) and the round trip distance to th®R& would be 600 meters (2 one-
way trips x 300 meters).

Page 4.4-34 states that there would be an incad&$¥ truck trips. It would be
more appropriate to distribute 175 trucks tripS2(8WCV truck trips and 54 transfer
truck trips) and associated emissions along th@OtiBeter road to the green waste
processing area and 701 trucks (486 SWCV truck aipd 214 transfer truck trips)
and associated emissions along the 300-meter oohe fTS/MRF. In addition, since
the landfill would be closed no travel would ocower the landfill. Therefore, it is
unclear why volume sources are placed over thdila(fACE sources).

The Final EIR should describe the volume sourcetetail (i.e., what the FACE
sources represent) and why vehicles are travelnpe landfill after it is closed. The
source configuration in the dispersion model useektimate diesel exhaust
concentrations in the Final EIR should more clearyg accurately represent the
distribution of truck trips and emission sourceglbans for the proposed project.

10.There is a discrepancy in the number of trucksuatet in the HRA. The lead

agency states on page 4.4-34 that there would beceease of 867 truck trips, while
the HRA estimates emissions from 851 truck tri@gerational emissions were
estimated based on 404 routes (see page 12 ofiti@guality Technical Appendix
Bradley Landfill Operational Emissions in Appendfif the Draft EIR). However,
using the same methodology used to estimate tgialih Table 3-13 from Tables 3-
4, 3-7, and 3-11, it appears that there would bimenease of 1,448 truck trips.

Description Total Trips Truck Trips| Source
Existing 2,130 1,798 Table 3-4
Proposed Green Waste 1,125 1,032 Table 3-7
Expansion

Proposed TS/MRF 2,834 2,214 Table 3-11
Additional 1,829* 1,448 *Table 3-13

* Additional truck trips estimated by subtractitige proposed truck trips in Tables 3-7 and 3-1infro
the truck trips in Table 3-4.

The number of truck trips used to evaluate airddnaalth impacts in the HRA should
be consistent with the number of truck trips usedaiculate impacts in other areas of
the Final EIR.



Mr. Jimmy C. Lao -5- April 5, 2006
City Planner/Project Coordinator

11.1dling emissions were allocated to the volume sewaicthe gate, but it does not
appear the idling emissions were allocated to theme sources at the TS/MRF or
green waste processing area where it is reasotmbbsume that refuse, transfer, and
green waste trucks would idle. Table 4.4-13 sttasTS/MRF trucks would idle for
four minutes to unload, but it is not clear that itlling emissions were allocated to
the TS/MRF building. It is also not clear why tead agency assumes that trucks
would continually idle less than the five minutdswed by §2485, Chapter 10 -
Mobile Source Operational Controls, Article 1 - MoWehicles, Division 3. Air
Resources Board, Title 13, California Code of Ragaohs at the front gate, the
TS/MRF and green waste processing area. Furtiven the potential for trucks
gueuing until they can drop off of pick up matesjad more realistic assumption
would be that trucks idle for three or four fivermate periods. The Final EIR should
include references for the four-minute idling asption or consider a more realistic
idling time period and then remodel sources inHRA to reflect the more realistic
idling assumptions. For example, CARB’s BURDEN mloaissumes each vehicle
trip includes idling of up to 20 minutes per triplthough this includes idling at
intersections, this estimate could form the bamisfmore realistic idling assumption.

12.Roadway sources are typically modeled as line gsurtine sources are volume
sources that are placed according to Figure 4E8iA User’s Guide for the Industrial
Source Complex (ISC3) Dispersion Model, Volume Description of Model
Algorithms, EPA-454/B-95-003b (ISC3 User’s Guid&jgure 1-8 of EPA’s ICS3
User’s Guide illustrates that line sources candpeasented either by volume sources
placed adjacent to each other or volume sourcegglsuch that the centers of the
volume sources are equivalent to two times thetleafthe volume width. The
volume sources representing roadway traffic indispersion model were separated
by distances that are greater than those presdmp&iPA’s ICSC3 User’s Guide.
The HRA in the Final EIR should be based on a dgpe model with roadways
modeled according the EPA ISC3 User’s Guide.

13.The HRA does not appear to include diesel emisdiams off-road equipment
presented in Tables 3-7 and 3-11 for the incregseeh waste and proposed
TS/MRF. The Final EIR should evaluate emissionmfoff-road, as well as, on-road
equipment. Emissions for off-road equipment shdwdastimated using CARB
OFFROAD emission factors or manufacturer emissamoirs for the actual pieces of
equipment proposed.

14.The landfill is currently 1,010 feet above sea lared the proposed project would
increase the landfill height to 1,053 feet abowelsgel. Based on Figure 3-8,
relative to San Fernando Road the landfill is appnately 140 feet high and that the
proposed project would increase height to 183Hegt. Figure 3-5 appears to
indicate that the landfill is approximately 3,0@@f at its longest width.

Based on the differences in elevation between #refill, TS/MRF and San

Fernando Road, it is not clear that conditions remtleising the flat terrain option
represents anticipated terrain features of the queg project. It also not clear that
the volume source release parameters represemngyucks as they travel below
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grade was modeled correctly. The Final EIR shouddlude a HRA with
concentrations that have been modeled with theogpipte terrain elevations and
truck exhaust release parameters.

15.0n page 3-25 it is stated that the 55-foot highMF¥# building elevation would be
built below the adjacent grade of San Fernando Raazh that only the top of the
TS/MRF building would be seen from San FernandodRdhe elevation of the
green waste processing area could not be locatin@ iDraft EIR. The elevations of
terrain and emission sources should be clearlyepted in the Final EIR because, as
noted in the preceding paragraph, this could atfextresults of the HRA.

16.0n page 4.4-35 of the Draft EIR the lead agendgstidat the HRA assumes that 80
percent of the engines of the SWCYV trucks delivgrafuse and recyclables would
be controlled to 85 percent in compliance with CAR8olid Waste Collection
Vehicle Diesel Retrofit Program. Further, it iated that none of the transfer trucks
would be retrofitted to comply with CARB’s Dieseéfofit Program. Because the
Diesel Retrofit Program requires phasing in retsdbased on the engines’ Tier
category, it is unclear how the lead agency dertlied0 percent retrofit assumption.
This needs to be explained in the Final EIR.

There is also no indication regarding how the lagdncy expects to achieve the 85
percent control efficiency on which this assumpi®based. The control technology
used to achieve the 85 percent control efficienegds to be identified in the Final

EIR.

In the HRA analysis in Appendix F5 one of assumgtiased for the analysis is that
80 percent of the transfer trucks will be contrdlleo 85 percent. First, this
assumption is inconsistent with the statement aye ph4-35 that it is assumed that
none of the transfer trucks would be retrofittedcamply with CARB’s Diesel
Retrofit Program. As a result, it appears thatHRA underestimates emissions from
transfer trucks. It is unclear from the analys$ithis discrepancy also occurs in the
analysis of operational emissions analysis. Tipigagent discrepancy needs to be
corrected or explained in the Final EIR.

Operational Emission Estimates

17.In Volume 3 in Appendix F in the Air Quality Dataction, the lead agency uses a
15-mile round trip mileage figure to estimate opieraal emissions during Phases |
and Il for trash and transfer truck activities.r Fash truck activities, the 15-mile
round trip figure appears to be underestimatedusecthe Draft EIR states that
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) is generated for digddsom communities including
the community areas that are farther from the Bnadbndfill than the 7.5 one-way
mileage assumption made in the Draft EIR, e.gWest San Fernando Valley (Simi
Valley is 22.78 one-way miles from the Bradley Lalh San Gabriel Valley
(Covina 34.8 one-way miles), Long Beach (40.44 wag-miles), as well as
communities throughout the City of Los Angeles #meastern San Fernando
Valley. In addition, the Draft EIR indicates tl&fi percent of the Phase | (Volume llI
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Appendix F Section 3 page 4) will be trash truckairing Phase II, the Draft EIR
also estimates that 60 percent of the trash tmjo& will come from non-Waste
Management trash trucks (page 8). In the Final BiRlead should revise the round-
trip mileage in its on-road emission estimates r@vise its operational emission
estimate tables in the Final EIR. Otherwise, tméssions estimated from the trash-
truck could be substantially underestimated.

18.The 15-mile round trip used to estimate on-roadolelfemissions from transfer truck

19.

activities also appears to be underestimated censglthat the Draft EIR states in
Volume I, page 4.3-47 that 95 percent of the tramnsticks would transport waste to
outlying landfills in the Antelope Valley and fiyeercent of the transport trucks
would transport waste to an outlying landfill invRiside County (see also Volume i
Appendix E page ii). The approximate one-way tisés from the Bradley Landfill
to those sites are 47 miles to Palmdale; 62 milésahcaster and 72 miles to Corona,
respectively. Therefore, using the 15-miles aassumption for estimating on-road
vehicle emissions from the transfer trucks durihgse | and Phase Il would
substantially underestimate operational emissionthe proposed project. In the
Final EIR more realistic mileage figures or a cosifdistance figure should be
used that more accurately reflects the distanc#setoutlying landfills identified in
the Draft EIR.

Mitigation M easur es - Oper ation

Because the lead agency proposes to site the TSIBH#RREhan one-quarter mile from
two residential sensitive receptors and long-tespe(ational) air quality impacts
from the proposed project are estimated to excswblkshed daily significance
thresholds for volatile organic compounds (VOC}ragen oxide (NG, and
particulate matter (PM10), the SCAQMD recommends the lead agency consider
adding the following mitigation measures to furthesluce operational air quality
impacts from the project, if applicable and feasibl

NO,— Recommended Additions:

* Provide minimum buffer zone of 300 meters betweeackttraffic and
sensitive receptors;

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

* Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization;

» Enforce truck parking restrictions;

» Restrict truck idling; Restrict operation to “clédrucks;

» Electrify service equipment facility;

» Use “clean” street sweepers for dust created lmktack out;

» Pave road and road shoulders;

* Require or provide incentives to use particulaaegr

* Conduct air quality monitoring at sensitive recept@and
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» Accelerate the conversion of Waste Managementsfleealternative clean
fueled vehicles;

* Replace off-road mobile source equipment with alive clean fueled
equipment.

Odor Control

20.In Table 2-1 Sensitive Receptors and Their Respe@listances, the lead agency
does not include the green and wood waste operatiothe Final EIR, the lead
agency should include the distance from the greenanod waste operation to the
sensitive receptor locations and also include teiadces from the various operations
of the proposed project to other businesses iatba as odors frequently generate
complaints from workers at those locations as well.

21.In the Draft EIR, the lead agency proposes to edphe existing green and wood
waste operation from 1,260 tons per day to 2,588 per day, essentially doubling
the amount of green and wood waste processeddditian, the lead agency
proposes to operate a transfer station, proceds@ tons per day, and a materials
recycling facility, processing 1,000 tons per dajhe TS/MRF is proposed to be
enclosed in a building with negative pressure atat oeutralizer mist to be sprayed
at the exhaust fan exit points. No such buildingl@sure is identified for the green
and wood waste operation. The SCAQMD records ghatvmore than 350
complaints have been received since January 2088irg odors from Bradley
Landfill. Most complaints were related to greenl aood waste odors. Therefore, in
addition to enclosing the new TS/MRF, the SCAQMDdwes that additional control
of odors is warranted for the proposed project #metefore, also recommends
enclosing the green and wood waste operation aidtth enclosures should be
vented to a biological, thermal, chemical or phgsprocess odor control device as
approved by the SCAQMD permitting process.

22.The SCAQMD disagrees with the lead agency’s qualéaliscussion that
cumulative air quality impacts are less than sigaift. First, the SCAQMD
recommends that if project-specific air quality exfs are concluded to be significant
then cumulative impacts should also be considaggdfisant. Second, the lead
agency identifies 29 related projects in Table But,no effort is made to identify or
guantify construction or operational air qualitypatts from these related projects.
Therefore, when considering construction and ofmerak air quality impacts from
the proposed project and the related projects,likely that significant adverse
cumulative air quality impacts would result for sigoproject-specific criteria
pollutants that do not exceed applicable signifteatinresholds. The Final EIR needs
to include a quantitative analysis demonstratirsg dumulative construction and
operational air quality impacts are not significanthange the conclusion to indicate
that cumulative construction and operational aaldyimpacts are significant.



