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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmentakeéssment (EA) for Proposed
Amended Rule (PAR) 1469 — Hexavalent Chromium Eimmnss from Chromium
Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing OperasonThe Draft EA was released
for a 30-day public review and comment period froctober 9, 2008, to November 7,
2008. One comment letter was received from thdipoin the Draft EA. This letter
along with the responses to comments is includeéppendix C of this document.

Subsequent to release of the Draft EA, minor medifons were made to PAR 14609.
To facilitate identification, modifications to thelocument are included as underlined
text and text removed from the document is indicatedstrikethrough Staff has
reviewed the modifications to PAR 1469 and conadlutteat none of the modifications
alter any conclusions reached in the Draft EA, poovide new information of
substantial importance relative to the draft docaime\s a result, these minor revisions
do not require recirculation of the document punsiia CEQA Guidelines 815073.5.
Therefore, this document now constitutes the Ftfafor PAR 1469.
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INTRODUCTION

The California Legislature created the South CoAst Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) in 1977 as the agency responsible for developing and einfprair pollution
control rules and regulations in the South CoastBaisin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea
Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin referred terdin as the district. By statute, the
SCAQMD s required to adopt an air quality managemplan (AQMP) demonstrating
compliance with all federal and state ambient aalify standards for the district Furthermore,
the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations thatycaut the AQMB. The 2007 AQMP
concluded that major reductions in emissions oate organic compounds (VOC), oxides of
sulfur (SOx) and oxides of nitrogen (NOXx) are neeeg to attain the air quality standards for
ozone (the key ingredient of smog) and particutastter (PM10 and PM2.5). Ozone, a criteria
pollutant, is formed when VOCs react with NOx ire tatmosphere and has been shown to
adversely affect human health and to contributhédormation of PM10 and PM2.5.

In addition to the extensive criteria pollutant toh program in the AQMP, which includes
traditional and innovative rules and policies, B@AQMD, in cooperation with efforts at the
local, state and federal level, has a history dluceng “toxic air contaminants” (TAC) or “air
toxics” in the district. A substance is considetexic if it has the potential to present a hazard
human health TACs are identified on a list by state and fetlagencies based on a review of
available scientific evidence. Exposure to TACRm o&rease the risk of contracting cancer or
produce other adverse health effects such as Hefacts and other reproductive damage,
neurological and respiratory health effects. Althedask assessment is used to estimate the
likelihood that an individual would contract canagrexperience other adverse health effects as
a result of exposure to listed TACs.

Some TACs have the potential to cause adverse noacaealth impacts. A chronic effect is a
noncancer health impact that is the result of exyposo a TAC over a long period of time.
Chronic health effects are problems such as bethais and reproductive damage, neurological,
respiratory, and other adverse health effects.té\effects may result from short-term exposures
to a chemical. Examples of acute health effeatkide headache, respiratory problems, and eye
and skin irritation.

In October 2007, the California Air Resources Bo&ARB) adopted amendments to the
Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for ChromiuRiating and Chromic Acid Anodizing
Operations. The ATCM, as amended, requires monegenht hexavalent chromium emission
limits and housekeeping for all chromium platingd ashromic acid anodizing operations and
restricts the siting of new facilities near sensitieceptors such as residential or mixed-use areas
and schools. To incorporate the more stringentsorea in the ATCM and further control
hexavalent chromium emissions from electroplating anodizing activities as well as reduce
the cancer risks to neighboring residents and basas, amendments are proposed to Rule 1469
- Hexavalent Chromium Emissions From Chromium HEtgatating and Chromic Acid
Anodizing Operations

! The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 37al. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Saféode,
§840400-40540).

2 Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).

® Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).

* Health & Safety Code, 839655.

PAR 1469 1-1 November 2008
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

PAR 1469 regulates hexavalent chromium emissiara thromium electroplating and chromic
acid anodizing operations. Because the proposej@qbrrequires discretionary approval by a
public agency, it is a “project” as defined by thalifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
SCAQMD is the lead agency for the proposed progeadl has prepared thigraft-Final
Environmental Assessment (EA) with no significadverse impacts pursuant to its Certified
Regulatory Program. California Public ResourcesléC821080.5 allows public agencies with
regulatory programs to prepare a plan or othertewridocument in lieu of an environmental
impact report once the Secretary of the Resourgenéy has certified the regulatory program.
SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by thecr®tary of the Resources Agency on
March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 1Rursuant to Rule 110, SCAQMD has
prepared thi®raftFinal EA.

CEQA and Rule 110 require that potential adverseremmental impacts of proposed projects
be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduavad significant adverse environmental
impacts of these projects be identified. To futhile purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD
has prepared thi®raft-Final EA to address the potential adverse environmemtglacts
associated with the proposed project. Bwaft-Final EA is a public disclosure document
intended to: (a) provide the lead agency, resptmsigencies, decision makers and the general
public with information on the environmental effedf the proposed project; and, (b) be used as
a tool by decision makers to facilitate decisiorkimg on the proposed project.

SCAQMD'’s review of the proposed project shows that project would not have a significant
adverse effect on the environmenturther, one comment letter was received relativéhe
analysis prepared in the Draft EA during the 30-dalglic review period (from October 9, 2008
to November 7, 2008). This comment letter alontinhe responses to comments is included in
Appendix C of this document. Prior to making aisien on the proposed amended rule, the
SCAQMD Governing Board must review and certify thied Final EA complies with CEQA as
providing adequate information on the potentialaade environmental impacts of the proposed
amended rule.Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815252, lierraatives or mitigation
measures are required to be included in Ehisft-Final EA. The analysis in Chapter 2 supports
the conclusion of no significant adverse environtaeimpacts.

PROJECT LOCATION

PAR 1469 would apply to facilities that conduct aiinium electroplating and chromic acid
anodizing operations throughout SCAQMD'’s entiragdiction. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction
over an area of 10,473 square miles, consistirigeofour-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin)
and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Seaasin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert
Air Basin (MDAB) as shown in Figure 1-1. The Baswhich is a subarea of the district, is
bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and theGadriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto
Mountains to the north and east. The 6,745 sqguéeeBasin includes all of Orange County and
the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riversadel San Bernardino counties. The Riverside
County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded hg San Jacinto Mountains in the west
and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley fa@dheral non-attainment area (known as the
Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion athbRiverside County and the SSAB and is
bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the wedttla eastern boundary of the Coachella
Valley to the east.

PAR 1469 1-2 November 2008
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Boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Managenisstrict

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The objective of PAR 1469 is to: 1) further redube quantity of hexavalent chromium
emissions and the associated cancer risk to neadeyptors from the metal finishing industry by
incorporating the latest amendments to the ATCM Gtwromium Plating and Chromic Acid
Anodizing Operations, as adopted by CARB on Octdber2007; 2) require more stringent
controls at affected facilities to reduce publipesure to hexavalent chrome; and 3) protect
sensitive receptors including areas zoned for eesids and mixed uses, schools, and by
prohibiting new facilities within or near the proted land use types. PAR 1469 is estimated to
reduce hexavalent chromium emissions by 40 perdemtther, PAR 1469 is expected to achieve
a reduction in cancer risk for most chrome plafauglities to less than 25 in a million.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Hexavalent chromium, cadmium, lead, nickel, coppedium hydroxide, sulfuric acid, and nitric
acid are commonly used in the metal finishing indusand are identified in Table 1 of
SCAQMD Rule 1401 - New Source Review of Toxic Aior@aminants as TACs with varying
health effects (i.e., they are identified in Ru#01 as carcinogenic, or having chronic or acute
HIs). A chronic effect is a noncancer health intghat is the result of exposure to a TAC over a
long period of time. Chronic health effects ar@lgpems such as birth defects and other
reproductive damage, neurological, respiratory, atigr adverse health effects. Acute effects
may result from short-term exposures to a chemiéatamples of acute health effects include
headache, respiratory problems, and eye and skation.

® Health & Safety Code, §39666(d).
PAR 1469 1-3 November 2008
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Hexavalent chromium is a potent carcinogen. Théc®fof Environmental Health Hazard

Assessment (OEHHA) has assigned hexavalent chronaiucancer risk unit factor of 0.15

(ng/nm?)™. Nickel is a carcinogen known to have chronicltheeffects to the cardiovascular or

blood system and acute health effects to the immaystem. Cadmium and lead are also
classified as carcinogens. Copper, an acute TAfécta the respiratory system. Sodium
hydroxide, an acute toxic, affects the eyes, ragmy system, and skin, while sulfuric and nitric
acids are both acute TACs that affect the respiyaggstem. Similarly, hydrochloric acid is a
chronic TAC affecting the respiratory system and awute TAC affecting the eyes and
respiratory system.

Metal Finishing

The metal finishing industry is mainly comprisedsohall businesses that provide support for
other industries that rely on the finished metaldoicts produced at these facilities, such as
automotive, computer/electronics, machinery/indasequipment and defense/government. To
meet the demand for a wide range of products, @t@lnfinishing industry primarily utilizes two
key processes, electroplating and anodizing, intiaddto the other related finishing processes
used such as metal stripping, bright dipping, insioer plating and paint stripping.

Businesses that conduct electroplating are commeoesfigrred to as plating shops and are
classified as either “job shops” or “captive shopsiob shops are independent operators that
serve a variety of industries while captive shopes faund within companies that manufacture
products rather than specialize in metal platinglestvely. Captive shops typically have a
higher degree of automation, due to their moreiptable finishing requirements. Both job and
captive shops utilize similar types of “rack andrbl systems for their process lines, including
manual hoists, hand lines, automated hoists, adeshraturns and reel-to-reel lines. The most
common electroplating processes in job shops useratve chromium, nickel, copper, and
zinc. In captive shops, the most common metald ase decorative chromium, nickel, and zinc.
The average number of process lines for plating amatlizing equipment is 4.8 for job shops
and 3.1 for captive shops.

Electroplating and Anodizing

Electroplating is an electrochemical process o¥joling a negative electrical charge to an object
while it is immersed in a metal-salt solution sticat the positively charged metal ions attach to
the object and form a layer of the desired metaking. In general, the electroplating process
can use any metal, though chrome, nickel, cadmiead, and copper are the most common.
However, the choice of metal used depends on tkeedefinish and properties of the final
product. For example, the chrome chemistry usektlaa time lapsed for chrome plating varies
depending on the purpose or function of the finisheoduct and the desired thickness of the
chromium layer. Specifically, hard chromium platirs a process used to impart corrosion
protection, wear resistance, lubricity and oil ntien among other properties by depositing a
thick layer of chromium (measured in thousandtharoinch) on an object over a period of hours
or days. Examples of objects that are typicallpdhehromium plated include engine parts,
industrial machinery and tools, and parts maddesis

Alternately, decorative chromium plating is a l&ésse consuming process used to improve the
aesthetics of an object while providing a thin tagéchromium (measured in millionths of an
inch) for a protective finish. Examples of decatchromium plated parts include furniture
components, bathroom fixtures, car bumpers and iwlaee the process can take anywhere from
a few seconds to minutes.

PAR 1469 1-4 November 2008
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Anodizing, also an electrochemical process, oxalibe metal surface of an object to produce a
wear- and corrosion-resistant surface, without dejpg a separate metallic layer. The

difference between anodizing and electroplatingheat the oxide coating is integral with the

metal object or substrate as opposed to the obgoly coated via metallic deposition. The

resulting oxidized surface is hard and abrasionstea®, and it provides some degree of
corrosion resistance.

The electroplating and anodizing processes triggeliemical reaction that causes hydrogen gas
to bubble at the cathode while smaller amountsxyigen gas bubble at the anode. These
bubbles are the primary source of pollution becausy become coated with a layer of the
unused TAC-containing chemical solution from thatiplg bath which floats to the surface as a
mist. For example, during chromium electroplatitigg part to be plated is submerged into a
bath that contains sulfuric acid and chromic anitgd(CrQ), also known as chromic acid. A
maximum of only 20 percent of the chrome from theomic acid is plated onto the part, thus
making the remaining bath solution potentially &éalale for coating the released hydrogen and
oxygen bubbles as they break the surface of thtengldath to form a chromic acid mist. The
magnitude of emissions generated from these plaiilgesses depends on several variables,
including the concentration of the solution (instleixample chromic acid) used in the bath, the
number of ampere-hours used during plating, thd bahperature, the bath purity and surface
tension.

Within the district, there are approximately 13Ziliies that conduct hexavalent chromium
electroplating and chromic acid anodizing. Tablk itlentifies the number of facilities that will
be affected by PAR 1469 relative to the type ofiptpactivity.

Table 1-1
Summary of Facilities Conducting Electroplating
and Chromic Acid Anodizing Within the District

- - Number of

Type of Plating Activity Facilities
Decorative Chromium Electroplating 68
Hard Chromium Electroplating 34
Chromic Acid Anodizing 32
Hexavalent Chromium Electroplating and 3
Chromic Acid Anodizing

Total 137

Overview of Current Regulatory Requirements

There are three levels of regulatory requirememds apply to TAC emissions from the metal
plating industry, including the requirements pragabsn PAR 1469: 1) federal requirements
(i.e., Environmental Protection Agency or EPA); s2ate (i.e., California legislature); and, 3)
local (i.e., SCAQMD). The SCAQMD'’s local efforts specifically regulate sources of TACs
from this industry have been based partly on impleting measures already adopted by EPA
and the California Air Resources Board (CARB). Tokowing is an overview of the federal
and state air toxic legislation and TAC programd #re SCAQMD TAC rules that have been
adopted to implement federal, state, or SCAQMD TraQuction programs.

PAR 1469 1-5 November 2008
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Federal Requirements

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes reqoiemnts to regulate emissions of air pollutants
to protect human health and the environment. bhitedh to regulating criteria pollutants, the
CAA requires the EPA to regulate TACs that havenlieend to adversely affect human health.
Federal regulations in the CAA include the New SeuPerformance Standards (NSPS) under
8111 and the National Emissions Standards for Hazer Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) under
8112. The EPA periodically promulgates NSPS statsdan the Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR), Chapter 40, Part 60 (40 CFR Part 60) andHWE% in 40 CFR Parts 61 and 63. The
SCAQMD has been delegated authority by EPA to imglet and enforce both NSPS and
NESHAP requirements. The requirements in 40 CH&SPB8 and 61 were adopted by reference
in SCAQMD Regulations IX and X respectively. Theegulations are periodically updated to
maintain consistency with changes to the federalirements.

For the metal finishing industry, there is currgmib applicable NSPS standard. However, there
is an applicable NESHAP for chrome plating (NatioEanission Standards for Chromium
Emissions from Hard and Decorative Chromium Elggating and Chromium Anodizing
Tanks), promulgated in 40 CFR Part 63, SubpariffNe chrome NESHAP establishes emission
limits for hard chromium electroplating operaticansd for facilities with a cumulative rectifier
capacity greater than 60 million ampere-hours @ar ynd imposes increasingly more stringent
requirements as facility mass emissions incre&s®.decorative chromium plating and chromic
acid anodizing operations, the chrome NESHAP reguthe affected facilities to meet an
exhaust standard or maintain the surface tensideaf plating baths at 45 dynes per centimeter
or less. In addition, the NESHAP specifies numsrmonitoring, recordkeeping and reporting
requirements.

The TACs used in the metal finishing industry alsaddressed in other federal legislation
including but not limited to:

* Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA);

» Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA);

» Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensatidhiability Act

(CERCLA);
» Title lll of the Superfund Amendments and Reauttation Act (SARA); and,
* Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

State Requirements

There are two requirements that are applicabl&éeontetal finishing industry at the state level.
The first, the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Informationn@ Assessment Act, was enacted in
September 1987 by the California State Assemblfssembly Bill 2588 (hereafter referred to
as the AB2588 program). Under this act, certaaticgtary sources are required to report the
types and quantities of specified toxic substanicediding all of the TACs listed in Table 1-2,
they release into the air. Emissions of interestthose that result from the routine operation of
a facility or that are predictable, including bwt timited to continuous and intermittent releases
and process upsets or leaks. The goals of the 8Bpbogram are to collect emission data, to
identify facilities having localized impacts, tocastain health risks, to notify nearby residents of
significant risks, and to reduce risk for facilgiever specific emission levels.

In addition to the AB2588 program, CARB promulgatedATCM for chrome plating to reduce
emissions by establishing control requirements rieww and existing hard and decorative
chromium plating operations and chromic acid anadifacilities. Overall, the requirements in

PAR 1469 1-6 November 2008
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the ATCM for the metal finishing industry are catent with the requirements in the chrome
plating NESHAP.

Table 1-2
TACs Used in the Metal Finishing Industry
TAC Carcinogend Chronic | Acute TAC
Hazard |Hazard| Reporting
Index? | Index? |Threshold in
Rule 1402
(pounds/yeat)
Hexavalent Chromium Yes Yes No 0.005
Cadmium Yes Yes No 0.2
Lead Yes Yes No --
Nickel Yes Yes Yes 3.3
Copper No Yes Yes 500
Sodium Hydroxide No Yes Yes -
Sulfuric Acid No Yes Yes --
Nitric Acid No Yes Yes --
Hydrochloric Acid No Yes Yes --

SCAQMD Requirements

Some equipment/facilities that would be affectedP#\R 1469 may also be regulated by other
SCAQMD rules that focus on toxics such as Rule 140Mew Source Review of Toxic Air
Contaminants and Rule 1402 — Control of Toxic Amn@minants From Existing Sources. Rule
1401 establishes permitting requirements for neslgcated and modified sources that emit
TACs. The risk-based limits are a maximum indiadegancer risk (MICR) of one in one
million (1 x 10°% if a permit unit is not constructed with best iéatale control technology for
toxics (T-BACT) or ten in one million (10 x Tif T-BACT is used. The cancer burden or the
increase in excess cancer cases in the populat®nodthe permit unit is limited to 0.5, and the
limit for noncancer acute and chronic compoundshtazard Index (HI) of 1.0.

The objective of Rule 1402 is to minimize publicalik risk from facility-wide emissions of
TACs at existing facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisclion by imposing risk reduction
requirements for facilities that exceed a specifeation risk level. Rule 1402 establishes
requirements for applicability, significant riskvids, risk assessment, risk reduction plans,
implementation of risk reduction plans and prognessorts. Operators of facilities subject to
Rule 1402 may be required to prepare detailed itoviexs and, depending on their health risks,
may need to prepare facility-wide health risk assests and implement risk reduction plans.
Rule 1402 establishes a significant cancer ris&llat 100 in a million and an action risk level at
25 in a million. There are also non-cancer risiels.

For existing facilities, Rule 1402 establishes répg thresholds for hexavalent chromium,
cadmium, nickel and copper. Any facility that eeds these emission thresholds are required to
submit an emissions inventory within 60 days aftetification from the Executive Officer,
unless a source-specific rule specifically exentipgsindustry from the inventory requirements.
Table 1-2 summarizes the TACs used in the metadhing industry and lists the applicable
reporting thresholds pursuant to Rule 1402.

PAR 1469 1-7 November 2008
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PAR 1469 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The current version of Rule 1469 applies to hammriium electroplating, decorative chromium
plating, and chromic acid anodizing and requiredifees to meet hard chromium electroplating
emission limits and to meet either an exhaust st@hdr plating bath surface tension limit for
decorative chromium plating and chromic acid aniodiz The main purpose of amending Rule
1469 is to reduce the quantity of hexavalent chubmemissions and the associated cancer risk
from the metal finishing industry by incorporatititge latest amendments to the ATCM which
establishes more stringent levels of control resuents for hard and decorative chromium
plating and chromic acid anodizing. More stringeafjuirements are proposed for facilities
located 25 meters or less from a sensitive receptoesidence or 100 meters or less from an
existing school (kindergarten through grade 12).

Not all subdivisions in PAR 1469 contain proposé@rnges and for those that do, some are
relatively minor changes proposed for clarity aotisistency throughout the rule and with the
ATCM. For simplicity, the following paragraphs somarize the major changes proposed in
PAR 1469. A copy of PAR 1469 is included in ApperA.

Applicability

This subdivision of PAR 1469 has been modified bat tsellers, suppliers, users and
manufacturers of kits for chromium electroplatingdachromic acid anodizing will also be
subject to the requirements in PAR1469.

Definitions

This subdivision of PAR 1469 has been modified riolude the following new definitions
applicable to chromium electroplating and chronuitl@nodizing operations: “annual permitted
ampere-hours,” “dragout,” “existing facility,” “mafied facility,” “new facility,” “school,”
“school under construction,” and “substantial us@lso, the following definitions are proposed
to be amended for clarity and consistency with AH&€€M as well as other proposed changes
throughout PAR 1469: *“air pollution control devjteair pollution control technique,”
“ampere-hours,” “base material,” “bath componeribfeakdown,” “chromic acid anodizing,”
“‘composite  mesh-pad system,” “decorative chromiurecteoplating,” “fiber-bed mist
eliminator,” “hard chromium electroplating,” “modsation,” “packed bed scrubber,” and
“sensitive receptor.” Also, the definitions of &ar source,” “large, hard chromium electroplating
facility,” and “medium, hard chromium electroplairfacility,” and “small, hard chromium
electroplating facility” have been deleted for astency with the other new requirements
proposed in PAR 1469.

Requirements
Due to its large size and for improved continuityoughout the rule, subdivision (c) —

Requwements of PAR 1469 has been reorgamzed emd‘rfoered For mstandah;eemlssmn

facilities are proposed to be moved to subdivige)n- Performance Test Requirements and Test
Methods. Since Rule 1469 is currently in effetie requirements of paragraph (c)(1) are
obsolete and have been deleted accordingly.
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Housekeeping
The housekeeping paragraph (renumbered as para@)ép)) has been renamed from

“Housekeeping Practices” to “Housekeeping Requirgsmé For consistency with the
ATCM, the following changes to housekeeping requeats are proposed:

. Modifications to subparagraph (c)(4)(A) are progbseat would further define
closed container storage requirements to also declany substance that may
contain hexavalent chromium.

. Modifications to subparagraph (c)(4)(C) are proplote require the immediate
clean up of any spills, not just sludge, that maytain hexavalent chromium.
. Modifications to subparagraph (c)(4)(D) are propbs$e require, at least once

every seven days, the cleaning of storage areas, figoor area, walkways around
electroplating or anodizing tanks, and any surfactentially contaminated with

hexavalent chromium or that potentially accumuladest, with either a High

Efficiency Particulate Arrestor (HEPA) vacuum adamp cloth.

. Modifications to subparagraph (c)(4)(E) are propose require the handling of
generated chromium or chromium-containing wastescgordance with standard
hazardous waste handling practices and requiremerfi&/ording has been
rearranged for clarity.)

. New subparagraph (c)(4)(F) is proposed to requnesinstallation of a physical
barrier, such as but not limited to plastic stryrtains, to separate buffing,
grinding, or polishing areas from any electroplgtor anodizing operation.

. New subparagraph (c)(4)(G) is proposed to require separation of air
compressed cleaning operations from hexavalentnulra electroplating or
anodizing operations.

. New subparagraph (c)(4)(H) is proposed to mininttee dragout or release of
fluids containing hexavalent chromium that adhetesparts when they are
removed from a tank.

Add-On Control Requirement for Hard Chromium Eleptating Tanks

Modifications to paragraph (c)(5) are proposed thatld prevent facility operators from
removing, shutting down, or replacing air polluticcontrol devices unless the
replacement techniques and/or technology meets gaehicontrol efficiency than
previously achieved, or meets an emission rate@fi® mg/amp-hr or less, whichever is
more effective.

Modifications to paragraph (c)(6) are proposed thatld relieve facility operators with
an approved alternative compliance option fromrdguirement of installing add-on air
pollution control equipment.

Training and Certification

For clarity, the training and certification requitents are proposed to be relocated from
paragraph (c)(12) to paragraph (c)(7). Furtherew requirement for initial training of
personnel at new facilities to be completed withiperiod not to exceed two years of
start-up is proposed for inclusion in subparagr@v)(A).

Interim Emission Standards for Existing Facilities
Because the new emission standards for existintitizsc have future compliance dates
as late as 2011, modifications are proposed toigisimhs (c)(8), (c)(9), and (c)(10) that
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would allow operators to comply with interim emasi standards. Further, the
alternative compliance option requirements for entrremission standards are proposed
to be relabeled throughout PAR 1469 to clearlydaté that they are only for an interim
period.

Emission Standards for Existing, Modified and Neacikties

For consistency with the latest changes to the AT@&W paragraphs (c)(11), (c)(12),
(c)(13), and (c)(14) are proposed that would contaéw, more stringent emission
standards for existing, modified, and new chromelactroplating facilities and chromic
acid anodizing facilities.Subparagraph (c)(12)(B) has been added to maiteait that a
piece of equipment is in compliance with PAR 1468n HRA has been completed that
complies with SCAQMD Rules 1401, 1401.1, or 140thuai 60 days prior to startup.

Proposed subparagraph (c)(11)(A) contains emissemdards and implementation dates
that are identical to those found in the ATCM faising facilities and are summarized

in Table 1-3.
Table 1-3
Hexavalent Chromium Emission Limits for Existing Tanks
Distance to
Sensitive Emission Rate
Receptor Annual Permitted Ampere- Limit
(meters) hours (mg/ampere-hr)| Effective Date
<100 <20,000 0.04 4/24/2008
<100 > 20,000 and 200,000 0.0015 10/24/2010
<100 > 200,000 0.0015 10/24/2009
> 100 <50,000 0.01 4/24/2008
> 100 > 50,000 and 500,000 0.0015 10/24/2011
> 100 > 500,000 0.0015 10/24/2009

TMeasured after add-on air pollution control dewsye(
2 Achieved through use of Certified Chemical FumeBepsants. Alternatively, a facility operator niastall an add-on
air pollution control devices(s) that controlsigsions to below 0.0015 mg/amp-hr.

Similarly, proposed subparagraph (c)(12)(A) recuiitteat facility operators who modify
their tanks to comply with an emission rate of Q®0milligram/ampere-hour.
Subparagraph (c)(12)(B) has been added to PAR figlé8quire operators of modified
facilities to conduct a facility-wide health rislsssessment in accordance with the risk
assessment procedures in SCAQMD Rules 1401 and dd@2vithin 60 days prior to
initial start-up if the actual annual hexavalentacthium emissions from the chromium
electroplating or chromic acid anodizing operatians expected to exceed 15 grams per
year.

For new facilities, proposed subparagraph (c)(18Jéquires operators of tanks at new
facilities to comply with an emission rate of 0.Q0hilligram/ampere-hour. In addition,

prior to start-up, operators of a new facility wile required to conduct and submit a
health risk assessment in accordance with theasskessment procedures in SCAQMD
Rules 1401 and 1402 at least 60 days prior toaindtart-up. Also, subparagraph
(©)(13)(A) of PAR 1469 contains restrictions regagdthe siting of new facilities such

that new facilities cannot be located in an areaedofor residential or mixed uses or
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within 1,000 feet from the boundary of a sensitnezeptor, school, school under
construction, or any area zoned for residentiahixed use.

Trivalent Chromium Baths at New Facilities

Proposed subparagraph (c)(14)(B) contains requmesnior new facilities that use a
trivalent chromium bath to conductacility-wide health risk assessment for all tozic
contaminants using the District’s “Risk Assessntemtcedures of Rules 1401 and 212 or
OEHHA Guidelines. The HRA must be submitted whiéing permit applications for

gumment&eﬂ&y—mde#mkh—%essmm%aeee@a%%%%@%se@ent
edure 02-be 0 D hin-60
I tar o . i I .

Permit Application Submittals

For facilities that do not have a permitted annaalpere-hour limit with which to
determine an applicable emission rate or facilpgrators with existing annual ampere-
hour limits that are much higher than actual usages opt to take a reduction in their
ampere-hour limit to either continue compliancewtite 0.01 mg/amp-hr emission limit,
or delay the date of compliance with the 0.0015amg-hr emission limit, subparagraph
(c)(15)(A) has been added to require these operatosubmit permit applications and
pay an application fee in accordance with SCAQMDOeR801 — Permit Fees, for an
administrative change in operating conditions.adidlition, for existing facility operators
installing new or modifying existing equipment ngsary to comply with the new
emission rates in paragraph (c)(11), subparagrajis)(B) will further require that
operators submit all related permit applicationshi® District no later than eight months
prior to the facility’s applicable effective com@tice date.

Alternative Compliance Options and Methods

Subdivision (d) of PAR 1469 provides operators @fecied facilities alternative interim
compliance options than can be utilized in lieucomplying with the emission standards
contained in subdivision (c). Paragraphs (d)(i9pugh (d)(5) have been clarified to say that the
alternative compliance options are interim and walhain in effect only until such time as the
compliance dates for the new emission standardsaragraph (c)(11) become effective. In
addition, new paragraph (d)(6) has been addeddeige facility operators with a mechanism
that would allow them to utilize an alternative qarance method to comply with the new
emission standards proposed in paragraphs (c)itdddgh (c)(13). The alternative compliance
options would need to be enforceable as well aghte to achieve equal or greater hexavalent
chromium emission and risk reductions than wouleenwise be achieved by complying with the
emission limits proposed in paragraphs (c)(11) uglho(c)(13). If approved, the alternative
methods would need to be implemented within thee tperiods specified in paragraph (c)(11)
for existing facilities and upon start-up for nemdamodified facilities.

Performance Test Requirements and Test Methods

For existing facility operators conducting perfomoa tests to demonstrate compliance with the
new emission standards proposed in paragraph jcl{adagraph (e)(1) has been clarified to say
that the tests can be conducted either within 18@s dafter initial start-up or before the
applicable compliance dates, whichever is sooterddition, to be consistent with the ATCM,
paragraph (e)(1) has been modified to require paidace tests to be conducted within 60 days
after initial start-up for both new and modifieciéies.
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Use of Existing Performance Test
Paragraph (e)(2) has been modified to be consistémthe ATCM and would allow an existing
facility demonstrating compliance with the new esioa standards to use an existing
performance test conducted after January 1, 200@d®d that it meets the following criteria:

1) Demonstrates compliance with the applicable emistanoits of PAR 1469 (c)(11);

2) Represents currently used control methods at tie dif proposed rule adoption;

3) Was conducted using one of the approved test methpdcified in PAR 1469 (e)(3);

and,
4) Is submitted to the District’s Compliance Divisiby February 24, 2009.

Pre-Test Protocol

For any facility operator who conducts a perforneatast for existing equipment that requires no
modifications, paragraph (e)(4) has been modiftecetuire the facility operator to submit a pre-
test protocol to the District's Compliance Divisiom later than eight months prior to the
applicable effective date in paragraph (c)(11).

Emission Points Test Requirements

Paragraph (e)(5) has been modified to be consistéht the ATCM requirement that each
emission point shall be tested unless a waiveraatgd by the EPA. Similarly, paragraph (e)(6)
has been modified to require operators of facditigerating under an alternative compliance
method to also conduct and submit a performance tes

Capture Efficiency
New paragraph (e)(7) has been added to requiresemssto be captured by a District-approved
guantitative measurement. An example of an acbptaeasurement is demonstrating that the
capture system meets the design criteria and waépotil velocities specified in the American
Conference of Governmental Hygienists Industriantfation, A Manual of Recommended
Practice. In addition, paragraph (e)(7) also dastaequirements for facility operators to
conduct periodic smoke tests to demonstrate eaitls wapture efficiency. The smoke tests
would need to be:
e Conducted initially upon start-up for new and maatiffacilities and within 60 days of
the effective date of PAR 1469 for existing fac;
» Conducted periodically at least once every six memnd within six months of a
previous test;
» Conducted under conditions representative of typfeaility electroplating and/or
anodizing operations; and,
* Recorded by photograph or video.

For any smoke test that demonstrates a unit's oamptance with the capture efficiency
requirement, facility operators would, upon disagyde required to immediately shutdown all
electroplating or anodizing lines associated witle taffected ventilation systems until a
subsequent smoke test demonstrating full compligsmaehieved. The smoke test would need to
be conducted using the method described in new Wgped of PAR 1469, or via another
SCAQMD-approved method.

Certification of Wetting Agent Chemical Fume Sums@nts
For consistency with the ATCM, subdivision (f) Hasen modified to require certified wetting
agent chemical fume suppressants to meet an emigsib below 0.01 milligrams/ampere-hour,
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and a surface tension limit below 45 dynes/cm ifasueed by a stalagmometer or below 35
dynes/cm if measured by a tensiometer.

Parameter Monitoring: Wetting Agent Chemical FuBuppressants

For facilities operating under an approved altemeatompliance method and that use chemical
fume suppressants for partial or complete contrbl hexavalent chromium emissions,
subparagraph (g)(2)(B) has been modified to complly the ATCM by requiring daily surface
tension monitoring and measurements

Inspection and Maintenance Requirements

To comply with the ATCM for custom designed addaanpollution control devices, subdivision
(h) has been modified to require facility operattos develop operation and maintenance
requirements and submit these requirements fori€tiseview and approval.

Recordkeeping: Monitoring Data Records
Subparagraphs (j)(4)(B) and (j)(4)(C) have been ifremtl to require daily recordkeeping of
pressure drop and inlet velocity pressure data.

For consistency with the ATCM, clause (j)(4)(D)(ilas been modified to require daily
recordkeeping of the surface tension of the elptatong or anodizing bath for facilities that
operate under an approved alternative compliancéhodeand that use chemical fume
suppressants as all or partial control of hexavaleromium emissions.

Recordkeeping: Records Demonstrating Facility Size
Since there is no relevance or meaning to demdmgjra facility’s size relative to the quantity
of emissions, paragraph (j)(7) has been deleted.

Recordkeeping: Records of Filter Purchase andd3alp

New subdivision (j)(10) has been added that wifjuiee a facility operator to retain purchase
orders for filters and waste manifest records iiterfdisposal as a result of operating add-on air
pollution control devices.

Reporting: Initial Compliance Status Report

Subparagraph (k)(2)(A) has been modified so thailit 1) have identical timelines regarding
the submittal of initial compliance status rep@l&SR) for existing facilities; and 2) require new
facilities as of October 24, 2007 to submit the RO$on start-up.

Reporting: Notification of Compliance Status fauces Currently Using Trivalent Chromium

Subparagraph (k)(5)(A) has been modified so thatillt have identical timelines regarding
notification of compliance status (NOCS) submittids existing facilities as of October 24,
2007. For facilities existing as of October 24020facility operators will have to submit the
NOCS within 30 days after the effective date of PIR9.
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Chromium Electroplating or Chromic Acid Anodizingt& Requirements

To be consistent with the ATCM, new subdivision (@s been added to ban the use, sale,
supply, offer for sale, or manufacture for saleanf chromium electroplating or chromic acid
anodizing kit inGatferniathe district

Appendix 1 — Content of Performance Test Reports
Item number 4 has been clarified to specify thatrégsults of performance test reports pursuant
to subdivision (e) should be in units of milligraie®pere-hour.

Appendix 2 — Content of Initial Compliance StatuspRrts

* Item number 2 has been clarified to specify thahmercial/industrial and sensitive
receptor distances can be derived from measuremethiods in subparagraph (c)(11)(B).

* New item number 9 has been added to require ajppgidacilities to submit the test
report for the initial smoke test demonstrating tepture efficiency of ventilation
systems.

* Item number 10 has been clarified to say that limzer air pollutants emitted by the
source should be quantified in pounds.

* Item number 14 has been deleted since determinfagiléty’s size has no reference or
meaning in PAR 1469.

* New item number 15 has been added to require atyagperator to report the actual
cumulative ampere-hour usage expended during #eeding calendar year if operations
occurred during that year.

* New item number 16 has been added to require ens¢git that the owner or operator, or
personnel designated by the owner or operator, doamspleted a District-approved
training program pursuant to the requirements nagr@aph (c)(7).

Appendix 3 — Content of Ongoing Compliance Statapdits

e Item number 8 has been modified to require repgrini hexavalent and trivalent
chromium “emissions data” rather than “throughpatad’ The amount reported is also
required to be in “grams” rather than “pounds”.

* Item number 9 has been modified to provide semsiteceptor locations rather than
distances from the facility. A statement has atmen added that would require
measurements to be made by using methods speiaifeedbparagraph (c)(11)(B).

* New item number 13 has been added to require cangdi and emission reports to
contain the results from periodic smoke tests Hrat conducted during the reporting
period to demonstrate the capture efficiency ofivirgtilation system(s).

* New item number 15 (PAR 1469) has been added toreeg statement that the owner or
operator, or personnel designated by the ownerperator, has completed a District-
approved training program pursuant to the requirge@ paragraph (c)(7).

Appendix 8 — Information Demonstrating an AltermatMethod(s) of Compliance Pursuant to
Paragraph (d)(6)

New Appendix 8 has been added to establish criferiche owner or operator of a facility
applying for approval of an alternative method efpliance.

Appendix 9 — Smoke Test to Demonstrate Captureieffcy for Ventilation Systems of Add-on
Air Pollution Control Devices Pursuant to Paragré&mii7)
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This appendix has been added to establish smokentethods for demonstrating capture
efficiency for ventilation systems of add-on aitlption devices.

Appendix 10 was added to PAR 1469 and providesrfac®l tension measurement procedure
when using a stalagmometer. The procedure is stem$iwith the one provided in the ATCM.

PAR 1469 METHODS OF COMPLIANCE

To comply with PAR 1469 and subsequently reduceqtentity of chromium emissions from
electroplating and anodizing operations, operatdreach facility will need to determine the
appropriate compliance method based on the typelating operation(s) and equipment
configurations and whether or not air pollution toh equipment is currently in place or
required. There are five main ways for a facitilycomply with PAR 1469: 1) mechanically
suppressing mists at the surface of the tank; gprassing fumes via the use of chemical fume
suppressants; 3) venting tanks to new or modifiedpallution control equipment; and, 4)
replacing current operations with pollution prevent techniques (i.e., using alternative
processes to hexavalent chrome plating). Theuatlg subsections discuss each of the potential
methods for complying with PAR 14609.

Mist Suppression at Tank Surface

Applicable to both electroplating and anodizingstrsuppression is a low-cost, zero-energy,
first-step method of suppressing heavy metal-bgagigrosols before they become entrained in
ventilation air. Mist suppression or the act oinimizing the production of aerosols or wet
particulates containing chrome and other heavy Isidtam escaping the metal plating or
anodizing tanks can be accomplished by adding gofiene balls, commonly referred to as
polyballs. Polyballs are usually used in combmrativith a foam blanket to cover the wet
surface of the bath. The layer of floating poly®acts as a barrier that blocks mist from
escaping above the tank surface. Tanks using plidykemain fully functional with respect to
work piece submergence and removal. The contriitiericy of polyballs minimizes the
generation of wet particulates from 50 to 80 pet.cen

Chemical Fume Suppressants

Another approach to reducing or suppressing chragen mist or fumes at the surface of
plating and anodizing baths is through the useheirical fume suppressants. There are two
basic types of chemical fume suppressants: we#gents (surfactants) and foam blankets. A
wetting agent chemical fume suppressant contasmsfactant, so that when it is added to a tank,
the surface tension of the plating bath is loweard the quantity of mist produced is reduced.
The most common surfactant-based fume suppresaantiiorinated or perfluorinated because
fluorine adds stability over a wide range of op@iparameters and plating bath chemistries.
Typically, wetting agent chemical fume suppressaats reduce emissions by 95 to 99 percent
or more, depending on the surface tension of thtng bath.

The second type of chemical fume suppressant, folamket fume suppressants, control tank
emissions differently from wetting agents. Insteddnhibiting the formation of mists, foam

blanket fume suppressants create a foam layectvats the surface of the bath and physically
traps any mist that would otherwise be releasesantblankets are initially generated from the
agitation that occurs when the hydrogen and oxymdrbles are generated during the plating
process. In general, the effectiveness of the folmket is dependent on maintaining optimal
blanket thickness which is typically in the randeéO® inch to one inch. If the foam blanket is

too thin, the mists will not be adequately contdiaed if it becomes too thick, hydrogen gas will
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get trapped and an extremely dangerous potentbsiwn hazard will result. On average, foam
blanket fume suppressants are expected to redussiens by approximately 70 percent.

Table 1-4 contains a list of both wetting agent &ain blanket chemical fume suppressants
whose control efficiencies have been approved b&.EP

Table 1-4
Approved Control Efficiencies for Chemical Fume Supressants
Chemical Fume | Type of Chemical Type of Metal Control
Suppressant Fume Suppressant Plating Activity Efficiency (%)
(Brand Name)
Fumetrol 101 Foam Blanket Hard 95%*
Fumetrol 140 Wetting Agent Decorative; Hard; & Atmidg 99%
Foam-Lok L Foam Blanket Hard 95%*
Harshaw MSP-ST Wetting Agent Anodizing 95%
Dis-Mist NP Wetting Agent Decorative 99%
Zero-Mist Liquid Wetting Agent Decorative 99%
* This control efficiency is achieved withetitombined use of chemical fume suppressant with
polyballs.

Air Pollution Control Equipment

There are four types of air pollution control equgnt available and currently in use for
reducing emissions from metal plating and anodizpgrations. They are HEPA filters, mist
eliminators (mesh pad and chevron types), wet mhblke scrubbers, and totally enclosed tanks.
The following discussion summarizes each type otrob technology.

HEPA Filters

If one or more plating or anodizing tanks are catee to a ventilation system consisting
of ductwork and blowers, the air can be routed tseRes of filters to capture the dry
toxic particulate emissions produced during matasiiing activities. The first filter or
prefilter is designed to collect the larger paegclentrained in the air stream and to
prevent clogging of the filter system overall aodiricrease the longevity of the HEPA
filter. After the prefilter, the air stream is ted through one or more HEPA filters,
which are capable of trapping the smaller toxictiples associated with metal plating
and anodizing activities. A HEPA filter is capabliecollecting fine particles as small as
0.3 um in diameter at an efficiency of 99.97 petcergreater.

The HEPA filter design consists of a pleated cart$ton, which is similar to other filter
designs available, but it is unique because ther fifhedia is denser to capture smaller
particles. HEPA filters are generally limited tarule airflow with an ambient

temperature up to approximately 100 degrees Fahienf®F), though special
applications for higher temperatures are availabftawever, since the temperatures of
most plating and anodizing baths are well withie #imbient temperature limit, most
HEPA filters should be suitable for this type ophagation. In addition, with respect to
maintenance, unlike other less efficient filterteyss, HEPA filters are not automatically
cleaned. When one HEPA filter element becomesadadth particulate matter, it needs
to be manually changed and disposed of as hazavdasis.
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Mist Eliminators

There are two kinds of mist eliminators used tdemblwet toxic particulates entrained in
the air collected by tank ventilation systems, mpatli and chevron type. A mesh pad
resembles a screen that is made up of multiplesagfea fine woven plastic filament. As
the exhaust air flows through the ventilation syst®wards the mesh pad, the wet
droplets impact the mesh pad and fall out of theaaest stream. The ability of a mesh
pad to remove the wet particulates from the exhstuséam is dependent upon the particle
size, air velocity as it travels through the vetidn system, the filament diameter of the
mesh pad, the orientation and depth of the mestspeglative to the direction of the air
flow. Mesh pads are capable of collecting finetipkas as small as 5.0 um in diameter.

In a typical arrangement, a mesh pad mist elimmsgéoves a single plating tank and is
installed inside the ventilation system. The cresstional area of the exhaust duct is
increased by the unit, which reduces the velodityie exhaust stream and allows the wet
particulates to adhere to the mesh pad. Removaiesicy is increased by adding
multiple stages of mesh pads. The pads are pealtylwashed down and the collected
plating solution is returned to the plating bath.

Because of their design, mesh pads are ideal femal recovery purposes and for
preventing corrosion of the ventilation system,eesglly for tanks that contain a caustic
bath solution. Mesh pads are also used for cdimgodir pollutant emissions when used
in combination with a wet packed bed scrubber syste remove wet particulates
entrained in the tank exhaust air stream. Howewenesh pad cannot be used for both
purposes when there are multiple exhaust streamsgeveral tanks using multiple tank
chemistries) directed to one or more mist elimiratoln this case, the wet particulates
will be captured, but the chemicals cannot be rece¥ for reuse for future metal
finishing activities.

A chevron mist eliminator contains several baffteat are arranged in a chevron or
‘zigzag’ pattern. As the mist-laden air travelsotigh the device, it impacts the baffles
and is forced to make several abrupt changes ectithn between the entry and exit
points of the mist eliminator. Since the wet gar@ates or mist droplets are much heavier
than air molecules, they have too much linear mdumerto make sharp turns without
impacting a baffle. Each change in direction & #ir flow forces the wet particulates to
impact the baffles and drop out of the exhausastre Eventually a liquid film builds up
on the baffles, large droplets coalesce and returime metal finishing tank for reuse,
thus, making the placement of a chevron mist elitoinat the exhaust point of a tank
vent ideal for conserving process tank solutions. addition, like mesh pad units, a
chevron mist eliminator may also be used in contimnavith a wet packed bed scrubber
to prevent excessive emissions of wet particulates.

Wet Packed Bed Scrubber

A wet packed bed scrubber is a device that forzdaden with wet particulates through
a vertical column or bed filled with non-corrosipéastic packing media. Exhaust air
from a plating or anodizing tank line enters at lblogtom of the scrubber and exits at the
top. As the air passes through the column, thepaeiculates are impinged onto the
packing media which is regularly sprayed with aubbing solution. Subsequently, the
wet particulates are dissolved into the scrubhbimgar. Typically, the scrubbing solution
is pumped from a reservoir at the base of the §suand sprayed down into the packing
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from the top, in a counter-current flow. Pluggiogthe nozzles or too high of an acid
concentration of the scrubbing solution can adversdfect the efficiency of the
scrubber. To prevent these effects, some portidhe scrubbing solution is regularly
purged and replaced with clean water. The purgadtisn is either sent to a
pretreatment system for recovery or disposed ohamardous waste. In addition, to
increase removal efficiency, any wet particulagFaaining in the exhaust air stream flow
through a dewatering or demisting stage after Heked bed. Wet packed bed scrubbers
can achieve high pollutant removal efficienciesigiag from 90 to 98 percent depending
on flow, residence (contact) time, and solutiorsifirgess.

Totally Enclosed Tanks

This technology, which is applicable only to hafttanium plating and chromic acid
anodizing, uses a hinged tank cover to form a cetajyl sealed system that contains
chromic acid emissions within the enclosed tanka.areHydrogen gas and oxygen
resulting from the plating process is vented thlougembranes in the cover. The
membranes are sized to prevent passage of chramdicrast or water vapor. While the
cover is closed and after plating is completed, eémpmic acid vapors lingering in the
headspace between the cover and the tank surfdicéisgipate back into the tank after
several minutes or the vapors can be evacuatedghra small cartridge filter. Though
the control efficiency is reported to be 100 petcére applicability of this technology is
limited to plating or anodizing activities that dot require an operator to closely monitor
or interrupt the process to check on the produot po completion of the metal finishing
task.

In summary, to comply with PAR 1469, the approgrigtpe of air pollution control device
depends on the desired product finish as it coomsp to the applicable plating or anodizing
process, the chemistry of the metal finishing, #m& operational needs of an affected facility.
Table 1-5 summarizes the air pollution control desiwith respect to their approximate control
efficiencies.

Table 1-5
Summary of Air Pollution Control Devices Used for Metal Plating
Control Technology Substance Type Controlled Control Efficiency (%)

HEPA filter (with prefilter) Dry particulates 99:99.99 %
Mist suppression via Polyballs Aerosols (wet paittites) 50 - 80* %

High-efficiency mist eliminator Aerosols (wet parilates) 99 -99.9 %
Wet packed bed scrubber Aerosols (wet particulates) 90-98%

;‘:}?Tiisniastgrfirst stage control that is meant taused in conjunction with another control devicetsas a wet packed bed scrubber or a mist

Pollution Prevention

Emission reductions of hexavalent chromium and rothetal finishing compounds can be
achieved by implementing pollution prevention teges such as using alternative plating
processes or implementing process changes. Whefeagtble, replacing hexavalent chromium
or other metals in plating activities with lessitogr non-toxic alternatives will have a net effect
of reducing emissions from this industry. There @&everal processes that are potential
alternatives to certain plating activities. Howeube alternatives are not necessarily a universal
solution for the entire plating industry becauseh# extensive specifications for each product
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being fabricated. For example, the features oheaternative vary by parameters such as
quality of finish, durability, hardness, abrasiamdacorrosion resistance, heat sensitivity, wear,
size and shape of the product, and cost. Thewollp discussion contains brief overviews
highlighting some of the advantages and disadvastad the various alternatives to hexavalent
chrome plating and chromic acid anodizing. Thds®ratives pertain to compliance with PAR
1469 and pollution prevention that could voluntalie implemented for other metal plating.

Trivalent Chrome Plating

The use of trivalent chromium in decorative apgia@s has been proven to be a limited,

but successful alternative for hexavalent chronaéimd when finish thicknesses are

required to be no greater than 0.1 millimeter (mificker finishes tend to cause
problems with cracking and palling, so trivalentarnium is not considered a suitable
replacement for hard chromium plating finishes,chare typically at least 20 mm thick.

The following summarizes the advantages of trivigigaiting over hexavalent chrome:

* Lower Concentrations of Metal — Metal concentragiar trivalent plating baths are
typically lower than hexavalent chrome baths, whieBults in less quantities of
hazardous waste to be treated, hauled away andséi@pof as sludge, resulting in
lower waste treatment costs overall.

* No Reduction Step — Because wastes containing héx@vchrome must first be
reduced or converted to trivalent chromium beforgpasal, large quantities of
chemicals such as sulfur dioxide, metabisulfitesodium borohydride are used for
the conversion process. For example, three powhdsodium metabisulfite are
required for each pound of chromic acid convertedrivalent chrome. Therefore,
with trivalent chrome plating eliminating the retioo step, the need for the
additional chemicals plus the equipment and labmstsc associated can also be
eliminated.

» Higher Rack Densities — Rack density refers to nbenber of items that can be
attached to the rack for submersion into a platoragh at any one time while
maintaining a high quality finish. Trivalent chramm plating allows 15 percent more
items than hexavalent chrome.

* Lower Current Density — For lower current flow, ttrevalent chrome process can
utilize less expensive racks with inexpensive draepper wire hooks in lieu of the
more expensive custom parts racks used for hexavetieome plating.

* Fewer Rejects — The ‘throwing power’ or the abildf trivalent chrome to plate
evenly and consistently is higher than for hexaval@ating, which reduces the
number of rejected or improperly plated parts.

* Reduced Dragout — Because a trivalent bath solugidess viscous than hexavalent
bath solutions, less plating solution clings to gats when they are removed from
the bath, resulting in lower costs for waste treathand makeup chemicals.

* No Fumes — Unlike hexavalent plating, trivalenttipiqa does not produce chromic
acid fumes which are highly corrosive and presergotential health hazard to
personnel and the surrounding environment.

Despite the many benefits to using the trivalenbite process in place of hexavalent
chrome, the main barrier for converting is custoawreptance because the color tones of
the trivalent deposit are darker overall and tlsilteng finish is not as shiny. However,
recent developments in new bath additives for thealent chrome processes have
improved the finish so that it more closely resessbihe look of hexavalent chrome.
Also, the trivalent chromium process has a slightigher cost and requires more careful
control of plating conditions.
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Electroless Nickel Phosphorous

The process of electroless nickel plating from @mional hypophosphite solutions has
been considered as an alternative to using hexavethleome. However, its usefulness is
limited due to the slightly poorer physical projpestof the finish such as reduced
hardness and abrasion resistance. The corrossisterece and wear properties are
dependent upon the phosphorous content of the bdilth ranges from one to 12

percent.

As an alternative to hypophosphite solutions, ebbess nickel deposits from
borohydride solutions have shown better wear, lofsietion, and improved hardness,
though heat treatment is required to achieve faltihess. The electroless nickel process
bath is more sensitive to impurities than the cleqiating bath. As a result, it must be
monitored closely to maintain the proper concemngt and balance of the metal ions
and reducing agents. In addition, the bath lifenge and requires frequent disposal and
replenishment, especially for applying thick defosi Deposition rates and coating
properties are affected by temperature, pH, an@lnet-reducing agent concentrations.

As compared to hexavalent chromium, an advantagéeofroless nickel plating is that it

produces an even, albeit brittle, deposit over ¢batours of the substrate without
producing excess buildup at the edges and corfiérss, the need to overplate would be
eliminated. However, if grinding is necessary vere out the nickel deposit, the brittle
quality of the nickel layer may make it difficulo tgrind if the deposit layer is thick.

Based on this and previously mention drawbackspsiep of electroless nickel have
limited industrial applications (e.g., for groundded hydraulic component use), but it
cannot be plated as cost effectively as hexavaleime.

Nickel-Tungsten Electroplating

There are two relatively new nickel tungsten-baskedtroplating processes available as
potential alternatives to chrome plating: 1) nigkmgsten boron (Ni-W-B); and, 2)
nickel-tungsten silicon carbide composite (Ni-W-piCBoth processes are electrolytic
and deposit a coating of nickel and tungsten. piesence of small amounts of either
boron or silicon carbide enhances the propertigbetieposited coating.

A plating solution of nickel-tungsten-boron is niyidalkaline and far less toxic than
chromium. It is reflective with an appearance &mio chromium, bright silver, or
bright nickel. In addition, the coating has faueachemical and abrasion resistance,
high ductility, a low coefficient of friction, ana uniform finish. Unlike most metals that
exhibit a crystalline structure at ambient temp&ed, the alloy is structureless so that the
plate replicates the appearance of the substfaeinstance, if the substrate has a bright
appearance, so will the finish, but if the substiatetched or patterned, the plated work
piece will appear etched.

The nickel-tungsten silicon carbide composite tetbgy has been patented by Takada
Incorporated to replace hard chromium coatings.ck&lttungsten silicon carbide is
similar to nickel-tungsten-boron, except that iesisilicon carbide particles interspersed
in the matrix to relieve internal stress and imgrawvating hardness. Nickel and tungsten
ions become absorbed on the suspended silicondeaplairticles in the plating solution.
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The attached ions are then adsorbed on the cagwitbce and discharged. The silicon
carbide particle becomes entrapped in the growiataliic matrix.

The nickel-tungsten silicon carbide process hagrs¢\wadvantages over hard chromium
plating including higher plating rates, higher @até current efficiencies, better throwing
power, and better wear resistance. The main disddge of this process is its
susceptibility to metallic and biological contantioa. Much is still unknown about this

process including its susceptibility to hydrogenbeittiement, fatigue, and corrosion as
well as its maximum finish thickness, lubricity,irgting characteristics, and facility

requirements.

Both alternatives use less energy to operate ttigiees and heaters, resulting in reduced
energy costs when compared to hexavalent chromegpla Like electroless nickel
plating, the deposits are more uniform than chrevh&h in turn increases plating line
throughput and reduces the rate of rejection. fibkel-tungsten electroplating process
produces many of the same desirable physical piiepeas chrome plating, but it isn’t
commonly used because additional performance tesisn needed. The major
disadvantages of nickel-tungsten electroplating #@re reliance on nickel and the
potential increase in chemical costs.

Tin-Cobalt Alloy

Tin-cobalt alloys provide a finish that is similer appearance to chromium. The tin-
cobalt appearance ranges in color from a brightproflum appearance to a warm, silvery
gray color. Color is controlled by varying the gemt of tin in the alloy. To achieve the
appearance of a chromium plate, the optimal tirattotatio in solution is 50:50. This
ratio results in a plate that consists of 80 pdrterand 20 percent cobalt. Reducing the
cobalt content of the plate below 17 percent resiit a matte gray appearance.
Additional operating parameters include a pH ofragpnately 8.5 and an operating
temperature ranging between 38 and 43 degreesu€el3ihe tin-cobalt finish provides
hardness and wear-resistance that is sufficientrfost indoor, decorative applications.
The process, either in rack or barrel operatiosgsuan alkaline sulfate system with
optional wetter/amine-based liquid brighteners. rr€nt applications of this plating
alternative for chromium include automotive interiparts, computer components,
bicycle spokes, flexible shower hoses, and screws.

Tin-Nickel Alloy

Tin-nickel alloy plating results in a faint rosengicolor and can be used as a replacement
for decorative chromium plating for both indoor amatdoor applications. This alloy is
resistant to corrosion and tarnish and has goothcband wear resistance. The hardness
of a tin-nickel deposit ranges between chromium aw#el. Other advantages of this
coating include excellent frictional resistance atillity to retain an oil film on its
surface. Tin-nickel alloy plating solutions havéigh throwing power, which enables
the solution to function where plating chromiundigep recesses is a problem.

Aluminum lon Vapor Deposition

lon vapor deposition (IVD) produces a multi-purpesating that has excellent corrosion
protection and no embrittlement problems. Thishmetogy has been used as an
alternative to chromium coating in several applas. Extensive testing has shown that
IVD aluminum protects substrates better than eptated or vacuum-deposited
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chromium in acetic salt fog and outdoor environraentlVD also provides greater
resistance to cracking.

Type |l Sulfuric Acid Anodizing

The results of a National Aeronautics and Space iAgtnation (NASA) study indicate
that in applications where anodizing is used todarhporrosion protection on aluminum,
Type |l sulfuric acid anodizing is superior to Tylbehromic acid anodizing.

Chemical suppliers claim that converting from chiomacid anodizing to sulfuric acid
anodizing is not a simple chemical substitutionstéad, the process requires a complete
change of the anodizing equipment with partial rficdions to downstream waste
treatment facilities. Due to the differences ie tacidity levels of sulfuric acid and
chromic acid, replacement of the anodizing tankymscally required. Further, sulfuric
acid anodizing processes also have different veltagpd amperage requirements,
necessitating replacement of the rectifier. Therafng temperature of the electrolytic
bath is different for the two processes such thatchromic process is steam heated and
maintained at an operating temperature ranging éewo0 and 100F, whereas the
sulfuric acid process is chilled with cooling wateran operating temperature ranging
between 45 and 7.

Operation and maintenance costs tend to be muaér lfiow sulfuric acid anodizing than
for chromic acid because of lower energy requirdseiVastewater treatment costs are
also lower because the sulfuric acid process @dyires the removal of copper, whereas
chromic acid requires more complex chrome reductechniques. The change in
materials also means that the cost of sludge ddpogreatly reduced.

Table 1-6 summarizes the several alternative pseset hexavalent chromium electroplating.
Each of the alternatives may have limited applagtibut are potential strategies available to
facilities to reduce hexavalent chromium emissiomos the metal finishing industry.
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Table 1-6

Summary of Alternative Processes *

Alternative Process

Advantages

Disadvantages

Trivalent Chromium
(Cr+3)

Nontoxic

Lower concentrations needed
Less chemicals used — less wastg
No fumes

Higher throughput of final product

Less durable finish than Cr+6
Color difference
Limited to decorative applications

Electroless Nickel
Phosphorus

Less toxic

More uniform finish than Cr+6
No need to overplate
Appropriate for use in ground-
based hydraulic components

Lower hardness & abrasion
resistance

May require heat treatment for
hardness

Process bath sensitive to impuriti¢

Nickel-Tungsten
Electroplating

Less toxic
More uniform finish than Cr+6
Lower energy costs than Cr+6

Potentially higher chemical costs

Tin-Cobalt Alloy

Less toxic

Similar finish to Cr+6
Appropriate for indoor decorative
applications

Lower hardness & wear resistanc

Tin-Nickel Alloy

Less toxic

Hardness between chromium &
nickel

Good corrosion & tarnish
resistance

Good wear resistance
Appropriate for indoor & outdoor
use

Limited to decorative applications

Aluminum lon Vapor
Deposition (IVD)

Less toxic
Excellent corrosion resistance
Appropriate for outdoor use

Good resistance to cracking

Extremely expensive
Likely for highly specialized
military or commercial aerospac

PS

1%

applications

*The alternative processes identified in this taikey be considered pollution prevention technidoeshrome and
Hexavalent Chromium Emissions From Chromium Elgiaiting and Chromic Acid Anodizing
Operationsther metals.
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standarduetian tool to identify a project's potential
adverse environmental impacts. This checklist tifles and evaluates potential adverse
environmental impacts that may be created by tbpgsed project.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Project Title:

Proposed Amended Rule 1469 — Hexavalent Chromiunsdtmms
From Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anadg
Operations

Lead Agency Name: South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Ms. Barbara Radlein (909) 396-2716

Lead Agency Address:
CEQA Contact Person:

Rule 1469 Contact Person

Ms. Cheryl Marshall (909) 396-2567

Project Sponsor's Name:

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Project Sponsor's Address:

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765

General Plan Designation:

Not applicable

Zoning: Not applicable

The objective of PAR 1469 is to further reduce tngantity of
hexavalent chromium emissions and the associatececaisk from
the metal finishing industry by incorporating tlaelst amendments
the Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Chrom Plating
and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations, as adoptethie California
Air Resources Board (CARB) on October 24, 2007.r &mample,
facility operators will be required to comply wita hexavalent
chromium emission rate of 0.0015 milligram per aregsour
(mg/amp-hr) for modified facilities and 0.0011 mugfahr for new
facilities. In addition, PAR 1469 would prohibititisg and
constructing new facilities within 1,000 feet ofns#ive receptors,
schools (proposed and existing), and areas zorete$idences and

r

N

Description of Project:

mixed uses. Other changes are proposed that &cldd a broade
definition of sensitive receptor; 2) more stringesurface tensiof
requirements for certifying fume suppressants; I)remstringent
housekeeping practices; and, 4) a prohibition dé&,saupply, or
manufacture of chromium electroplating or chromadaanodizing
kits to unpermitted facilities. Other minor chasgae proposed far
clarity and consistency throughout the rule. PARYis estimated tp
reduce hexavalent chromium emissions by 40 percestyting in a
reduction of cancer risk for most chrome platinglies to less than
25 in a million. The environmental analysis in tBeaft-Final EA
concluded that PAR 1469 would not generate anyifgignt adverse
environmental impacts.

Surrounding Land Uses and
Setting:

Other Public Agencies
Whose Approval is
Required:

Not applicable

Not applicable
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The following environmental impact areas have bessessed to determine their potential to be

affected by the proposed project.

As indicated tlhy checklist on the following pages,

environmental topics marked with €™ may be adversely affected by the proposed projéct
explanation relative to the determination of imgazn be found following the checklist for each

area.
0 Aesthetics OO0 Agriculture Resources M Air Quality
[0 Biological Resources [0 Cultural Resources M Energy
0 Geology/Soils M Hazards & Hazardous M Hydrology/
Materials Water Quality
O Land Use/Planning 0 Mineral Resources O Noise
O Population/Housing [0 Public Services [0 Recreation
M  Solid/Hazardous Waste M Transportation/ M Mandatory
Traffic Findings of
Significance
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DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

M | find the proposed project, in accordance withsthtindings made pursuant to
CEQA Guideline 815252, COULD NOT have a significaftect on the
environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTithw no
significant impacts will be prepared.

[l 1 find that although the proposed project couldenavsignificant effect on the
environment, there will NOT be significant effects this case because
revisions in the project have been made by or dgtee by the project
proponent. An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no gi§cant
impacts will be prepared.

0 | find that the proposed project MAY have a sigraht effect(s) on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT wi# prepared.

O  [Ifind that the proposed project MAY have a "pdialty significant impact” on
the environment, but at least one effect 1) has laelequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal stedg] and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on thereanlalysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT iguieed, but it
must analyze only the effects that remain to beesied.

0 | find that although the proposed project coulgteha significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significarfeets (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTrguant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoideditayated pursuant to that
earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisie or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed prajething further is
required.

Stnve Somith_

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor

Date:__October 8, 2008 Signature;
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

Because the objective of PAR 1469 is to furtherucedthe cancer risk associated with
hexavalent chromium emissions from the metal finighndustry by establishing additional,
more stringent requirements for chrome plating ahtbmic acid anodizing processes, PAR
1469 is expected to reduce the cancer risk for rolmsime plating facilities to less than 25 in
one million (25 x 10). Specifically, PAR 1469 would supplement therent emission limit
requirements for chrome plating pursuant to the N&S promulgated in 40 CFR Part 63,
Subpart N, National Emission Standards for ChromiEmissions From Hard and Decorative
Chromium Electroplating and Chromium Anodizing Tanky reducing the cancer risk at most
of the affected facilities to below 25 in one nailii(25 x 10°). The responses to the following
checklist items focus on the assumption that machhand chemical fume suppressants and
add-on control equipment (i.e., HEPA filtration &yas) would be used to comply with the
requirements of PAR 1469, depending on the spetipe of metal finishing operation being
controlled.

It is important to note that the basis for estimgtthe number of HEPA filtration systems, the
number of HEPA filters needed, and the projecteagesof chemical fume suppressants was
derived from a combination of facility data with k8bcase assumptions, when actual data were
not available. Thus, the estimates are consee/éithe extent that the actual numbers of add-
on controls and fume suppressant usage are exptrtee less than the calculated amounts.
Further, the availability of alternative complianoptions in PAR 1469 is also expected to
further reduce the actual number of add-on contrelsw the calculated values analyzed in this
document. It is important to note that there aPef&ilities that already comply with the
requirements in PAR 1469 and therefore, will noeddo install add-on pollution control
equipment. Thus, these facilities are excludedhftbe analysis of indirect impacts resulting
from the installation of air pollution control equnent.

Potentially  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
l. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic [ O %}
vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, [l [ %}

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character [ [ %}
or quality of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare [ [ %}
which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Significance Criteria
The proposed project impacts on aesthetics witdresidered significant if:

PAR 1469 2-4 November 2008



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

- The project will block views from a scenic highwarycorridor.

- The project will adversely affect the visual coniily of the surrounding area.

- The impacts on light and glare will be considenggigicant if the project adds lighting
which would add glare to residential areasemsgive receptors.

Discussion

l.a), b), ¢) & d) The proposed project would regulate chromium sioins from approximately
65 chromium electroplating and chromic acid anadjZiacilities throughout the District. For
affected facilities that do not currently meet there stringent rule requirements, the expected
options for compliance are the use of mechanicdl @remical fume suppressants and add-on
control equipment (i.e., HEPA filtration systems).

The proposed project would not result in any newstmction of buildings or other structures
that would obstruct scenic resources or degradextsting visual character of a site, including
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, astbric buildings. Similarly, additional light or
glare would not be created which would adverseigcafday or nighttime views in the area since
no light generating equipment would be requiredceonply with PAR 1469. Further, any
installation of HEPA filtration systems at the diig facilities, either inside or outside the
existing building(s), would not appreciably chanige visual profile of the affected building(s).

Based upon these considerations, significant advaesthetics impacts are not anticipated and
will not be further analyzed in thisraft-Final EA. Since no significant aesthetics impacts were
identified, no mitigation measures are necessargauired.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or [ L %}

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agriculturaka, O O %}
or a Williamson Act contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing environmen [ L %}
which, due to their location or nature, could résul
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural
use?

Significance Criteria
Project-related impacts on agricultural resourc#isoe considered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:
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- The proposed project conflicts with existing zonargagricultural use or Williamson Act
contracts.

- The proposed project will convert prime farmlandique farmland or farmland of statewide
importance as shown on the maps prepared pursu#m farmland mapping and monitoring
program of the California Resources Agency, to agneultural use.

- The proposed project would involve changes in ttigtiag environment, which due to their
location or nature, could result in conversionafland to non-agricultural uses.

Discussion

Il.a), b), & ¢) The proposed project would regulate chromium simns from approximately 65
chromium electroplating and chromic acid anodizeggrations throughout the District. For
affected facilities that do not currently meet there stringent rule requirements, the expected
options for compliance are the use of mechanicdl @emical fume suppressants, and add-on
control equipment (i.e., HEPA filtration systems).

The proposed project would not result in any newstaction of buildings or other structures
that would convert farmland to non-agricultural eseonflict with zoning for agricultural use or
a Williamson Act contract. Further, any instatetiof HEPA filtration systems at the existing
facilities, either inside or outside the existinglding(s), would not require converting farmland
to non-agricultural uses because equipment wouiddialled completely within the confines of
an affected industrial facility’s boundaries.

Based upon these considerations, significant agui@l resource impacts are not anticipated and
will not be further analyzed in thisraft-Final EA. Since no significant agriculture resources
impacts were identified, no mitigation measuresraeessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
lll.  AIR QUALITY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [ O %}
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute t O %} O
an existing or projected air quality violation?
c) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net insesa O %} O

of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed
guantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial @oilut l %} O
concentrations?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substnti [ %} L
number of people?
f)  Diminish an existing air quality rule or future IZI L %}

compliance requirement resulting in a significant
increase in air pollutant(s)?

lll.a) PAR 1469 is being implemented to incorporatel#test amendments to the ATCM and
to further reduce chromium emissions and the cariskrfrom chromium electroplating and
chromic acid anodizing operations. Although thepmsed project does not implement control
measures in the SCAQMD’s AQMP, PAR 1469 does, hanamplement CARB’s ATCM for
chromium electroplating and chromic acid anodizoperations. In addition, the proposed
project is consistent with the air quality improvamh goals of the AQMP because it is expected
to contribute to the overall improvement of locatizair quality by reducing TAC emissions and
the cancer risk from affected facilities. Some TA@issions at affected facilities are also
considered to be comprised of particulate matt®t)(@missions and, as such, PAR 1469 would
also contribute to reducing PM emissions. Therefanplementing PAR 1469 is a beneficial
effect such that it will not be further analyzedhis BraftFinal EA.

lll.b) & ¢) The objective of the proposed project is to rednexavalent chromium emissions
and exposure to hexavalent chromium from chromileoteplating and chromic acid anodizing
operations. However, the implementation of PAR 9 46ith respect to the use of chemical
fume suppressants and add-on controls could cbeditedirect and indirect air quality impacts.
These impacts are discussed separately as follows.

Air Quality Significance Criteria

To determine whether or not air quality impactsrfradopting and implementing the proposed
amendments are significant, impacts will be evadatnd compared to the criteria in Table 2-1.
The project will be considered to have significadvzerse air quality impacts if any one of the
thresholds in Table 2-1 are equaled or exceeded.

Direct Air Quality Impacts

PAR 1469 is estimated to reduce the cancer riskaost of affected facilities to below 25 in one
million (25 x 10°%. Based on an evaluation of inventories of féiesi that would be subject to
PAR 1469, the universe is comprised of about 18ifitias with a total of 271 tanks distributed
as follows: 1) 34 facilities with 130 hard chrommuanks; 2) 68 facilities with 84 decorative
chromium tanks; 3) 32 facilities with 38 chromidda@nodizing tanks; and, 4) three facilities
that conduct multiple plating operations with 12rchachromium tanks, three decorative
chromium tanks, and four chromic acid anodizingksan Further, approximately 68 facilities
with 102 tanks will be required to meet a minimumigsion limit of 0.0015 mg/amp-hr,
distributed as follows: 1) 9 facilities have 29dahromium tanks; 2) 38 facilities have 45
decorative chromium tanks; 3) 20 facilities havecPMomic acid anodizing tanks; and 4) one
facility conducts multiple chromium electroplatimgocesses with three decorative chromium
electroplating tanks and one chromic acid anoditamd. There are 12 facilities with 23 tanks
vented to 13 existing air pollution control devitkat may need to be redesigned or upgraded to
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Table 2-1
Air Quality Significance Thresholds’

Mass Daily Thresholds

Pollutant Construction Operation
NOXx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
PM2.5 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
CcoO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day
Toxic Air Contaminants and Odor Thresholds
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) MICR > 10 in 1 million ; HI_>1.0 (project increment)
Accidental Release of Acutely CAA 8112(r) threshold quantities
Hazardous Materials (AHMs)
Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuar€£®1D Rule 402

Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants @

NO2 SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanititauses or
contributes to an exceedance of the following atteint standards:
0.25 ppm (state)

0.053 ppm (federal)

1-hour average
annual average

PM10
24-hour average 10.4pg/n? (constructionf® & 2.5 pg/nt (operation)
annual geometric average 1.0pug/n?
annual arithmetic mean 20 pg/n
PM2.5
24-hour average 10.4pg/n? (constructionf® & 2.5 pg/m?® (operation)
Sulfate
24-hour average 1 ug/n?
CcO SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanititauses or

contributes to an exceedance of the following atteint standards:

20 ppm (state)

1-hour average
9.0 ppm (state/federal)

8-hour average
a ; . . o
@) Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollata based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unlessretise stated.

®) Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD R408.

KEY: MICR = maximum individual cancer risk HI = Hazkindex
ug/nt = microgram per cubic meter ppm = parts per mmillio
AHM = acutely hazardous material; TAC = toxic antaminant

meet the more stringent emissions limits in PARA461 addition, there is one facility with 13
enclosed hard chromium tanks that may need redssign upgraded controls in order to meet
the 0.0015 mg/amp-hr limit. The remaining 55 fiéiels with 66 tanks currently only have in-
tank controls and may need to install approximab@yair pollution control systems in order to

® CEQA Air Quality Handbook, SCAQMD, November 1993.
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meet the 0.0015 mg/amp-hr limit. Consequentlyucaty the cancer risk at the majority of
these facilities will provide an air quality bertednd public health benefit.

Direct air quality impacts of amending PAR 1469 Wbresult from the reduction of the risk
levels. Lowering toxic risk at affected facilitiagill provide air quality and human health
benefits to the public, such as reducing cancemamegcancer risks.

Indirect Air Quality Impacts

The installation and operation of add-on air p@datcontrol equipment and the use of chemical
fume suppressants can potentially create secondarindirect air quality impacts (e.g.,
emissions), which can adversely affect local angioreal air quality. A project generates
emissions both during the period of its constructand through ongoing daily operations.
During installation of new add-on air pollution ¢ay devices, emissions may be generated by
onsite construction equipment and by offsite vedsicused for worker commuting. After
construction activities are completed, emissiong beagenerated by the operation of the add-on
air pollution control devices, emissions generditeth the use of chemical fume suppressants, or
a combination of the two.

Assumptions Based on Incremental Number of Add-a@fuffon Control Equipment

An affected facility operator may opt to installdadn air pollution control equipment in order to
achieve the applicable emission limit or to meet #"pplicable cancer risk relative to the
residential or sensitive receptor distance as requby PAR 1469. Though there are several
types of add-on controls commercially available, thee purpose of calculating a “worst-case”
impact versus the achievable control efficiencibés document assumes that all of the air
pollution control devices to be installed as a tesUPAR 1469 will be HEPA filtration systems.
The total estimated number of air pollution consgétems to be installed was determined by the
number of existing tanks at each of the 137 aftedaeilities. Of the 68 facilities required to
meet an emission rate of 0.0015 mg/amp-hr, opexraibr65 facilities are expected to either
install new air pollution control devices or rettdheir existing air pollution control devices.

To estimate the “worst-case” construction- and afi@nal-related emissions associated with the
implementation of PAR 1469, the following assumpsiavere made. Refer to Appendix B for
the assumptions used to estimate indirect consiructand operational-related air quality
impacts.

Of the 137 affected facilities with 271 tanks, #hare 55 facilities with 66 tanks that currently
only have in-tank controls. For this reason, th&sslity operators are expected to install
approximately 56 new HEPA systems and dismantieejplace/retrofit 11 existing air pollution

control systems in order to meet the 0.0015 mg/amemission rate. Of the 56 new HEPA
systems, only 54 HEPA systems would be requiredPBR 1469 to be constructed in

compliance year 2009. Based upon available infaamathe remaining 82 affected facilities
already comply with the PAR 1469 requirements ailt ot need to install add-on pollution

control equipment. Therefore, these facilities exeluded from the analysis of indirect impacts
resulting from installation of pollution control @igment.

The estimated the number of add-on pollution cor@quipment that is expected to be installed
pursuant to PAR 1469 is based on the assumptidrtiieab5 facilities will install a total of 56
new air pollution control systems and r replacedfét1l existing air pollution control systems.
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Based on the type of plating that occurs at thecéé facilities, Table 2-2 summarizes the size
of the HEPA filtration systems relative to the vkatton rate or air flow throughput. Refer to
Appendix B for the assumptions and methodologyd&termining the designed ventilation rate
for the HEPA filtration systems.

Table 2-2
Estimated Number of HEPA Systems Needed Per Desigh¥entilation Rate
No. of HEPA Systems Needed
Type of Plating Tank per Designed Ventilation Rate
5,000 cfm 10,000 cfm 20,000 cfm
Hard 5 new 1 new
1 retrofit N/A 1 retrofit
Decorative 31 new 2 new 2 new
2 retrofit 1 retrofit N/A retrofit
Anodizing 13 new 2 new N/A
4 retrofit N/A retrofit
Combination* N/A new N/A N/A new
1 retrofit 1 retrofit
Total 57 5 5

* Multiple Plating Processes with any combinatidrnard, decorative and anodizing operations.
cfm = cubic feet per minute
N/A means that there are no equipment in this cajeg

Construction Assumptions

Construction-related emissions can be distinguistsedither onsite or offsite. Onsite emissions
generated during construction principally consisexhaust emissions (NOx, oxides of sulfur
(SOx), carbon monoxide (CO), VOC, PM10 and PM2.B)mf heavy-duty construction
equipment operation, PM10 and PM2.5 from fugitivestdresulting from disturbed soil, and
VOC emissions from asphaltic paving and paintir@jfsite emissions during the construction
phase normally consist of exhaust emissions andieatl paved road dust as PM10 and PM 2.5
from worker commute trips, material delivery tripsid haul truck material removal trips to and
from the construction site.

With respect to PAR 1469, no construction emissifstom grading are anticipated because
installation of new air pollution control equipme(te., HEPA filtration systems) and the
dismantling of existing air pollution control equment would occur at existing
industrial/commercial facilities and, therefore, ua not require activities such as digging,
earthmoving, grading, slab pouring, or paving. Tipe of construction-related activities
attributable to facilities that would be dismangliexisting scrubbers and/or installing new HEPA
filtration systems would consist predominantly oftmg, welding, et cetera. Activities during
construction that could potentially adversely dffaic quality are those activities associated with
the installation of new and the dismantling of @rg air pollution equipment, including the
truck deliveries of equipment and the truck tramsp@s to remove the dismantled equipment.

PAR 1469 requires compliance with the emissiontlifoi metal plating activities with tanks
vented to air pollution control equipment to octyr October 24, 2009, October 24, 2010 or
October 24, 2011 depending on the distance to #agest sensitive receptor and the annual
permitted ampere-hours. However, before constrnatan begin, each facility will be required
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to apply for and receive an approved permit to tont Therefore, from the time each affected
facility applies for and receives a permit, it issamed that each affected facility will have

approximately six to nine months for the 2009 caenge date and one year for the 2010 and
2011 compliance dates to construct their HEPA4filom system and dismantle any existing air
pollution control equipment, as applicable, in eritecomply with PAR 14609.

» For calculating peak daily “worst-case” construst@missions, it is assumed that facility
operators will construct 54 HEPA filtration systemighin the 10 months following the
adoption of PAR 1469 (in year 2009).

* To derive the peak construction-related activitteg, 54 add-on controls for the “worst-
case” was divided by a two-week construction petogield a maximum of 27 add-on
controls that could be installed during any momitd gour in any day. This “worst-case”
assumption is based on the fact that some fa@pigrators may delay submitting their
applications in accordance with the compliance limes, the total number of permits
received at any one time, the SCAQMD’s permittiegaurces, and the availability of
contractors to install the add-on controls.

* It is assumed that the combination of installingvnequipment and subsequently
dismantling existing equipment may take two weekie estimated period of two weeks
represents a conservative estimate for all faeditthat are expected to undergo
construction alone or construction and dismantlasyapplicable.

* Itis assumed that the installation for every addzontrol device requires the use of one
air compressor and welder that operate four hoersliay.

* It is assumed that each add-on control requiresrstauction crew consisting of four
members.

Construction Emissions

The total amount of construction emissions are gged from combustion emissions from
construction equipment operating onsite and thekerst offsite vehicle trips. The assumptions
used to derive estimates for offsite or mobile seuemission increases are based on
worker/power resources and hours required to delarel install a typical HEPA filtration
system and to dismantle and haul away an exisgates). Assuming a five-day week at four
hours per day, the construction project would rexjtour workers per day. Using a 1.0 vehicle
occupancy, the labor force would generate approeiypdour one-way vehicle trips per day for
a total of eight round-trip vehicle trips for evefgcility undergoing construction activities.
Assuming an estimated 40-mile round trip each dayvehicle and 80-mile round trip per day
for delivery/haul away truck trips, the total dad¥fsite worker's commute travel emissions that
would be attributed to construction-related aatgtfor installing four HEPA filtration systems
in any one day are approximately 22 pounds of N&dxpounds of VOC, 21 pounds of CO, 0.01
pound of SOx, two pounds of PM10 and one pound M2.B. To exceed the peak daily
significance thresholds for construction emissiaimost 20 facilities would have to undergo
construction activities simultaneously. Howeveasdéd on the aforementioned assumptions, it is
highly unlikely that this many facility would undgr construction simultaneously. Refer to
Appendix B for the calculations used to estimatsitef mobile source emissions.

Table 2-3 presents the results of the SCAQMD's tcocison air quality analysis. It lists the
total peak daily construction emissions from camdton worker trips and use of equipment
during the installation of new and the dismantloigexisting control devices. The calculations
demonstrate that the total daily construction eifmmsswould not generate emissions that exceed
the SCAQMD’s CEQA air quality thresholds for comstiion emission significance of 100
pounds per day of NOx, 75 pounds per day of VO@, 260 pounds per day of CO and 150
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pounds of PM10 as discussed in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Quality Handbook (November
1993). Therefore, air quality impacts from constiean emissions are considered to be not
significant. Appendix B contains the spreadshestis the results and assumptions used by the
SCAQMD for this analysis.

Table 2-3
Peak Daily Construction Emissions
(in pounds per day)

Peak Construction CcO VOC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5
Activity (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day)
Onsite Emissions* 952 4.00 8.28 0 0.92 0.84
Offsite Emissions** 11.84 1.84 14.20 0.04 0.72 0.60
Total Offsite and Onsite 21 6 22 0 2 1
SIGNIFICANCE 550 75 100 150 150 55
THRESHOLD
SIGNIFICANT? NO NO NO NO NO NO

* Construction Activities
** \Worker Commute

Operational Assumptions for HEPA Filtration Systems

Day to day operation of new HEPA filtration systedo®s not rely on natural gas for power and
thus does not have the potential to generate ggnifadverse secondary air quality impacts due
to combustion. However, because trucks are usettatsport the spent HEPA filters for
disposal as hazardous waste, emissions from trxitkust may contribute to adverse secondary
air quality operation impacts. It is importantkep in mind that the toxic and hazardous nature
of the products used by the metal finishing industontain toxic and hazardous materials,
meaning that facilities affected by PAR 1469 cutlserfollow procedures for the process,
storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous waat@ruck trips. Based on facility data
combined with conservative estimates when data weteavailable, of the 56 new add-on
control devices to be installed and the 11 existiimgpollution control systems to be retrofitted, a
total of 492 HEPA filters are estimated to be neéed® an annual basis. Manufacturer
recommendations suggest the replacement of HERXsfishould occur anywhere from once a
year to once every two years, depending on theirlgadr throughput. For a “worst-case”
analysis, it is assumed that each HEPA filtratigsteam will require replacement of its HEPA
filters once per year, which means that each fgomll have a maximum disposal rate of six
HEPA filters per year for a 5,000 cfm system, 12PAHilters per year for a 10,000 cfm system,
and 18 filters per year for a 20,000 cfm systemith\@ typical dimension of one HEPA filter at
approximately two feet wide by two feet long by fanches deep or 1.3 cubic feet, disposal size
of HEPA filters per year equates to approximateB qubic feet of hazardous waste per 5,000
cfm system, 15.6 cubic feet per 10,000 cfm systmmd, 23.4 cubic feet per 20,000 cfm system.
For all 67 HEPA systems expected to be installedetnofitted, the total annual disposal of
HEPA filters is estimated to be 640 cubic feet.

Therefore, because the replacement and dispospleiney of the HEPA filters is calculated to
be relatively low (e.g. between six and 18 peresysper year), it is not practical or likely that
each facility will arrange for a separate transpopt uniquely for the purpose of disposing the
spent HEPA filters. Instead, the spent HEPA fdtare expected to be included as part of the
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same number of truck trips that each facility cotliye has scheduled to dispose of the other
hazardous wastes generated on-site from the platidganodizing process chemistries. With no
change to the current setting as it pertains todilevery schedule for trucks to pick up and
dispose the collected additional hazardous wasteH@PA filters) expected, no increase in
operational emissions due to the disposal of spiRA filters is anticipated as a result of
implementing PAR 1469. However, for every spentPAHilter, a new replacement would be
required. Therefore, 492 fresh HEPA filters wonékd to be delivered to 65 facilities in a given
year. Given the number of work days in a year thedfact that only 65 facilities would require
replacement HEPA filters, it is unlikely that mattgan one delivery trip per day will occur.
However, to be consistent with the constructionysms for a conservative worst-case day, four
delivery trips per day were assumed to occur. &foee, to account for the additional deliveries,
a maximum of one truck delivery trip per day atrBiles round trip is assumed for this analysis.
Based on this scenario of a maximum of four heawy-druck trips per day, the total daily
offsite travel emissions that would be attributedHEPA filter deliveries are approximately:
13.4 pounds of NOx, one pound of VOC, four pound€©, 0.04 pound of SOx, one pound of
PM10 and one pound of PM2.5. Refer to AppendixX Bhs document for the assumptions and
calculations.

Operation Emissions from Chemical Fume Suppressants

Based on facility data combined with conservatisengates when data were not available for the
universe of sources, one tank at one facility iBmeged to begin using a certified fume

suppressant to comply with PAR 1469. (Most of fdmlities subject to PAR 1469 already use
certified fume suppressants.) PAR 1469 does netigpthe use of any particular chemical

fume suppressant. Based on the product matefetysand data sheets (MSDS), the majority of
the chemical fume suppressants that are expectée tosed by the metal plating industry to
comply with PAR 1469 consist mostly of water andfactants, but may also contain a small
guantity VOCs (i.e., no more 50 grams of VOC perlof material). Further, the MSDS sheets
indicate that none of the chemical fume suppresseuntrently available on the market contain
any ozone depleting compounds or global warmingpmmds. Thus, use of these products
would not be subject to additional permitting omgukatory requirements other than the

certification requirements proposed in PAR 146%r the one facility that is expected to start
using chemical fume suppressants, an increasepod@amately 0.004 pound per day of VOCs is

expected. Refer to Appendix B of this documentiigrassumptions and calculations.

Total Operation Emissions

Table 2-4 presents the results of the SCAQMD's aijmar air quality analysis. It lists the total
daily operation emissions from four deliveries ksh HEPA filters to four facilities in one day
and the use of chemical fume suppressants at ailityfa Again, the calculations demonstrate
that the total daily operation emissions would rg#Enerate emissions that exceed the
SCAQMD’s CEQA air quality thresholds for constractiemission significance of 55 pounds
per day of NOx, 55 pounds per day of VOC, 550 psuper day of CO, 150 pounds of PM10
and 55 pounds per day of PM2.5 as discussed i8@a&QMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook
(November 1993). Therefore, air quality impactsroperation emissions are considered to be
not significant. Appendix B contains the spreaéshvath the results and assumptions used by
the SCAQMD for this analysis.
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Table 2-4
Operation Emissions
(in pounds per day)

Peak Construction CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10 PM2.5
Activity (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day)
Onsite Emissions* 0 0 0 0 0 0
Offsite Emissions** 4 1 13 0 1 1
Total Offsite and Onsite 4 1 13 0 1 1
SIGNIFICANCE 550 55 55 150 150 55
THRESHOLD
SIGNIFICANT? NO NO NO NO NO NO

* Use of Chemical Fume Suppressants
** Truck trips for delivering fresh HEPA filters

Summary of Global Warming Impacts

Combustion activities such as operation of consvnequipment as well as offsite worker trips
and truck deliveries generate greenhouse gas (@&nd®sions in addition to criteria pollutants.
The following analysis focuses on directly emitt@@2 and methane (CH4), a gas with 21 times
the global warming potential of CO2, because th@sethe primary GHG pollutants emitted
during the combustion process and they are the @sllBtants for which emission factors are
most readily available. CO2 and CH4 emissions vestimated using emission factors from
CARB’s EMFAC2007 and Offroad2007 models and EPAR-42.

The analysis of GHGs is a much different analyisatthe analysis of criteria pollutants for the
following reasons. For criteria pollutants, thegrsficance thresholds are based on daily
emissions because attainment or non-attainmenased on daily exceedances of applicable
ambient air quality standards. Further, severabiant air quality standards are based on
relatively short-term exposure effects on humarithea.g., one-hour and eight-hour standards.
Since the half-life of CO2 is approximately 100 ngedor example, the effects of GHGs occur
over a longer term which means they affect the ajlcbmate over a relatively long time frame.
As a result, the SCAQMD’s current position is talkesate the effects of GHGs over a longer
timeframe than a single day. Although GHG emissiare typically considered to be cumulative
impacts because they contribute to global climéeces, thisBraft-Final EA analyzes the GHG
emissions from the use of welders and air comprsssowell as from construction worker trips
and heavy duty truck delivery trips.

For the purposes of addressing the GHG impactsA&f P469, the overall impacts of CO2 and
CH4 emissions from the proposed project were estithaand evaluated from initial
implementation of the proposed project beginning009 for the majority of affected units (the
initial full compliance date is the date of adoptiof PAR 1469, but actual implementation is
expected to occur after applications for permiesaarbmitted and permits to construct are issued)
until October 24, 2011, the final compliance datdables 2-5 and 2-6 summarize the CO2 &
CH4 impacts from both construction and operatidiviies, respectively. Refer to Appendix B
for the GHG estimates
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Table 2-5
Overall GHG (CO2 plus CO2 eq as CH4) Increases Due Construction Activities
(metric tons/year)*

Compliance Year
Annual GHG Emission Increases 2009 2010 2011
Installing 54 HEPA systems in 2009 18 0 0
Retrofitting 7 HEPA systems in 2010 0 2 0
Retrofitting 6 HEPA systems in 2011 0 0 1
GHG Increases(metric tons/year 18 2 1

11 metric ton = 2,205 pounds

Table 2-6
Overall GHG (CO2 plus CO2 eqg as CH4) Increases Due Operation Activities
(metric tons/year)*

Compliance Year
Annual GHG Emission Increases 2009 2010 2011
Operating 54 HEPA systems in 2009 8 8 8
Operating 7 HEPA systems in 2010
Operating 6 HEPA systems in 2011 0 0 1
GHG Increases(metric tons/year 8 9 10

1 1 metric ton = 2,205 pounds

Neither SCAQMD nor any other air regulatory agenctyCalifornia has formally established a
significance threshold for GHG emissions yet. la #éfosence of a specific significance threshold,
SCAQMD staff has evaluated significance for prageshere it is the lead agency on a case-by-
case basis. In this analysis, SCAQMD staff has asedriety of benchmarks to evaluate GHG
impacts. As additional information is compiled lwregard to the level of GHG emissions that
constitute a significant cumulative climate changpact, SCAQMD will continue to revisit and
possibly revise the level of GHG emissions congddo be significant.

In its CEQA & Climate Change document (January, 2008), the California Air PadintControl
Officers Association (CAPCOA) identifies many pdiahGHG significance threshold options.
The CAPCOA document indicates that establishinghtitzdive thresholds is a balance between
setting the level low enough to capture a substhamortion of future residential and non-
residential development, while also setting a tmokbs high enough to exclude small
development projects that will contribute a relaelyvsmall fraction of the cumulative statewide
GHG emissions. For example, CAPCOA identifies @utential significance threshold as
10,000 metric tons per year, which was considengdhle Market Advisory Committee for
inclusion in a Greenhouse Gas Cap and Trade Syst@alifornia. Another potential threshold
identified by CAPCOA is 25,000 metric tons per yeahich is CARB’s proposed mandatory
reporting threshold under Assembly Bill (AB) 32. s Ahown in Tables 2-5 and 2-6, GHG
emissions increases from implementing PAR 1469 avdnd substantially lower than both of
these reporting thresholds.
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Finally, another approach to determining signifmaims to estimate what percentage of the total
inventory of GHG emissions are represented by eomsgrom a single project. If emissions are
a relatively small percentage of the total inventdris possible that the project will have litthe

no effect on global climate change. According\aikable information, the statewide inventory
of CO2 equivalent (CO2eq.) emissions is as folloh890 GHG emissions equal 427 million
metric tons of CO2eq. and 2020 GHG emissions egd@lmillion metric tons of CO2eq. with
business as usual.

Interpolating a statewide GHG inventory for thery2@11 (the operational year with the highest
amount CO2 emissions from PAR 1469) results in @pprately 548 million metric tons of
CO2eq. The CO2 emission increase in 2011 from BRA&9 would be approximately 10 metric
tons of CO2eq which represents 1.8 £ percent of the statewide GHG inventory estimated f
2011. This extremely small percentage of GHG emmssfrom PAR 1469 as compared to the
total projected statewide GHG emissions inventayanother basis for the SCAQMD’s
conclusion that GHG emissions from implementing P89 are less than significant.

PAR 1469 is part of a comprehensive ongoing regofgprogram that includes implementing
the ATCM for hexavalent chromium electroplating actdtomic acid anodizing operations as
well as implementing related SCAQMD 2007 AQMP cohtmeasures as amended or new rules
to attain and maintain with a margin of safetystdite and national ambient air quality standards
for all areas within its jurisdiction. The 2007 MP estimates a CO2 reduction of 427,849
metric tons per year by 2014, and a CO2 reductioh, 523,445 metric ton per year by 2020.
Therefore, PAR 1469 in connection with other 200MP control measures is not considered
to be cumulatively considerable and, thereforeyasconsidered to be a significant cumulative
GHG impact.

Since GHG emissions are considered cumulative itapand the GHG emission increases from
PAR 1469 are considerably below the 10,000 metmcgder year Market Advisory Committee

threshold, 25,000 metric ton per year CARB propasesidatory reporting threshold under AB

32, a small percentage of the total statewide GhM&ntory in 2011, and, with other control

measures in the 2007 AQMP, which is a comprehersigeing regulatory program that would

reduce overall CO2 emissions; cumulative GHG advenspacts from PAR 1469 are not

considered significant.

Conclusion

Based on the aforementioned information, the pregpgeoject would not result in significant
adverse air quality impacts. As such, the propesalld not diminish an existing air quality rule
or future compliance requirement, nor conflict wathobstruct implementation of the applicable
air quality plan. The proposal has no direct pgmn that would violate any air quality standard
or directly contribute to an existing or projectad quality violation. Since project-specific
impacts are not expected to exceed air quality ifssgnce thresholds established by the
SCAQMD and the effect of AQMP control measuresasréduce GHGs, the effects of the
proposed project are not considered cumulativehsicierable. Therefore the above facts and
analyses demonstrating that project-specific aaliguimpacts from implementing the proposed
project are not significant support the concludioat the proposed project will not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any gatgollutant.
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lll.d) The primary objective of the proposed projectoiseduce population exposure to toxic
air contaminants. Affected facilities are not este to expose sensitive receptors to substantial
secondary pollutant concentrations from the insti@ih and operation of add-on controls for the
following reasons: 1) the affected facilities agristing facilities located in industrial or
commercial areas; 2) the purpose of the add-onralsnis to reduce toxics generated by the
metal finishing industry; 3) emissions to operéie add-on controls and for using chemical fume
suppressants do not exceed any SCAQMD threshofdk; 4 add-on controls and the use of
chemical fume suppressants must comply with alliegiple SCAQMD rules and regulations to
receive a permit to operate. Therefore, this imhEstie will not be further analyzed in thisaft
Final EA.

lll.e) Most of the existing affected facilities are la@tn industrial and commercial areas, but
some sensitive receptors are located in the wcioitsome of the facilities. Historically, the
SCAQMD has enforced odor nuisance complaints tHidd@AQMD Rule 402 - Nuisance. The
proposed requirements in PAR 1469 are expecteediace toxic emissions, hexavalent chrome
in particular, which, to the extent that hexavalemtome has any odors associated with it, can
potentially reduce odors from affected facilitie3his effect would be most noticeable from
those affected facilities that have sensitive remsplocated nearby. Although PAR 1469 will
require some affected facilities to modify theiistixg operations, the installation and operation
of air pollution control equipment and the use bé&mical fume suppressants serve to reduce
emissions of air toxics and, therefore, are nokeetgal to create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people. Therefore, no Sicanit adverse odor impacts are expected to
result from implementing the proposed amendments.

lIl.f) The objective of PAR 1469 is to enhance the effeness of an existing rule by imposing

more stringent requirements compared to existinig R469. Further, affected facilities will be

required to comply with all relevant SCAQMD rulesdaregulations, which may include any or

all of the following: source specific rules (Regida Xl); prohibitory rules (Regulation IV);

toxic rules (Rules 1401, 1402, etc.); and New SewReview (Regulation XIII). Accordingly,

the proposed project is not expected to diminiskdasting air quality rule so this impact issue
| will not be further analyzed in thiraftFinal EA.

Based upon all of the aforementioned consideratitihs SCAQMD has demonstrated that
implementing the proposed project will not creagmisicant adverse air quality impacts, either
| individually or cumulatively, and this topic willah be further analyzed in thgraftFinal EA.
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b)

d)

f)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:

Have a substantial adverse effect, either dyrect

or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, poljcies
or regulations, or by the California Department
of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparia
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by 8404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

Conflicting with any local policies or ordinarsce
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Halbit
Conservation  plan, Natural = Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Significance Criteria
Impacts on biological resources will be considesighificant if any of the following criteria

apply:

O

O

Less Than

Significant

Impact

No Impact
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- The project results in a loss of plant communitieanimal habitat considered to be rare,
threatened or endangered by federal, state or égmaicies.

- The project interferes substantially with the moeetof any resident or migratory wildlife
species.

- The project adversely affects aquatic communitiesugh construction or operation of the
project.

Discussion

IV.a), b), c), & d) PAR 1469 would only affect equipment or procestmsated at
approximately 65 existing facilities in areas thiave already been developed, primarily
industrial or commercial areas, which have alrebdgn greatly disturbed. In general, these
areas currently do not support riparian habitatlefelly protected wetlands, or migratory
corridors. Additionally, special status plantsinaas, or natural communities are not expected
to be found in close proximity to the affected lidieis. In general, most plants, with the possible
exception of some types of decorative plants, ayacally removed from industrial or
commercial facilities to reduce fire hazards. 8itlee proposed project does not induce growth
in the metal finishing sector, plant removal foe thurpose of reducing fire hazards will not
occur as result of implementing the proposed ptojec

IV.e) & f) PAR 1469 is not envisioned to conflict with logadlicies or ordinances protecting
biological resources nor local, regional, or sted@servation plans. Additionally, PAR 1469
will not conflict with any adopted Habitat Conseiiga Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or any other relevant habitat conservatian .pl

The SCAQMD, as the Lead Agency for the proposegeptphas found that, when considering
the record as a whole, there is no evidence thatptbposed project, as amended, will have
potential for any new adverse effects on wildligsaurces or the habitat upon which wildlife
depends. Accordingly, based upon the precediragnmdtion, the SCAQMD has, on the basis of
substantial evidence, rebutted the presumptiordeérse effect contained in 8753.5 (d), Title 14
of the California Code of Regulations.

Based upon these considerations, significant advéislogical resources impacts are not
anticipated and will not be further analyzed irsthraft-Final EA. Since no significant adverse
biological resources impacts were identified, ntigation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ O 4|
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ [ %}

significance of an archaeological resource as
defined in §15064.5?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique L L M
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those [ [ %}

interred outside a formal cemeteries?

Significance Criteria

Impacts to cultural resources will be considergaisicant if:

- The project results in the disturbance of a sigaiit prehistoric or historic archaeological
site or a property of historic or cultural signditce to a community or ethnic or social group.

- Unique paleontological resources are present thatide disturbed by construction of the
proposed project.

- The project would disturb human remains.

Discussion

V.a) Since construction-related activities associatet the implementation of PAR 1469 are
expected to be minimal and confined within the foioit of affected facilities (typically inside
the affected facility), no substantial changesistdnical resources are anticipated as a result of
implementing the proposed project.

V.b), ¢), & d) Installing add-on controls and other associatpdpment to comply with PAR
1469 will require minimal disturbance at any indwal site because affected facilities are
typically located in previously disturbed and deysd areas. Since construction-related
activities are expected to be minimal, PAR 1468ds expected to require physical changes to
the environment, which may disturb paleontologioal archaeological resources or disturb
human remains that may be interred outside of foommeteries. Furthermore, it is envisioned
that these areas are already either devoid of feignt cultural resources or whose cultural
resources have been previously disturbed and woatdbe further disturbed as a result of
implementing the proposed project.

Based upon these considerations, significant advarural resources impacts are not expected
from the implementing PAR 1469 and will not be gt assessed in thigaftFinal EA. Since

no significant cultural resources impacts were idied, no mitigation measures are necessary or
required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
VI. ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation pfans [ O %}
b) Result in the need for new or substantiallgrail O %} O

power or natural gas utility systems?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
c) Create any significant effects on local or oegi O 4] O
energy supplies and on requirements for additional
energy?
d) Create any significant effects on peak and base O 4| O
period demands for electricity and other forms of
energy?
e) Comply with existing energy standards? O O M

Significance Criteria

Impacts to energy and mineral resources will besictamed significant if any of the following

criteria are met:

- The project conflicts with adopted energy conseovaplans or standards.

- The project results in substantial depletion osgmrg energy resource supplies.

- Anincrease in demand for utilities impacts therent capacities of the electric and natural
gas utilities.

- The project uses non-renewable resources in a fubated/or inefficient manner.

Discussion

Vl.a) & e) The proposed project would not conflict with enerconservation plans, use non-
renewable resources in a wasteful manner, or restitte need for new or substantially altered
power or natural gas systems. Since PAR 1469 walfflett existing facilities, it will not
conflict with adopted energy conservation plansabee existing facilities would be expected to
continue implementing or complying with any exisgtienergy conservation plans. Additionally,
affected facilities are expected to comply withstixig energy conservation plans and standards
to minimize operating costs, but still comply wttke requirements of PAR 1469. Accordingly
these impact issues will not be further analyzeth@braft-Final EA.

VI.b), c), & d) The use of chemical fume suppressants is notcéaghd¢o change the energy

demand at affected facilities for operating theseicks. The use of add-on control equipment
may, however, require additional electricity foreogtion. The SCAQMD has determined that
the equipment and vehicles needed for constructind-operational-related activities associated
with the implementation of PAR 1469 are necessdPptential adverse energy impacts from
implementing the proposed project are analyzeterfallowing paragraphs.

The proposed project would require the installatibradd-on control equipment, specifically
HEPA filtration systems at 65 facilities and thavnese of chemical fume suppressants at one
facility. Though the use of chemical fume suppaess is not expected to change the energy
demand for operating these devices, the use obadmbntrol equipment may, however, require
additional electricity. In addition, for any fatis that may dismantle their existing air polturi
control equipment and replace it with new air podio control equipment, as a practical matter,
a slight reduction in the electricity demand coa@tur. However, due to lack of actual facility
data with respect to energy use for the existingags, this reduction has not been calculated
and thus, this document does not contain a quaatdffset to the projected increase in electrical
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demand necessary for operating the new add-onatentNatural gas is not used for either the
construction or operation of HEPA filtration system

Specifically, HEPA filtration control techniqueseacharacterized by high removal efficiency
and moderate to high energy requirements in mopticagpions. In order to achieve high

removal efficiencies, the filters are made of extey low porosity materials which impose a
high resistance to the flow of gas, which resultsan exhaust flow pressure drop through the
filter media. The higher the pressure drop acmsontrol device, the higher the electrical
energy requirement to operate larger fan motordetté overcome the flow resistance.

Additional energy information and the energy congtiom calculations as they relate to the

operational activities of the proposed HEPA filivat systems were derived from the estimated
ventilation rates as shown in Appendix B of thisulment. In addition, an increase in the use of
gasoline and diesel fuel is anticipated as a regudbth construction and operation activities due
to worker commute trips and truck delivery tripsspectively, is expected and the calculations
are shown in Appendix B.

Construction Impacts

During the construction phase of PAR 1469, diesel gasoline fuel will be consumed in
portable construction equipment (e.g., compresaods welders) used to weld, cut, and grind
metal structures and by construction workers’ veBiccommuting to and from construction
sites. To estimate the “worst-case” energy impastsociated with the construction phase of
PAR 1469 (e.g., the installation of add-on conjiothe SCAQMD assumed that portable
equipment used to weld, cut, and grind metal stimrestwould be operated up to four hours per
day. As previously noted the analysis of constomcair quality impacts, site preparation using
heavy-duty off-road construction equipment suclyi@lers, dozers, scrapers, etc., will not be
required for construction because construction istmprimarily of installing HEPA filtration
systems at existing facilities. The reader is mrefit to Appendix B for the assumptions and
calculations used by the SCAQMD to estimate fualgesassociated with the implementation of
PAR 1469.

To estimate construction workers’ fuel usage penmoate round trip, the SCAQMD assumed

workers’ vehicles would get 20 miles to the gallomd would travel 50 miles round trip to and

from the construction site in one day. Table 2si&lthe projected construction energy fuel use
impacts associated with PAR 1469. Therefore, thaipenent and vehicles needed for

construction-related activities associated with ithelementation of PAR 1469 are necessary,
will not use energy in a wasteful manner, and wit exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds.
There will be no substantial depletion of energgoteces nor will significant amounts of fuel be

needed when compared to existing supplies. Fuyrtherresults confirm the energy impacts

from the proposed project during construction wit be significant.

PAR 1469 2-22 November 2008



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

Table 2-7
Total Projected Fuel Usage for Construction Activites

Total Fuel Usage per Activity
Construction Activity (gallonslyr)
Diesel Gasoline
Onsite Equipment 881 -
Offsite Equipment 883 2,700
Fuel Suppl§ 1,086,000,000 6,469,000,000

% of Fuel Supply 0.0002% 0.00004%

Significant (Yes/Nd) No No

% Year 2000 California Energy Commission (CEC) progts. Construction activities in future years \bu
yield similar results.
P SCAQMD's Energy Threshold for both Diesel anddliae is 1% of Supply.

Operational Impacts

To derive the “worst-case” potential electricityntgend impacts associated with implementing
PAR 1469, the SCAQMD assumed that all of the ada:amtrols will create electrical energy
impacts associated with the operation of ancilleguipment (e.g., fans, motors, et cetera). As
shown in Appendix B of this document, it is estieththat 56 new HEPA filtration systems will
be installed and 11 existing HEPA filtration syssemill be retrofitted. The HEPA filtration
systems operate at varying electrical horsepowgr r@tings (15, 20, and 50 hp), depending on
the estimated ventilation rates (5,000, 10,000, 2:000 cfm) for 12 hours per day, five days
per week, and 52 weeks per year (see also sedtio\it Quality” for additional assumptions
regarding operation). Based on these assumpttbesannual energy demand, in megawatt-
hours per year (MW-hr/yr) and the daily instantarseelectricity demand in megawatts (MW)
were calculated per installed system per ventiatate. For all 67 HEPA systems, the total
projected electrical demand was calculated to BB2MW:-hr/yr and the instantaneous demand
was calculated to be 0.90 MW or 0.0119 percenthef available electricity supply in the
District.

Table 2-8 summarizes the projected energy impastsceated with the operational phase of
PAR 1469. The complete methodology and assumpti@aighe SCAQMD used to estimate the
operational impacts from add-on controls are coehin Appendix B.

Similarly, to calculate how much fuel (e.g., natgas) may be required by in-district or out-of-
district power plants to generate the incrementettacity needed by affected facilities to

comply with PAR 1469, fuel use is assumed to becatly proportional to the amount of

electrical demand. This means that if the propeetiectrical demand is 2,804 MW-hr/yr, then
the amount of natural gas that would be neededdduge any additional electricity necessary
for operating the electric fans or motors for thERA systems could be converted to 8.79
million cubic feet of natural gas per year or OpEtcent of the available natural gas supply.

For the additional fuel that may be needed to nadfetcted facilities’ electrical demands, the
consumption of fuel would be for the purpose ofiregdfacilities in complying with PAR 1469.

Further, the consumption of fuel to comply with giality regulations is not considered a
wasteful use of energy. Therefore, fuel consumgdpbwer plants to generate additional
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electricity for electric fans or motors used in gorction with add-on controls is not considered
to be a significant adverse energy impact. Funtioee, based on the calculations, the small
amount of additional fuel that may be used to gateeelectricity would be negligible compared
to existing supplies and, thus, would not subssdlgtdeplete existing energy resources.

Table 2-8
Total Projected Energy Impacts for Operation Activities

Total Energy Usage per Activity
Operation Activity Natural Gas Electricity
HEPA Filtration 8.79 MMCF 2,804 MW-hr/yr
Systems
Total 8.79 MMCF 0.90 MW (instantaneous)
Fuel Suppl§ 7,734 MMCF 27,725 MW (instantaneous
% of Fuel Supply 0.11 % 0.003%
Significant (Yes/Nd) No No

& Year 2008 CEC projections from California Energyni2ed 2008-2018 Staff Revised Forecast, California
Energy Commission, November 2007 (CEC-200-2007-8&8). Construction activities in future years
are expected to yield similar results.

P SCAQMD's Energy Threshold for both Natural Gasdei and Electricity is 1% of Supply.

KEY: MMCF = million cubic feet MW = Megawatt

Based upon the aforementioned considerations, tbpoped project is not expected to use
energy in a wasteful manner, and will not exceedQMD significance thresholds. There will
be no substantial depletion of energy resourcesaibsignificant amounts of fuel be needed
when compared to existing supplies. Furthermdregdditional fuel is needed to generate
electricity for electric fans or motors used in gomction with HEPA filtrations systems at
affected facilities, it would not be a wasteful usfeenergy nor substantially deplete existing
energy resources. Further, PAR 1469 would notteraay significant effects on peak and base
period demands for electricity and other forms oérgy and it is expected to comply with
existing energy standards. Therefore, implementiegproposed project is not anticipated to
generate significant adverse energy resources is\pacdemonstrated by the preceding analysis
and will not be discussed further in thisaft-Final EA. Since no significant energy impacts
were identified, no mitigation measures are necgssaequired.
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Potentially = Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact
VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential subatan O O %}
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury
or death involving:
* Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as O O %}
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault?

e Strong seismic ground shaking? (| O %}
« Seismic—related ground failure, including O O M
liquefaction?
* Landslides? (| O %}
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the logs O O %}
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is [ O %}
unstable or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or
offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in &abl [ L %}
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supportieg th [ O %}

use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

Significance Criteria

Impacts on the geological environment will be cdesed significant if any of the following

criteria apply:

- Topographic alterations would result in significachanges, disruptions, displacement,
excavation, compaction or over covering of large@ants of soil.

- Unique geological resources (paleontological resssiior unique outcrops) are present that
could be disturbed by the construction of the pssgoproject.

- Exposure of people or structures to major geoldgizards such as earthquake surface
rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction or landslides

- Secondary seismic effects could occur which couldnage facility structures, e.g.,
liquefaction.

- Other geological hazards exist which could advgrsdfect the facility, e.g., landslides,
mudslides.
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Discussion

Vil.a) Southern California is an area of known seismtovdly. Accordingly, the installation of
add-on controls at existing affected facilitiectmply with PAR 1469 is expected to conform to
the Uniform Building Code and all other applicalstate codes. New structures must be
designed to comply with the Uniform Building Codeng 4 requirements since the district is
located in a seismically active area. The loctégior counties are responsible for assuring that
projects comply with the Uniform Building Code aarpof the issuance of the building permits
and can conduct inspections to ensure compliambe. Uniform Building Code is considered to
be a standard safeguard against major structuhatda and loss of life. The goal of the Code is
to provide structures that will: (1) resist mirearthquakes without damage; (2) resist moderate
earthquakes without structural damage but with soaomestructural damage; and (3) resist major
earthquakes without collapse but with some strattamd non-structural damage.

The Uniform Building Code bases seismic design amimum lateral seismic forces ("ground
shaking"). The Uniform Building Code requiremenjgerate on the principle that providing
appropriate foundations, among other aspects, helpgzotect buildings from failure during
earthquakes. The basic formulas used for the tmifBuilding Code seismic design require
determination of the seismic zone and site coeifici which represents the foundation
conditions at the site.

Any potentially affected existing facilities thateaocated in areas where there has been historic
occurrence of liquefaction, e.g., coastal zoneseyasting conditions indicate a potential for
liquefaction, including expansive or unconsolidagednular soils and a high water table, would
already be subject to the potential for liquefattioduced impacts at the project sites. The
Uniform Building Code requirements consider ligutian potential and establish more stringent
requirements for building foundations in areas ptigdly subject to liquefaction. Therefore,
compliance with the Uniform Building Code requirenteeis expected to minimize the potential
impacts associated with liquefaction. The issuasfceuilding permits from the local cities or
counties will assure compliance with the UniformilBung Code requirements. Therefore, no
significant impacts from liquefaction, are expectadd this potential impact will not be
considered further.

Because facilities affected by the proposed proget typically located in developed areas,

primarily industrial or commercial areas, which a typically located near known geological

hazards (e.g., landslide, mudflow, seiche, tsunamiolcanic hazards), no significant adverse
geological impacts are expected. Tsunamis at tines,pi.e., Port of Los Angeles and Port of

Long Beach, are not expected because the portergf Beach and Los Angeles are surrounded
by breakwaters that protect the area from waveoctiAs a result, these topics will not be

further evaluated in this document.

VIl.b) As already noted in the analysis of construcagnquality impacts, implementing the
proposed project is not expected to require subatasite preparation such grading, scraping, et
cetera, because construction activities will cangramarily of installing add-on air pollution
control equipment at existing industrial facilitieSince add-on controls will be installed with
minimal construction activities at existing induskror commercial facilities, there will be little
or no soil disruption from excavation, grading, fitling activities; changes in topography or
surface relief features; erosion of beach sand;hanges in existing siltation rates associated
with the installation of add-on control equipment.
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Vil.c) & d) PAR 1469 will not induce construction of new isthal facilities that might be
susceptible to liquefaction or expansive soilsefdd in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code. Since PAR 1469 will affect existing facdgi it is expected that the soil types present at
the affected facilities will not be further susdbf@ to expansion or liquefaction. Furthermore,
subsidence is not anticipated to be a problem ditieeexcavation, grading, or filling activities
will occur at affected facilities. Additionallyhé affected areas are not envisioned to be prone to
landslides or have unique geologic features siheeatfected facilities are located in developed
areas, typically industrial or commercial areasiclvlare not near unique geologic features prone
to landslides. Even if affected existing faciti@re located in areas subject to subsidence,
landslides, et cetera, these would be considersdliba conditions. As indicated here, the
proposed project would not exacerbate this existorglition.

Vil.e) PAR 1469 will not induce construction of new faigs using septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems. As a result, no feignt adverse impacts involving soils
incapable of supporting septic tanks or alternatvestewater disposal systems will be generated
by implementing PAR 14609.

Based upon these considerations, significant ggaog soils impacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1469 and will not be furtlaralyzed in thi®raft-Final EA. Since no
significant geology and soils impacts were ideatifino mitigation measures are necessary or
required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS. Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the [ O %}
environment through the routine transport, use,
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the [ O %}

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or L[] [ %}
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of [ O %}
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code 865962.5 and, as a result,
would create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

e) For a project located within an airport land use [ O %}
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hdzar
for people residing or working in the project area?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private O O %}
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hdza
for people residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere [ (] %}
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk o [ O %}
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

i)  Significantly increased fire hazard in areas with [ (] M
flammable materials?

Significance Criteria

Impacts associated with hazards will be considsiguificant if any of the following occur:

- Non-compliance with any applicable design codesgulation.

- Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Assiarastandards.

- Non-conformance to regulations or generally acakptdustry practices related to operating
policy and procedures concerning the design, coctsbn, security, leak detection, spill
containment or fire protection.

- Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentratigualéo or greater than the Emergency
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels.

Discussion

Vill.a) & b) To comply with PAR 1469, affected facilities argected to use HEPA filtration
systems. The analysis of operational air quahtypacts in the “Air Quality” section of this
document estimated that disposal of the spent HEE#4s would occur relatively infrequently
(i.e., less than one filter per year per system¢ampared to the current setting for hazardous
waste disposal of all the hazardous materials géserat the affected facilities. Based on the
infrequent disposal of spent HEPA filters, a sufisth increase in the number of truck trips
needed to transport the spent HEPA filters as lkdazarwastes is not expected. Because of the
extensive state and federal requirements for tngckind accounting for hazardous wastes,
disposal of spent HEPA filters is not expectedreate new hazardous wasted transport trips, but
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the waste filters are expected to be included aisgiahe hazardous waste transport trips that
already occur periodically. As a result, implemegtPAR 1469 is not expected to create new
hazards through the transport and disposal of Hamarwastes.

It is also expected that one facility may begimgsthemical fume suppressants to comply with
PAR 1469. The use of chemical fume suppressantsetal finishing operations is designed to
alter the physical properties of bath chemistrgsdun these operations. This analysis evaluates
potential hazard impacts of using chemical fumepsegsants. Because most of the facilities
subject to PAR 1469 already use chemical fume sggants, which are typically supplied by
the same companies that distribute the main chésniegeded for metal plating and anodizing
operations, this analysis assumes that there witidbincrease in potential truck trips for delivery
of fume suppressants to those facilities not cukyarsing them. Further, because the chemical
fume suppressants are primarily comprised of water surfactants that do not contain toxic or
hazardous materials, this analysis assumes thgg ti# not be an increase in any hazardous
material or waste transport trips in response tRRA69. In summary, implementation of PAR
1469 is not expected to alter any existing hazeraslving the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous wastes (i.e., spent HEPA filtersherrbutine transport and use of chemical fume
suppressants used in metal plating and anodiziegatipns, especially since fume suppressants
are typically not comprised of hazardous materigmilarly, implementing PAR 1469 is not
expected to increase the probability of reasonfrgseeable accidents involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment.

VIil.c), In general, PAR 1469 is expected to reduce enmssid hexavalent chrome, which is
classified by EPA and OEHHA as a human carcinodarparticular, PAR 1469 would establish
more stringent emission limits for hexavalent chitgmemissions. As a result, PAR 1469 will
serve to reduce cancer risks from exposure to faes@ai/chromium emissions in general and will
provide more protections for sensitive receptochpsls, schools under construction, and areas
zoned for residences and mixed uses. Consequ#nsytppic will not be evaluated further.

VIll.d) Even if some affected facilities are designatecspant to Government Code 865962.5
as a large quantity generator of hazardous wastes, anticipated that these facilities will
continue to manage their hazardous wastes in aagoedwith all applicable federal, state, and
local rules and regulations. Complying with thgueements of PAR 1469 is not expected to
interfere with existing hazardous waste managemegrams. Accordingly, this impact issue is
not further evaluated in thisraft-Final EA.

Vill.e) & f) Modifications at affected facilities are not egfe#l to create hazardous emissions
that could adversely affect public or private aitpdocated in close proximity to the affected
facilities. Specifically, the main objective of plementing PAR 1469 is to reduce cancer risks
in the district through further reductions in heakant chromium emissions. As already noted,
emissions from fume suppressants are expected tonibémal (refer to the analysis of
operational air quality impacts in the “Air Qualitgection). Installing filtration systems at
affected facilities will further reduce air toxiengssions at affected facilities, thus, providing
emission reduction benefits to any public or pevairports that may be located within two miles
of affected facilities. As previously mentionedtive Air Quality discussion in section Ill.d) of
this document, affected facilities are not expedteadxpose sensitive receptors to substantial
secondary pollutant concentrations from the insti@h and operation of add-on controls for the
following reasons: 1) the affected facilities agristing facilities located in industrial or
commercial areas; 2) the purpose of the add-onralsnis to reduce toxics generated by the
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metal finishing industry; 3) emissions to operéie add-on controls and for using chemical fume
suppressants do not exceed any SCAQMD threshotak; 4 add-on controls and the use of
chemical fume suppressants must comply with alliegipie SCAQMD rules and regulations to
receive a permit to operate. Further, the SCAQMI wot issue permits for facility
modifications unless they comply with all relev&@TAQMD rules and regulations, including
Rule 1401. Accordingly, these impact issues atdurther evaluated in thisraft-Final EA

VIll.g) PAR 1469 has no provisions that would impair oygatally interfere with any adopted
emergency response plans Existing facilities tizeudle, store, or transport hazardous materials
would already be expected to have an existing legsiemergency response plan. Health and
Safety Code 825506 specifically requires all bussies handling hazardous materials to submit a
business emergency response plan to assist lavahistering agencies in the emergency release
or threatened release of a hazardous material.in@ss emergency response plans generally
require the following:

» Identification of individuals who are responsiblar fvarious actions, including
reporting, assisting emergency response persondetstablishing an emergency
response team;

* Procedures to notify the administering agency, appropriate local emergency
rescue personnel, and the California Office of Egaecy Services;

* Procedures to mitigate a release or threatenedsel® minimize any potential
harm or damage to persons, property or the envieotym

* Procedures to notify the necessary persons whorespond to an emergency
within the facility;

» Details of evacuation plans and procedures;

» Descriptions of the emergency equipment availablée facility;

» Identification of local emergency medical assisegrand

» Training (initial and refresher) programs for enyges in:

1. The safe handling of hazardous materials usatéipusiness;

2.  Methods of working with the local public emerggmesponse agencies;

3. The use of emergency response resources undéolcof the handler;
and,

4. Other procedures and resources that will inergasblic safety and
prevent or mitigate a release of hazardous magerial

In general, every county or city and all facilitiesing a minimum amount of hazardous materials
are required to formulate detailed contingency plém eliminate, or at least minimize, the
possibility and effect of fires, explosion, or $gil In conjunction with the California Office of
Emergency Services, local jurisdictions have embotéinances that set standards for area and
business emergency response plans. These reqotenmelude immediate notification,
mitigation of an actual or threatened release dfaaardous material, and evacuation of the
emergency area. Complying with the requiremenBAR 1469 is not expected to interfere with
adopted emergency response plans; however, degeondirthe method of compliance some
facilities may need to modify existing emergencyp@nse plans. Modifications to an existing
emergency plan are not considered to be a signtficapact that would interfere with its
implementation.
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VIIl.h) Since the facility modifications will occur atisting industrial or commercial sites in
urban areas where wildlands are not prevalent, afskss or injury associated with wildland
fires is not expected. Accordingly, this impaaus is not further evaluated in thisaft-Final
EA.

VIILi) Because fume suppressants are not flammablezardaus, PAR 1469 will not affect
current operations nor cause an increase in thagsoor use of flammable and otherwise
hazardous materials, cause an increase in the lplibpaof an accidental release into the
environment or cause an increase in existing feeahds at affected facilities. In general,
existing emergency planning is anticipated to adegly minimize the risk associated with the
use of chemical fume suppressants. Local fire mieywamts ensure that adequate permit
conditions are in place to protect against poténs of upset hazards. Implementation of PAR
1469 is not expected to affect these permit cooati

The Uniform Fire Code and Uniform Building Codessstandards intended to minimize risks

from flammable or otherwise hazardous materialecal jurisdictions are required to adopt the

uniform codes or comparable regulations. Loca fagencies require permits for the use or
storage of hazardous materials and permit modifioatfor proposed increases in their use.
Permit conditions depend on the type and quanfitthe hazardous materials at the facility.

Permit conditions may include, but are not limiteg specifications for sprinkler systems,

electrical systems, ventilation, and containmeiitie fire departments make annual business
inspections to ensure compliance with permit coolit and other appropriate regulations.

Further, all hazardous materials are expected tesbd in compliance with established OSHA or
Cal/OSHA regulations and procedures, including p@hiog adequate ventilation, using

recommended personal protective equipment and iepthposting appropriate signs and
warnings, and providing adequate worker health safdty training. When taken together, the
above regulations provide comprehensive measuresdiace hazards, if any, of explosive or
otherwise hazardous materials. Compliance witlse¢hand other federal, state and local
regulations and proper operation and maintenaneg@pment should ensure that the potential
for explosions or accidental releases of hazardwaterials will remain less than significant.

Based upon these considerations, significant hazandl hazardous materials impacts are not
expected from the implementation of PAR 1469 anlll mat be further analyzed in thisraft
Final EA. Since no significant hazards and hazardousmadd impacts were identified, no
mitigation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste [ %} [

discharge requirements?
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b)

d)

f)
9)

h)

)

Potentially  Less Than
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or [ %}
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge

such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer

volume or a lowering of the local groundwater

table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-eristi

nearby wells would drop to a level which would

not support existing land uses or planned uses for

which permits have been granted)?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattar L L
the site or area, including through alterationhaf t

course of a stream or river, in a manner that

would result in substantial erosion or siltation on

or offsite?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattar L L
the site or area, including through alterationhaf t

course of a stream or river, or substantially

increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a

manner that would result in flooding on- or

offsite?

Create or contribute runoff water which would [ O
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? L

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazaréhare [ O
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary

or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood

hazard delineation map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area [ O
structures which would impede or redirect flood

flaws?

Expose people or structures to a significark as L L

loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? L L

No Impact
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
k) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the [ M O
applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
[)  Require or result in the construction of new evat O O %}

or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which cdul
cause significant environmental effects?

m) Require or result in the construction of newrsto L IZI M
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

n) Have sufficient water supplies available to serv [ O %}
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

0) Require in a determination by the wastewater L[l | L
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

Significance Criteria
Potential impacts on water resources will be caregd significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

Water Quality:

- The project will cause degradation or depletiongodund water resources substantially
affecting current or future uses.

- The project will cause the degradation of surfa@dew substantially affecting current or
future uses.

- The project will result in a violation of Nation&lollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements.

- The capacities of existing or proposed wastewadatmnent facilities and the sanitary sewer
system are not sufficient to meet the needs optbgect.

- The project results in substantial increases inafrea of impervious surfaces, such that
interference with groundwater recharge efforts egcu

- The project results in alterations to the courskoov of floodwaters.
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Water Demand:

- The existing water supply does not have the capacitmeet the increased demands of the
project, or the project would use a substantialamof potable water.

- The project increases demand for water by morefikarmillion gallons per day.

Discussion

IX.a), f), k), ), & 0) Itis not expected that potential changes in gw@ater volume composition
from affected facilities would violate any water aljty standard or wastewater discharge
requirements since the volume of chemical fume mggant use associated with implementing
PAR 1469 will be small and the amount of water neglito operate the mist eliminator will be
recycled for reuse. Water quality impacts are wat&d more fully in the following paragraphs.

There are provisions in PAR 1469 that could regairgight increase in the amount chemical
fume suppressants used in metal plating and amgdizanks. However, the chemical
composition of the fume suppressants is comprisedtlyn of water and non-hazardous, non-
toxic surfactants. The contents of each metakliimg tank are currently subject to strict
wastewater pre-treatment requirements to recaptargain and dispose of or recycle various
components of each tank bath. Thus, the use ohichéfume suppressants will not change this
requirement. Further, the total quantity of chexhitime suppressants expected to be used by
one facility is so minimal (e.g., approximately ahlrgallons per year or 0.01 gallon per day).
Consequently, as a result of using chemical fumgpmssants, there is minimal change
anticipated in the composition or volume of exigtiwastewater streams from the affected
facilities that would require additional wastewatiksposal capacity, violate any water quality
standard or wastewater discharge requirementgherwise substantially degrade water quality.

PAR 1469 is also expected to result in the ingtaltaand/or retrofit of 67 HEPA filtration
systems. As part of the pre-filtration functiontbé HEPA filtration system, each system is also
designed to function with a mist eliminator thatsisvater to wash down the mesh pads or
chevron baffles. The projected water usage foh e@aist eliminator is a function of the HEPA
filter ventilation rate. As calculated in AppendB the total increase of water needed for
operating the HEPA filtration systems with new ne$itninators would be approximately 672
gallons per day for 56 new HEPA filter systems diid retrofitted/replaced HEPA filter
system& However, this water is typically treated andymed for reuse through the system.
Because the contents of each metal finishing taalcarrently subject to strict wastewater pre-
treatment requirements to recapture, contain aspode of or recycle various components of
each tank bath, the wash down water will be sultgetite same standards. Thus, the use of mist
eliminators will not change this requirement. FReri the total increase of chemical fume
suppressants expected to be used is minimal gagrpximately three gallons per year or 0.01
gallon per day). Consequently, as a result of gisimist eliminators, there is no change
anticipated in the composition or volume of exigtiwastewater streams from the affected
facilities that would require additional wastewatisposal capacity, violate any water quality
standard or wastewater discharge requirementgherwise substantially degrade water quality.

Because the water will be treated and recycled b@okthe mist eliminator, the composition of
each facility's wastewater streams are not expdotdée altered because of the add-on controls.
Therefore, it is not expected that potential changewastewater composition from affected

" The 11 existing HEPA filter systems are not culeaquipped with mist eliminators, so when they grofitted
or replaced, a new mist eliminator will be instdlnd an increase in water use will be expected.
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facilities would violate any water quality standaodwastewater discharge requirements since
wastewater volumes associated with PAR 1469 wilaba maximum, equivalent to the water
demand necessary to operate the mist eliminators.

IX.b) & n) The use of HEPA filtration systems equipped wiitist eliminators has the potential
to increase water demand in the district. During operation of the mist eliminator, the wet
particulates collect on the mesh pad or chevrofiehats applicable to the type of unit installed,
the collected material is washed down with watee,dollected plating solution is returned to the
plating bath, and the water is treated and re-lated into the unit again. Over time, some water
may evaporate and thus additional fresh water megdrnto be added to make up for the
evaporative loss. Staff expects that 56 new HEmRration systems and 11 existing HEPA
filtration systems will be equipped with new midinenators to comply with the proposed
amendments. For the purposes of this analysisnthemum water flowrate per facility that can
be used to estimate potential water demand gedeatePAR 1469 is based on the design
ventilation rate or cfm air flowrate of the HEPAtrfation systems. The assumptions of water
flowrate are based on manufacturer specificatiamd the water demand calculation can be
found in Appendix B of this document. If the owser operators of all 25 facilities are assumed
to install HEPA filtration systems equipped withsineliminators, approximately 672 gallons per
day would be needed for all affected facilitieshisTincremental daily increase in water demand
anticipated for PAR 1469 is negligible comparedht® total district supply of 4.22 million acre-
feet (MAF) for 1995. Further, this incremental iease in water demand does not exceed the
SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 5,000,000 gaiger day and, therefore, is not considered
to be significant.

Water demand impacts associated with the use ofAHf#Pation systems equipped with mist
eliminators are not expected to exceed the SCAQMimificance threshold of 5,000,000
gallons per day. It is within the capacity of flbeal water purveyors to supply the relatively
small incremental increase in water demand forafiicted facilities that would be subject to
PAR 1469. Based on the preceding analysis, PAR b&8 no provision that would require the
construction of additional water resource facififighe need for new or expanded water
entitlements.

It should also be noted that water providers thhoud the state are currently exploring various
strategies for increasing water supplies and mangithe use of existing supplies. Options
include increasing storage capacity, acquiring tamithl supplies of water from existing sources
such as unused water allocations to other statagraultural agencies, and advance delivery of
water to irrigation districts. These continuingdailmture water management programs help to
assure that the area’s full-service water demanillsbe& met at all times. Therefore, no
significant water demand impacts are expected asreélult of implementing the proposed
amendments.

IX.c), d), & e) PAR 1469-related modifications would occur atsériy facilities, that are typically
located in developed areas, primarily industriatommercial areas Typically, developed areas are
already paved and the drainage patterns and infcagtes are already in place. Since PAR 1469
involves minor construction involving installatiasf air pollution control equipment within the
boundaries of existing industrial facilities, n@raficant changes to storm water runoff, drainage
patterns, groundwater characteristics, or flowexpected. Therefore, implementing PAR 1469 is
not expected generate water runoff impacts or dli@nage patterns in any way.
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IX.g9), h), i), & ) PAR 1469 does not induce construction of new imgusr contribute to the
construction of new building structures that cobédadversely affected by 100-year flood hazards.
Facility modifications and changes would occurasting industrial facilities. If these facilitieme
subject to 100-year flood hazards, this is an exjstondition and not an effect of implementing
PAR 1469. Therefore, PAR 1469 is not expectedxigose the public to any flood hazards or
generate any flood hazards in 100-year flood aasamapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood delilmeamap. As a result, PAR 1469 is not expected
to expose people or structures to significant flogdrisks. Finally, affected facilities are not
typically located near the ocean or large inlandié® of water, inundation by seiche, tsunami or
mudflow is not anticipated. Tsunamis at the pars, Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach,
are not expected because the ports of Long Beath @ Angeles are surrounded by breakwaters
that protect the area from wave action. As a tethese topics will not be further evaluated irs th
document.

IX.m) PAR 1469 will not increase storm water dischasygce minimal paving of unpaved areas is
contemplated at affected facilities. Therefore,new storm water discharge treatment facilities or
modifications to existing facilities will be reqenl due to the implementation of PAR 1469.
Accordingly, PAR 1469 is not expected to generagmiicant adverse impacts relative to
construction of new storm water drainage facilities

Based upon these considerations, significant hgdsodnd water quality impacts are not expected
from the implementation of PAR 1469 and will notfogher analyzed in thieraftFinal EA. Since
no significant hydrology and water quality impawatsre identified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.

Potentially = Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the
project:
a) Physically divide an established community? O O
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, pgli O O

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservatio IZI l %}
or natural community conservation plan?

Significance Criteria
Land use and planning impacts will be considerggicant if the project conflicts with the
land use and zoning designations established lay jogsdictions.
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Discussion

X.a) The proposed project would regulate metal fimghbperations at existing industrial
facilities. The expected options for compliance add-on control equipment and the use of
chemical fume suppressants. Since PAR 1469 aféassing facilities, it does not include any
components that would require physically dividimgestablished community.

X.b) One provision that could potentially conflict tvitand use plans, policies, or regulations is
the requirement in PAR 1469 that would prohibit #igng and construction of new facilities
within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors, schopiogosed and existing), and areas zoned for
residences and mixed uses. However, while landanskeother planning considerations are
typically determined by local governments, Governm€ode 865850.2 requires cities and
counties that receive applications of developmeojepts to comply with the requirements for a
permit to construct or modification from the air afjty management district exercising
jurisdiction in their area. This means that everthe city or county currently has zoning
requirements that would allow the siting and carton of new facilities within 1,000 feet of
sensitive receptors, schools (proposed and ex)stamgl areas zoned for residences and mixed
uses, the city or county would be required to defeghe SCAQMD to decide whether, and under
what conditions, to allow construction at the sit8ince Government Code 865850.2 already
contains requirements that may limit constructibnew facilities and requires the city or county
to consider siting recommendations of the SCAQMtfithe provisions in PAR 1469 that
affect land uses do not impose new requirementsatieanot already codified in state law. Based
on the aforementioned discussion, no land use amnghg requirements will be altered by
regulating chromium emissions from metal finishopgerations.

X.c) Since PAR 1469 would regulate hexavalent chramamissions, PAR 1469 would not
affect in any way habitat conservation or natu@nmunity conservation plans, agricultural
resources or operations, and would not createidngan any existing communities.

Based upon these considerations, significant las&l and planning impacts are not expected
from the implementation of PAR 1469 and will not foether analyzed in thi®raft-Final EA.
Since no significant land use and planning impaetse identified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact
XI.  MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known [ [ %}
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally- N O %}
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan o
other land use plan?
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Significance Criteria

Project-related impacts on mineral resources wiltbnsidered significant if any of the

following conditions are met:

- The project would result in the loss of availalilif a known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of theesta

- The proposed project results in the loss of avditalof a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plpecific plan or other land use plan.

Discussion

Xl.a) & b) There are no provisions in PAR 1469 that wouklliitein the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource, such as aggregate, shade, etc., of value to the region and the
residents of the state, or of a locally-importanhenal resource recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific plan or other land pis@.

Based upon these aforementioned considerationsfisant mineral resources impacts are not
expected from the implementation of PAR 1469 anlll mat be further analyzed in thisraft
Final EA. Since no significant mineral resources impaetre identified, no mitigation
measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact
XIll. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise [ O %}
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of [ O %}
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

C) A substantial permanent increase in ambient L[] L %}
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase i [ O |
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use [l [ %}
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private L L %}
airship, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Significance Criteria

Impacts on noise will be considered significant if:

- Construction noise levels exceed the local noideances or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceeded, project noise sources incraas®ent noise levels by more than three
decibels (dBA) at the site boundary. Constructiorse levels will be considered significant
if they exceed federal Occupational Safety and tHeaiministration (OSHA) noise
standards for workers.

- The proposed project operational noise levels ekeag of the local noise ordinances at the
site boundary or, if the noise threshold is cutyeexceeded, project noise sources increase
ambient noise levels by more than three dBA astteeboundary.

Discussion

Xll.a) Construction activities associated with the ilastioan of HEPA filtration systems in
response to PAR 1469 will take place at facilitthat are located in existing industrial or
commercial settings. Construction activities arpeeted to occur primarily within the building
of an affected facility. Further, construction ggnent expected to be used to install HEPA
filtration systems, e.g., air compressors and weldee generally not noise intensive equipment.
Operation of HEPA filtration systems in industrsgttings is not expected to expose persons to
the generation of excessive noise levels aboveeguracility levels because systems are
typically within the building and the building’s W& would be expected to substantially
attenuate noise levels. It is also expected thwgtfacility affected by PAR 1469 will comply
with all existing noise control laws or ordinancesurther, Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) and California-OSHA have ddished noise standards to protect
worker health.

XIl.b) The proposed project is not anticipated to exposeple to or generate excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levelsalose neither construction equipment nor
HEPA filtration systems are considered to be namensive equipment or produce intrusive
groundborne vibrations. As a result, the consibacand operation noise levels at the affected
facilities associated with the implementation ofFPA469 are anticipated to be comparable to
existing noise generating activities, within Ocdipaal Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) worker safety standards, and are not expetcteexceed existing noise control laws or
ordinances.

Xll.c) Due to the nature of the add-on control equipnierd., HEPA filtration systems), a

permanent increase in ambient noise levels atftaetad facilities above existing levels without
the proposed project is unlikely to occur as pafPAR 1469. Noise levels resulting from the
operation of the proposed project would be insigaift because HEPA filtration systems are
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generally not noise intensive systems and are elglio raise ambient noise levels in the project
vicinities to above a level of significance.

Xil.d) A temporary or periodic increase in ambient ndeseels in the vicinity of affected
facilities above levels existing without the prdjés not anticipated from construction-related
activities (e.g., installation of add-on contrad&)ce these activities are short-term, no more than
a few months at each facility; would involve a shamhount of construction work, four hours per
day; and utilize equipment that is not considerelieé noise intensive equipment. Furthermore,
it is anticipated that contractors hired to instdid-on control equipment at affected facilities
will comply with all local noise ordinances. Thime, it is expected that the incremental noise
levels would be less than significant.

Xll.e) & f) The proposed project consists of improvementfiwiindustrial or commercial
facilities. Even if an affected facility is locat@ear a public/private airport, the noise expected
from the installation of add-on controls would balikely to significantly interact with noise
generated from a public/private airport. This dosion is based on the fact that construction
equipment expected to be used and HEPA filtratipstesns are not considered to be noise
intensive. Thus, the PAR 1469 is not expectedxjmose people residing or working in the
project vicinities to excessive noise levels.

Based upon these considerations, significant namspacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1469 and are not further eatdd in thisbraft-Final EA. Since no
significant noise impacts were identified, no matign measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact
XIll. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the
project:

a) Induce substantial growth in an area either [ [ %}
directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing [l [ %}
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, [ ] M
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Significance Criteria

PAR 1469 2-40 November 2008



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

Impacts of the proposed project on population angsimg will be considered significant if the

following criteria are exceeded:

- The demand for temporary or permanent housing escibe existing supply.

- The proposed project produces additional populahonsing or employment inconsistent
with adopted plans either in terms of overall amaarrocation.

Discussion

Xlll.a) PAR 1469 is not anticipated to generate any Sagmt effects, either direct or indirect,
on the district's population or population disttibn as no additional workers are anticipated to
be required to comply with the implementation oégé rules. Human population within the
jurisdiction of the SCAQMD is anticipated to groegardless of implementing PAR 1469.

Though facility modifications are expected from thmeplementation of PAR 1469, these
activities would occur within existing industriat @ommercial facilities located typically in
urbanized areas. It is expected that the exiskatgpr pool in this urbanized area would
accommodate the labor requirements for the insiatiaand operation of add-on controls in
these areas. Additionally, PAR 1469 is not expkd® require affected facilities to hire
additional personnel to operate and maintain asyailed add-on control equipment. In the
event that new employees are hired, it is expetttadthe amount of new employees at any one
facility would be small. As such, PAR 1469 willtmesult in changes in population densities or
induce significant growth in population.

Xlll.b) & ¢) Independent of the modifications/changes expeittestcur at existing industrial
and commercial facilities, implementation of PARG24s not anticipated to result in the creation
of any industry that would affect population groyutirectly or indirectly induce the construction
of single- or multiple-family units, or require thiesplacement of people elsewhere.

Based upon these considerations, significant ptipalaand housing impacts are not expected
from the implementation of PAR 1469 and are nathkerr evaluated in thisraftFinal EA. Since

no significant population and housing impacts wefentified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact
XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the proposal

result in substantial adverse physical impacts

associated with the provision of new or

physically altered governmental facilities, need

for new or physically altered government

facilities, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental impacts, in order to

maintain acceptable service ratios, response

times or other performance objectives for any of

the following public services:

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

c) Schools?

d) Parks?

e) Other public facilities?

OooooOonO
OooooOonO
NNRNNFN

Significance Criteria

Impacts on public services will be considered gigant if the project results in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the pmvisof new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or the need for new or gbglly altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant eammental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response time or ogéonmance objectives.

Discussion

XIV.a) & b) Although facilities subject to PAR 1469 may iristair pollution control
equipment and use chemical fume suppressantsenditt HEPA filtration technology nor the
nature or the amount of usage of chemical fume reggpnts at any one facility would likely
contribute to an increase in fires or explosiongumeng additional responses by local fire
departments. Furthermore, additional inspectidnaffected facilities associated with the air
pollution control equipment and the use of chemittahe suppressants by city building
departments or local fire departments are not d¢rdecSimilarly, since it is not expected that
PAR 1469 would increase the likelihood of firesexplosions, additional police services for
responding to such incidents would not be requirEchally, PAR 1469 is not expected to have
any adverse effects on local police departmentsusec enforcement of the rule will be the
responsibility of the SCAQMD.

XIV.c) & d) The local labor pool (e.g., workforce) of a pautar affected facility areas is

expected to be adequate to fill the short-term fwooson positions associated with

implementing PAR 1469. Therefore, there will beincrease in local population and thus no
impacts are expected to local schools or parks.

XIV.e) Implementation of PAR 1469 will result in the uskadd-on control equipment and
chemical fume suppressants. Besides permittingethgpment or altering permit conditions,
there is no other need for government servicese groposal would not result in the need for
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new or physically altered government facilitiesarder to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectiveserel will be no increase in population and,
therefore, no need for physically altered governnfeilities.

Based upon these considerations, significant pudgigices impacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1469 and are not further eatdd in thisbraft-Final EA. Since no
significant public services impacts were identifiegb mitigation measures are necessary or
required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XV. RECREATION.
a) Would the project increase the use of existing [ O %}
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational faciliteas O O %}

require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Significance Criteria

Impacts to recreation will be considered significi&n

- The project results in an increased demand forhbeidhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities.

- The project adversely affects existing recreati@mgdortunities.

Discussion

XV.a) & b) Land use and other planning considerations aermened by local governments
and no land use or planning requirements will lerefl by regulating emissions from metal
finishing, chrome plating and chromic acid anodizoperations. Since PAR 1469 will not have
any affect on population in the District, it is r®otpected to increase the demand for or use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or othecraational facilities or require the
construction of new or expansion of existing regsoeal facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment.

Based upon these considerations, significant reoreampacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1469 and are not further eaedd in thisbraft-Final EA. Since no
significant recreation impacts were identified,miigation measures are necessary or required.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XVI. SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE. Would the
project:
a) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permdte O | O

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid and
hazardous waste disposal needs?

b) Comply with federal, state, and local statuted a L %} L
regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?

Significance Criteria

The proposed project impacts on solid/hazardousewadl be considered significant if the

following occurs:

- The generation and disposal of hazardous and npardh@us waste exceeds the capacity of
designated landfills.

Discussion
XVl.a) & b)

Construction Impacts

During construction-related activities, there magy & potential for the creation of solid waste.
The wastes would most likely consist of concresphalt, wood, and metal debris from minor
demolition and construction activities. In additiaf any of the existing HEPA systems are
dismantled and disposed of or recycled, additiovadte from dismantling activities would be
generated during construction. However, it is et that any construction debris, including
the dismantled HEPA systems, would be disposed ninappropriate landfill or recycled.
Currently, the estimated Class Il (industrial) &ldss 11l (municipal) landfill disposal capacity
within the district is approximately 111,198 tonsrmlay. Since any increase in solid waste
disposal from PAR 1469 construction/demolition/dagiting activities would be small, it is
anticipated that existing landfill capacity in ttiistrict can accommodate this temporary increase
in solid waste products. Therefore, temporary iigant solid waste impacts associated with
PAR 1469 construction-related activities are nqiested.

Operational Impacts

Once the HEPA filtrations systems are installed pratess changes implemented (e.g., use of
chemical fume suppressants), PAR 1469 could resulicremental increases in solid waste
from operational activities. Therefore, the poi@nadverse impacts to disposal facilities are
discussed below.

HEPA Filtration Systems

To comply with PAR 1469, generation of solid/hazarsi waste due to the anticipated disposal
of 492 spent HEPA filters is assumed to occur eyedr. As mentioned in the ‘Air Quality’
section, the typical dimensions of a HEPA filteagproximately two feet wide by two feet long
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by four inches deep or 1.3 cubic feet. Therefdigposal of 492 HEPA filters per year equates
to approximately 640 cubic feet of hazardous wpsteyear. It should be noted that the amounts
of solid waste generated from this process subatgnbverestimates solid waste impacts
because HEPA filters can last up to two years aenepending on the throughput.

There are no hazardous waste disposal sites wathdigtrict boundaries. Hazardous waste
generated at district facilities is typically digeol of at licensed in-state hazardous waste
disposal facilities. Two such facilities are th&ethical Waste Management, Inc. (CWMI)
Kettleman Hills facility in Kings County and the f88/-Kleen facility in Buttonwillow in Kern
County. Kettleman Hills has an estimated 6.5 wonillicubic yard capacity and expects to
continue receiving wastes for approximately 18 geander its current permit, or for
approximately another 24 years with an approvedjenodification. Buttonwillow receives
approximately 960 tons of hazardous waste per day laas a remaining capacity of
approximately 10.3 million tons. The expected tfehe Buttonwillow facility is approximately
35 years. Based upon these hazardous waste disppsaities, the disposal of an addition 101
cubic feet of hazardous waste per year is not densdl to be a significant adverse impact to
existing hazardous waste disposal facilities.

Use of Chemical Fume Suppressants

Solid or hazardous waste impacts are not expeoted the use of chemical fume suppressants
in metal plating and anodizing tanks because chanfitne suppressants originate in a liquid
rather than a solid form and they do not contaw lszardous materials. Therefore, in a liquid
state, any handling, such as pretreating, recydindisposal into the sanitary sewer system or
storm drains, would constitute a water quality ictpa Refer to the analysis in the
“Hydrology/Water Quality” section.

Based on the above analyses, PAR 1469 is not eegpéatsubstantially increase the volume of
solid or hazardous wastes from metal finishing apens that cannot be handled by existing
municipal or hazardous waste disposal facilitiesreguire additional waste disposal capacity.
Further, implementing PAR 1469 is not expectedhterfere with any affected facility’s ability

to comply with applicable local, state, or fedekahste disposal regulations. Since no
solid/hazardous waste impacts were identified, it@ation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the
project:
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substhimtia [ [ %}

relation to the existing traffic load and capaaty
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a [0 [ %}
level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, inchgli O O %}
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design [ O %}
feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment)?

e) Resultin inadequate emergency access or? L L
f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? L L
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or pragsa [ [

supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Significance Criteria

Impacts on transportation/traffic will be considgsegnificant if any of the following criteria

apply:

- Peak period levels on major arterials are disrupealpoint where level of service (LOS) is
reduced to D, E or F for more than one month.

- Anintersection’s volume to capacity ratio increbyed.02 (two percent) or more when the
LOS is already D, E or F.

- A major roadway is closed to all through traffiodano alternate route is available.

- There is an increase in traffic that is substamiaelation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system.

- The demand for parking facilities is substantiatigreased.

- Water borne, rail car or air traffic is substanyialltered.

- Traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists odestrians are substantially increased.

- The need for more than 350 employees

- Anincrease in heavy-duty transport truck trafcand/or from the facility by more than 350
truck round trips per day

- Increase customer traffic by more than 700 vis#isday.
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Discussion
XVIl.a) & b)

Construction Impacts

During construction-related activities, PAR 146%idopotentially create a temporary increase in
traffic in the immediate vicinity of the affectedhdilities during peak commute periods.
Increased traffic related to construction is relate construction worker commute trips and
delivery trucks accessing the affected facilitiesinly peak commute periods.

“Worst-case” construction-related activities asaten with the implementation PAR 1469 (e.g.,
installation of add-on controls) is expected toagate eight additional vehicle trips (four round
trips) per facility from construction worker daigpmmutes and one heavy-duty delivery truck
trip. However, these trips are temporary and &peaised throughout the district. These trips do
not exceed the SCAQMD'’s significance criteria oD 3slditional trips per facility. Further, it is
not expected that eight additional trips would @age the volume to capacity ratio of any
intersections in the vicinity of the affected fagilby two percent or more, which is another
indicator of traffic impacts from a project.

The minor increase in commute and delivery tripsiaé anticipated to result in significant
adverse changes to existing transit systems osgmatation corridors. EXxisting transit systems
in the district will not be diminished, eliminatest affected in any way as a result of the
implementation of PAR 1469. Therefore, the implatagon of PAR 1469 will not result in any
significant adverse transportation/traffic impacts.

Operational Impacts

Once the construction-related activities ceasagemental transportation/traffic impacts are not
expected from operational-related activities. Aentioned earlier, affected facilities are not
expected to hire additional personnel to operatenaaintain add-on controls. Furthermore, trips
associated with the disposal of spent HEPA filters expected to be incorporated into the
current waste disposal schedule and delivery aigsociated with acquiring fresh HEPA filters
will occur once a year per facility. These tripdl Wwe infrequent and dispersed throughout the
district. Therefore, additional operational-rethteps are not anticipated to be significant.

In summary, PAR 1469 is not expected to signifigaatversely affect circulation patterns on
local roadways or the level of service at inteneexst near affected facilities.

XVIl.c) PAR 1469 will involve the installation of add-@ontrols at existing facilities. The
installed add-on controls are expected to be sinmiaheight and appearance to the existing
structures and are therefore not expected to aglyeaffect air traffic patterns. Accordingly, no
increase in air traffic is expected. As a restlthe project, this impact issue is not further
evaluated in thi®raftFinal EA.

XVIl.d)  PAR 1469 will involve the installation of add-@ontrols at existing facilities. No
offsite modifications to roadways are anticipatedthe proposed project that would result in an
additional roadway design hazard or incompatiblesusConsequently, this impact issue is not
further evaluated in thieraftFinal EA.
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XVIl.e) PAR 1469 will involve the installation of add-onrdrols at existing facilities with no
changes expected to emergency access at or indhéyof the affected facilities. Therefore,
the project is not expected to adversely impactrgemey access and this impact issue is not
further evaluated in thisraft-Final EA.

XVILf)  Additional parking will be required for constriart workers during the construction
phase of PAR 1469. Since construction crews ainiigidual facilities will be small, sufficient
parking space is expected to be available withenfétility boundaries or on adjacent roadways.
In addition, no increases in employees during dpmraat affected facilities are anticipated.
Therefore, the project is not expected to resulbh@iequate offsite parking. This impact issue is
not further evaluated in thisraft-Final EA.

XVII.g) Facility modifications or changes associated WAR 1469 will take place at existing
facilities and will not result in conflicts with t@rnative transportation, such as bus turnouts,
bicycle racks, etc.. Therefore, this impact issusot further evaluated in thigraft-Final EA.

Based upon these considerations, PAR 1469 is no¢cted to generate significant adverse
transportation/traffic impacts and, therefore, tloigic will not be considered further. Since no

significant transportation/traffic impacts weremtiéed, no mitigation measures are necessary or
required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XVIIl.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade t [ L %}

quality of the environment, substantially reduce th
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are indivigua O O %}
limited, but cumulatively consideo&e?
("Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects] an
the effects of probable future projects.)

c) Does the project have environmental effects that [ O %}
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?
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XVIll.a) As discussed in the “Biological Resources” setGtiBAR 1469 is not expected to
adversely affect plant or animal species or thdatatbn which they rely because the affected
equipment or processes are located at existingti@giin industrial or commercial areas which
have already been greatly disturbed and that dilyrelo not support such habitats.
Additionally, special status plants, animals, oiuna@l communities are not expected to be found
within close proximity to the facilities affecteg PAR 1469.

XVIIl.b) Based on the foregoing analyses, since PAR 14B%et result in project-specific
significant environmental impacts, implementation RAR 1469 is not expected to cause
cumulative impacts in conjunction with other praget¢hat may occur concurrently with or
subsequent to the proposed project. Related psofjecthe currently proposed project include
existing and proposed rules and regulations, akageRQMP control measures, and measures
identified in the Air Toxics Control Plan (ATCP).The effects of PAR 1469 will not be
"cumulatively considerable" because project-spedifipacts do not exceed any significance
criteria used by the SCAQMD. For example, the emrental topics checked ‘No Impact’
(e.q., aesthetics, agriculture resources, biolbgesources, cultural resources, geology and soils,
land use and planning, mineral resources, noiseulpbon and housing, public services,
recreation, and transportation and traffic) woutit he expected to make any contribution to
potential cumulative impacts whatsoever. For theirenmental topics checked ‘Less than
Significant Impact’ (e.qg., air quality, energy, laads and hazardous materials, hydrology and
water quality, and solid/hazardous waste), theyamaindicated that project impacts would not
exceed any project-specific significance threshol@kis conclusion is based on the fact that the
analyses for each of these environmental areasludet that the incremental effects of the
proposed project would be minor and, therefore,coosidered to be cumulatively considerable.
Also, in the case of air quality impacts, the néta of implementing the proposed project with
other proposed rules and regulations, AQMP comtr@dsures, and ATCP measures is an overall
reduction in district-wide emissions leading to #teainment of state and national ambient air
qguality standards. Therefore, the potential fognsgicant cumulative or cumulatively
considerable impacts is not further evaluated imBnaft-Final EA.

XVIIl.c) Based on the foregoing analyses, PAR 1469 igxpécted to cause adverse effects on
human beings. Significant air quality, energy,drds and hazardous materials, hydrology and
water quality, solid/hazardous waste, and tranggort/traffic are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1469. The direct impact fréne proposed project, however, is a
reduction of cancer risk to less than 25 in ondionilfor most facilities affected by PAR 1469,
and thus, there is an overall air quality benefit.

No impacts to aesthetics, agricultural resourcedodical resources, cultural resources, geology
and soils, land use/planning, mineral resourceseng@opulation and housing, pubic services,
and recreation are expected as a result of theeimmgattation of PAR 1469. Therefore, these
environmental issues will not be further analyzethisBraftFinal EA.

As discussed in items | through XVIII above, th@gwsed project has no potential to cause
significant adverse environmental effects.
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APPENDIX A

PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1469
HEXAVALENT CHROMIUM EMISSIONS FROM
CHROMIUM ELECTROPLATING AND CHROMIC ACID
ANODIZING OPERATIONS

In order to save space and avoid repetition, pleager to the latest version of Proposed
Amended Rule 1469 located elsewhere in the rulshdment package.

The version “PAR1469b October 7, 2008” of the pimzbamended rule was circulated with the
Draft Environmental Assessment that was releasedciober 9, 2008 for a 30-day public
review and comment period ending November 7, 2008.

Original hard copies of the Draft Environmental éssment, which include the version
“PAR1469b October 7, 2008” of the proposed amended, can be obtained through the
SCAQMD Public Information Center at the Diamond Bandquarters or by calling (909) 396-
2039.
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CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION

EMISSIONS CALCULATIONS



A. Potential Construction Emissions Due to the Imgmentation of PAR 1469 for Compliance Year 2009

Final Environmental Assessment: Appendix B

PAR 1469 Affected Facilities Maximum No. Maximum
of HEPA No. of
Systems HEPA
Installed in Systems
2009 Installed in
one day
53 54 4
Construction Equipment Hours of Operation
Construction Activity Equipment Pieces of Hrs/day Crew Size |Total Crew
Type Equipment Size on
site
Portable Equip. Operation Air 1 4 1
Compressor 4
(Actual Construction of Control Equipment) Welder 1 4 1
Construction Equipment Emission Factors
VOC CO NOXx SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4
Equipment Type* Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Air Compressor < 50 HP 0.122 0.2867 0.2416 0.0003 0.0275 0.0253 22.3 0.011
Welder < 50 HP 0.1292 0.3084 0.276 0.0003 0.0299 0.027508 26 0.0117
Source: CARB's Off-Road Mobile Source Emission Factors for Scenario Year 2009
Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source)

Emission Factors for Year 2009 vVOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 CcO2 CH4
Construction Related Activity Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Offsite (Construction Worker - Passenger
Vehicle) 0.00099245 0.00968562 | 0.00100518 | 0.00001066 | 0.00008601 | 0.00005384 | 1.09755398 | 0.00008767
Offsite (Heavy Duty Delivery Truck) 0.00329320 0.01282236 | 0.04184591 | 0.00004013 | 0.00199572 | 0.00175227 | 4.21080792 | 0.00015249

EMFAC 2007 (v2.3) Emission Factors (On-Road) for Scenario Year 2009

Passenger Vehicles/Light Duty Trucks:
Heavy-Duty Delivery Trucks:

PAR 1469

http://imww.agmd.gov/ceqa’/handbook/onroad/onroadEF07_26.xIs
http://iwww.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onroadEFHHDTO7_26.xls
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A. Potential Construction Emissions Due to the Imlgmentation of PAR 1469 for Compliance Year 2009 ¢ntinued)

Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length

Vehicle
Offsite (Construction Worker - passenger
vehicle)

Offsite (Heavy Duty Delivery Truck)

No. of One-
Way
Trips/Day

8
2

Trip Length
(miles)

25
40

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissions

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equip

from Construction Equipment

ment x Work Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emi

ssions (Ibs/day)

voC co NOXx SOx PM10 PM2.5 coz CH4
Equipment Type* Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Air Compressor < 50 HP 0.49 1.15 0.97 0.00 0.11 0.10 89.20 0.04
Welder < 50 HP 0.52 1.23 1.10 0.00 0.12 0.11 104.00 0.05
TOTAL 1.00 2.38 2.07 0.00 0.23 0.21 193.20 0.09
*Equipment is assumed to be diesel fueled.
Incremental Increase in Offsite Combustion Emission s from Construction Vehicles
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One -Way Trips/Day x No. of Workers x Trip length ( mile) = Offsite Construction Emissions (Ibs/day)

VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Offsite (Construction Worker Vehicle) 0.20 1.94 0.20 0.00 0.02 0.01 219.51 0.02
Offsite (Heavy Duty Delivery Truck) 0.26 1.03 3.35 0.00 0.16 0.14 336.86 0.01
TOTAL 0.46 2.96 3.55 0.01 0.18 0.15 556.38 0.03
Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constru ction Activities

VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 COo2 CH4

Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Equipment & Workers' Vehicles (1 facility) 1 5 6 01 0 0 750 0
Equipment & Workers' Vehicles (4 facilities) 6 21 2 0 2 1 2998 0
Significant Threshold 75 550 100 150 150 55 n/a n/a
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO n/a n/a
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A. Potential Construction Emissions Due to the Imjgmentation of PAR 1469 for Compliance Year 2009 ¢nicluded)

Incremental Increase in Fuel Usage From Constructio  n Equipment and Workers' Vehicles

Diesel Diesel Gasoline
Total Project Fuel Fuel Fuel
Hours of Equipment Usage Usage Usage
Construction Activity Operation* Type (gal/hr)** (gallyr)** (gallyr)***
Welding
Operation of Portable Equipment 216 Machines 1.177 254.23 N/A
Air
Operation of Portable Equipment 216 Compressors 2.904 627.26 N/A
Passenger
Vehicle/Light-
Workers' Vehicles - Commuting N/A Duty Trucks N/A N/A 2700.00
Heavy-duty
Delivery
Workers' Vehicles - Offsite Delivery/Haul N/A Truck**** N/A 883.44 N/A
TOTAL 1764.93 2700.00

*Assume construction will take approximately 1 day (8 hrs/day max) to up to 5 days, but welder will only be needed for ~4 hours per day.

**Based on CARB's Off-Road Model (Version 2.0) for Equipment Year 2009.

***Assume that construction workers' commute vehicle/pick-up truck uses gasoline and get 20 mi/gal and round trip length is 50 miles and
assume that heavy-duty delivery truck uses diesel and gets 4.89 mi/gal with round trip length of 80 miles.
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B. Potential Operation Emissions Due to the Implentation of PAR 1469 for Compliance Year 2009

No. of Facilities Installing HEPA systems in Maximum No. No. of Maximum No. of
2009 of HEPA Filters Facilities
Systems Needed in receiving HEPA
Installed in 2009 systems to be
2009 delivered in any
1 day
53 54 492 4
Operation Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission
Factors for Year 2009 VOC CcoO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4
Construction Related Activity Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Offsite (Heavy Duty HEPA filter Delivery Trucks) | 0.00329320 | 0.01282236 | 0.04184591 | 0.00004013 0.00199572 0.00175227 | 4.21080792 | 0.00014201
EMFAC 2007 (v2.3) Emission Factors (On-Road) for Scenario Year 2009
Heavy-Duty Delivery Trucks: http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onroadEFHHDTO7_26.xls
Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length
No. of One-
Vehicle Way Trips/Day
Offsite (Heavy Duty Delivery Truck) 1
Incremental Increase in Offsite Combustion Emission s from Operation/Delivery Vehicles
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No.of One -Way Trips/Day x 2 x Trip length (mile) X numb er of trucks/day = Offsite Operation Emissions (lbs  /day)
VOC CO NOXx SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Offsite (Heavy Duty HEPA filter
Delivery Trucks) 0.26 1.03 3.35 0.00 0.16 0.14 336.86 0.01
TOTAL 0.26 1.03 3.35 0.00 0.16 0.14 336.86 0.01
Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Operati on Activities
VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4
Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Delivery Vehicles (1 truck/day) 0 1 3 0 0 0 337 0
Delivery Vehicles (4 trucks/day) 1 4 13 0 1 1 1,347 0
Significant Threshold 55 550 55 150 150 55 n/a n/a
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO n/a n/a
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B. Potential Operation Emissions Due to the Implemntation of PAR 1469 for Compliance Year 2009 (cohaled)

Incremental Increase in Fuel Usage From Delivery Ve  hicles

Total Project Diesel Fuel Gasoline
Hours of Equipment Diesel Fuel Usage Fuel Usage
Operation Activity Operation Type Usage (gal/hr) (galtyr)* (galfyr)
Heavy-duty
Delivery
Workers' Vehicles - Delivery of HEPA filters N/A Truck N/A 867.08 N/A
TOTAL 867.08 0.00

*Assume that heavy-duty delivery truck uses diesel and gets 4.89 mi/gal with round trip length of 80 miles.
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C. Potential GHG Emissions Due to the Implementatin (Construction & Operation) of PAR 1469 for Complance Year 2009

Final Environmental Assessment: Appendix B

PAR 1469 Affected Facilities in 2009  Maximum Maximum
No. of No. of
HEPA HEPA
Systems Systems
Installed Installed
in 2009 in one
day
53 54 4
CO2eq CO2 + CO2 +
Cc02 CH4 CO2 CH4 fromCH4 CO2eq CO2eq
metric
Ib/day Ib/day Ib/yr Ib/yr Ib/yr Ib/yr tons/yr
Construction: Equipment & Workers'
Vehicles 750 0 39,727.50 6.39 134.15 | 39,861.65 18.08
Operation: Workers' Vehicles 337 0.01 17,853.83 0.60 12.64 17,866.47 8.10
TOTAL 1,086 0 57,581 7 147 57,728 26
Notes:
1 metric ton = 2,205 pounds
CH4 has a global warming potential at 21 times that of CO2.
PAR 1469 B-6 November 2008



Final Environmental Assessment: Appendix B

D. Operation—Related Emissions Calculations
Related to Implementation of PAR 1469

Estimated Increase in VOC Emissions Due to IncreadeUse of Chemical Fume
Suppressants

Assumptions:

1. For a worst-case calculation, all facilities areuased to use the product
‘Fumetrol 140" which at has been determined to htnee highest VOC
content (50 g/l) of any of chemical fume suppretsavailable on the
market.

2. Based on fume suppressant manufacturer data, a Supg@essant usage
rate of 0.075 liters per 10,000 ampere-hours israes.

3. The total estimated annual rectifier usage is alioation of actual
rectifier usage data provided by each affectedificplus a calculated
adjustment to permitted rectifier usage rates foemvactual data were not
available.

4. The average annual operating hours for all thectdte facilities is
assumed to be 260 days per year.

Table B-1
Summary of Total Estimated Annual Rectifier Usage pr Type of Plating Activity
Type of No. of Tanks Total Estimated
Plating to Start Annual Rectifier
Activity Using Usage
Chemical (Ampere-Hr/year)
Fume
Suppressants
Hard 1 1,400,000
Decorative 0 0
Anodizing 0 0
Total 1 1,400,000

Equation:

Annual Rectifier Usagampere-hriyeanx Fume Suppressant Usage Fagtors liers of fume
suppressants/10,000 ampere-¥) Worst-case VOC content of Fume Suppresganbcigal of fume
suppressant) = Estimated Amount of VOCs to be emitted from nesage of fume
suppressants per yaawociyear)

Estimated Amount of VOCs to be emitted from newgesaf fume suppressants =
(1,400,00Qmpere-hrryedr X (0.075iiter /10,000ampere-h) X (50 grams vociite) X (1 pound /454 gramg

1.16p0unds VOClyearX (1 year/ 260 day§ = 0.004p0und VOC/day
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E. Estimated Ventilation Rates for Designing New HPA Filtrations Systems

Assumptions:
1.

The surface area of each plating or anodizing tamstimated to be sized
at 36 square feet and the ventilation rate is apprately 150 cubic feet
per minute (cfm) per square foot of tank surfa@aar

Based on vendor-supplied data, control systemstladhdividual filters
are typically sized to handle either 5,000, 10,000, 20,000 cfm.
Therefore, the calculated size of the control systeinitially based on the
tank surface area and then rounded to the nedsestasd size relative to
the number of tanks. For example, a facility reqgi controls for one
tank would have a calculated ventilation rate &0, cfm but it would be
sized for a 5,000 cfm system to establish a dedigrentilation rate.
However, if three or more tanks are vented to HE®&, assumed filter
sizes are rounded up. Also, based on the desigeetlation rate, the
number of HEPA filters required is typically onétdir module for every
1000 cfm and then rounded up to fit into either a2, 3 x 4, or 3 X 6
configuration. Table B-2 summarizes these assumgti

Table B-2
Calculated and Vendor Design Ventilation Rates
and Filter Parameters for HEPA Systems

No.
of
Tan
ks

Calculated
Ventilation
Rate for
Entire System
(cfm)

Designed
Ventilation
Rate for
Entire
System (cfm)

Estimated
Total
Number of
HEPA
Filters
Needed

1

5,400

5,000

6

2

10,800

10,000

12

3

16,200

20,000

18

3. To comply with PAR 1469, 56 new air pollution calitsystems venting
66 tanks at 55 facilities are expected to be ilestahnd 11 existing air
pollution control systems venting 16 tanks are eigxkto be retrofitted,
as summarized in Table D-2.

PAR 1469

B-8
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Table B-3

Estimated Number of HEPA Systems & Filters Needed

Per Designed Ventilation Rate

Designed No. of HEPA Systems No. of HEPA Filters
Ventilation Needed Needed
Rate (cfm) per Designed per Designed
Ventilation Rate Ventilation Rate
5,000 57 342
10,000 5 60
20,000 5 90
Total 67 492
PAR 1469 B-9 November 2008
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F. Electricity and Water Consumption From
Operation of HEPA Filtration Systems

Total Number of Facilities: 65
Total Number of HEPA Filtration Systems EquippedhwWist Eliminators: 67

Number of Systems per Ventilation Rate:
57 at 5,000 cfm; 4 at 10,000 cfm; and, 6 at 2060

Assumptions:

1) The horse-power (hp) rating of the blower/exhaastdepends on the ventilation rate

of the HEPA filtration system. Likewise, the midiminator wash down rate in
gallons per minute (gpm) depends on the ventilatéad@. The following blower
ratings and wash down rates are assumed for tloeviog ventilation rates:

Ventilation Blower Mist Eliminator Wash
Rate (cfm) Rating (hp) Down Rate *(gpm)
5,000 15 6
10,000 20 12
20,000 50 54
* Washdown rate in gallons per minute, amlgiuires one minute’s worth of washdown per 12-hour

period.

2) Electricity is used to operate the HEPA filtratiystems.
3) Water is used for washing down the mist eliminator.

4) Independent of the ventilation rate, the operasicigedule of each HEPA system is
assumed to be 12 hr/day; 5 days/wk; 52 wk/yr (@ i2yr).

5) Abbreviations Key:

hp = horsepower W = watt

hr = hour M = mega

yr =year k = kilo

wk =week scf = standard cubic feet
Ib = pound gpm = gallons per minute

5,000 cfm Systems
Facilities installing HEPA system rated at 5,000 &f 57
Electrical Rating = 15 hp

Wash Down Rate = 6 gpm for one minute in a 12-luayr

Total kilowatt-hours required for one 5,000 cfmtsys =
(15 hp) x (0.7457 KW-hr/hp-hr) x (3,120 hr/yr) =889 kW-hr/yr

Total water consumption for one 5,000 cfm system =
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(6 gpm) x (1 minute/12 hr/day) = 6 gallons/day

Total kW -hr for 57 facilities each equipped with a 5,000 ofi system
= (34,899 kWhr/yr x 57) = 1,989,243 kWhr/yr

Instantaneous Electricity Used for 57 facilities egipped with a 5,000 cfm system =
1,989,243 kWhr/yr x 1 work yr/260 days x 1 work day/12 hr x IMW/1000 kW =
0.637 MW

Water Demand for 57 facilities equipped with a 5,00 cfm system =
(6 gallons/day x 57) = 342 gallons/day

10,000 cfm Systems
Facilities installing HEPA system rated at 10,000 ¢ 5

Electrical Rating = 20 hp

Wash Down Rate = 12 gpm for one minute in a 12-lley
Total kilowatt-hours required for one 10,000 cfnsteyn =

(20 hp) x (0.7457 KW-hr/hp-hr) x (3,120 hr/yr) =882 kW-hr/yr

Total water consumption for one 10,000 cfm system =
(12 gpm) x (1 minute/12 hr-day) = 12 gallons/day

Total kW -hr for 5 facilities each equipped with a 10,000 ofi system
= (46,532 kWhr/yr x 5) = 232,658 kWhr/yr

Instantaneous Electricity Used for 5 facilities egipped with a 10,000 cfm system =
232,658 kWhr/yr x 1 work yr/260 days x 1 work day/12 hr x IMW/1000 kW =
0.075 MW

Water Demand for 5 facilities equipped with a 10,00 cfm system =
(12 gallons/day x 5) = 60 gallons/day

20,000 cfm Systems
Facilities installing HEPA system rated at 20,000 ¢ 5
Electrical Rating = 50 hp

Wash Down Rate = 54 gpm for one minute in a 12-lley
Total kilowatt-hours required for one 20,000 cfnsteyn =
(50 hp) x (0.7457 KW-hr/hp-hr) x (3,120 hr/yr) =61329 kKW-hr/yr

Total water consumption for one 20,000 cfm system =
(54 gpm) x (1 minute/12 hr-day) = 54 gallons/day
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Total kW -hr for 5 facilities each equipped with a 20,000 ofi system
= (116,329 kWhr/yr x 5) = 581,646 kWhr/yr

Instantaneous Electricity Used for 5 facilities eqipped with a 20,000 cfm system =
581,646 kWhr/yr x 1 work yr/260 days x 1 work day/12 hr x IMW/1000 kW =
0.186 MW

Water Demand for 5 facilities equipped with a 20,00 cfm system =
(54 gallons/day x 5) = 270 gallons/day

GRAND TOTALS FOR FACILITY UNIVERSE:

Total MW -hrs per year of electricity used =
1989 MW-hrs/yr + 233 MW-hrs/yr + 582 MW-hrs/yr = 2,804MW-hrs per year

0.637 MW+ 0.075 MW + 0.186 MW = 0.898 MW (instamineous demand)

Total gallons per day of water used =
342 + 60 + 270 = 672 gallons/day
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G. Natural Gas Consumption From Power Plants to Geerate Electricity for
Operation of HEPA Filtration Systems

From Section F:

Total MW -hrs per year of electricity needed =
1989 MW-hrs/yr + 233 MW-hrs/yr + 582 MW-hrs/yr = 2,804MW-hrs per year

To convert the electricity demand into natural dasiand at the power plant, the
following criteria is applied:

1 MW = 1,000 kW of electricity
1 kW-hr = 3,412 BTU
1 CF=1,088BTU

2,804 MW-HRS/YR X 1000KW/1IMW X 3412 BTU/1 KWHR X 1 CF/1,088 BTU
= 8.79 MMCF OF NATURAL GAS DEMAND/YR
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Responses to Comment Letter #1
(Native American Heritage Commission, October 2108)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-6251
Fax (916) 657-5390
Web Site www.nahc.ca.gov

e-mail: ds_nahc@pacbell.net

October 21, 2008

Ms. Barbara Radlein, CEQA Manager

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

Re: SCH#2008101043; CEQA/NEPA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed
Amended Rule 1469 — Hexavalent Chromium Emisssions from Chromium Electroplating & Chronic Acid Anodizing

Operations; Riverside, Orange and Los Angeles Counties, California

Dear Ms. Radlein:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is the state agency designated to protect California’s
Native American Cultural Resources. This is a document, apparently prepared under the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. 4321-43351. As such other federal statutes that may apply to this
proposed project, that require tribal consultation are as follows: Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966,m as amended, 16 U.S.C. 470(f) et seq.; the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1977, 16 U.S.C.
470(aa)-11; the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 469-469( c), and if appropriate, the Native
American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), 25 U.S.C. 3001-3013. State of California statutes and
Guidelines may also apply for guidance, as follows: The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that
any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes
archaeological resources, is a ‘significant effect requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
per the California Code of Regulations §15064.5(b)(c )(f) CEQA guidelines). Section 15382 of the 2007 CEQ#A:
Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse
change in any of physical conditions within an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or
aesthetic significance.” In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess whether the
project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the ‘area of potential effect (APE)’, and if so, to mitigate
that effect. To adequately assess the project-related impacts on historical resources, the Commission recommends
the following action:
v Contact the appropriate California Historic Resources Information Center (CHRIS) for possible ‘recorded sites’ in
locations where the development will or might occur.. Contact information for the Information Center nearest you is
available from the State Office of Historic Preservation (916/653-7278)/ http:.//www.ohp.parks.ca.gov. The record
search will determine:
= [fa part or the entire APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.
= [f any known cultural resources have already been recorded in or adjacent to the APE.
= |f the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
= If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.
v If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing
the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
= The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made
available for pubic disclosure.
= The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.
v The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) can conduct a:
* A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search of the project ‘areas of potential effect (APE)’. if the ‘Lead Agency’
provides the Commission (NAHC) with the USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Map Names; Township, Range
and Section of the project areas. However the NAHC SLF is not exhaustive and local tribal contacts should
be consulted from the attached list.
= The NAHC advises the use of Native American Monitors, also, when profession archaeologists or the equivalent
are employed by project proponents, in order to ensure proper identification and care given cultural resources
that may be discovered. The NAHC recommends that contact be made with Native American Contacts on the
attached list to get their input on potential project impact (APE). Such tribal consultation is also required by NEPA
and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, cited above. In some cases, the existence of a Native
American cultural resources may be known only to a local tribe(s).

J\
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—
v Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.
= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of

accidentally discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5 (f).

In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native

American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
= A culturally-affiliated Native American tribe may be the only source of information about a Sacred Site/Native

American cultural resource.
= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in

consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans. —
v Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains or unmarked cemeteries —_

in their mitigation plans.
*  CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to work with the Native Americans identified
by this Commission if the initial Study identifies the presence or likely presence of Native American human
remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Native American, identified by the
NAHC, to assure the appropriate and dignified treatment of Native American human remains and any associated
grave liens. _<
v Irregardiess of the fact that this project is prepared under federal laws and regulations, State of California law does
apply in cases where human remains are inadvertently discovered as result of any ground-breaking activity. Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98 and Sec. §15064.5 (d) of the California Code of
Regulations (CEQA Guidelines) mandate procedures to be followed, including that construction or excavation be
stopped in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery
until the county coroner or medical examiner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native American. .
Note that §7052 of the Health & Safety Code states that disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony.

v_Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined in §15370 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA
Guidelines), when significant cultural resources are discovered during the course of proj anning and
implementation _

Please feel free to, contact me at (916) 653-6251 if you have any questions.

m;y,

Dave Singléton
Program Analyst

Attachment: List of Native American Contacts

Cc: State Clearinghouse
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Native American Contacts

Los Angeles, Riverside and Orange Counties
October 21, 2008

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians

Paul Macarro, Cultural Resource Center
P.O. Box 1477 Luiseno
Temecula » CA 92593

(951) 308-9295 Ext 8106

(951) 676-2768

(951) 506-9491 Fax

Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians
Joseph Hamilton, Chairman
P.O. Box 391670

Anza » CA 92539
admin@ramonatribe.com
(951) 763-4105

(951) 763-4325 Fax

Cahuilla

San Manuel Band of Mission Indians
James Ramos, Chairperson
26569 Community Center Drive
Highland » CA 92346
(909) 864-8933

(909) 864-3724 - FAX

(909) 864-3370 Fax

Serrano

Soboba Band of Mission Indians
Robert Salgado, Chairperson
P.O. Box 487

San Jacinto , CA 92581
dhill@soboba-nsn.gov

(951) 654-2765

(951) 654-4198 - Fax

Luiseno

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Ti'At Society

Cindi Alvitre

6515 E. Seaside Walk, #C

Long Beach

Gabrielino
» CA 90803

calvitre@yahoo.com
(714) 504-2468 Cell

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation
David Belardes, Chairperson

31742 Via Belardes

Juaneno

San Juan Capistrano , CA 92675
DavidBelardes @hotmail.com
(949) 493-0959

(949) 493-1601 Fax

San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
John Valenzuela, Chairperson

P.O. Box 221838

Newhall

tsen2u@msn.com

(661) 753-9833 Office
(760) 885-0955 Cell

Fernandefio
Tataviam
Serrano
Vanyume
Kitanemuk

» CA 91322

(760) 949-1604 Fax

Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Anthony Morales, Chairperson

PO Box 693
San Gabiriel

Gabrielino Tongva
, CA 91778

ChiefRBwife@aol.com

(626) 286-1632
(626) 286-1758 - Home

(626) 286-1262 Fax

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2008101043; NEPA/CEQA Notice of Completion; a federal Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed
amended Rule 1469 - Hexavalent Chromium Emissions for Chromium Electroplating & Chronic Acid Anodizing

Operations; located in Riverside, Orange and Los Angeles counties.
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Native American Contacts
Los Angeles, Riverside and Orange Counties

October 21, 2008

Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians
John Marcus, Chairman
P.O. Box 609

Hemet » CA 92546
sriribaloffice @aol.com

(951) 658-5311
(951) 658-6733 Fax

Cahuilla

Gabrielino/Tongva Council / Gabrielino Tongva Nation
Sam Dunlap, Tribal Secretary

761 Terminal Street; Bldg 1, 2nd floor Gabrielino Tongva
Los Angeles , CA 90021

office @tongvatribe.net
(213) 489-5001 - Office
(909) 262-9351 - cell
(213) 489-5002 Fax

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation
Anthony Rivera, Chairman
31411-A La Matanza Street
San Juan Capistrano , CA 92675-2674
arivera@juaneno.com

949-488-3484
949-488-3294 Fax

Juaneno

Morongo Band of Mission Indians

Michael Contreras, Cultural Heritage Prog. Manager
13000 Fields Road Cahuilla

Banning » CA 92220  Serrano

(951) 755-5025

(951)201-1866 - cell

(951) 922-0105 Fax

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

San Manuel Band of Mission Indians
Ann Brierty, Environmantal Department

101 Pure Water Lane Serrano
Highland » CA 92346

abrierty @sanmanuel-nsn.gov
(909) 863-5899 EXT-4321

(909) 862-5152 Fax

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation
Joyce Perry , Tribal Manager & Cultural Resources
31742 Via Belardes Juaneno

San Juan Capistrano , CA 92675

kaamalam@cox.net

(949) 493-0959

(949) 293-8522 Cell

(949) 493-1601 Fax

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians
Alfred Cruz, Culural Resources Coordinator

P.O. Box 25628 Juaneno
Santa Ana , CA 92799

alfredgcruz@sbcglobal.net
714-998-0721
sifredgcruz @sbcglobal.net

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians
Adolph "Bud" Sepulveda, Chairperson
P.O. Box 25828 Juaneno
Santa Ana » CA 92799
bssepul@yahoo.net

714-838-3270

714-914-1812 - CELL
bsepul@yahoo.net

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2008101043; NEPA/CEQA Notice of Completion; a federal Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed
amended Rule 1469 - Hexavalent Chromium Emissions for Chromium Electroplating & Chronic Acid Anodizing

Operations; located in Riverside, Orange and Los Angeles counties.
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Native American Contacts
Los Angeles, Riverside and Orange Counties

October 21, 2008

Morongo Band of Mission Indians
Robert Martin, Chairperson

11581 Potrero Road Cahuilla
Banning » CA 92220 Serrano
Robert_Martin@morongo.org

(951) 849-8807

(951) 755-5200

(951) 922-8146 Fax

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians
Mark Macarro, Chairperson

P.O. Box 1477 Luiseno
Temecula » CA 92593
tbrown@pechanga-nsn.gov

(951) 676-2768

(951) 695-1778 Fax

Willie Pink
48310 Pechanga Road Luiseno
Temecula » CA 92592

wjpink@hotmail.com

(909) 936-1216
Prefers e-mail contact

Serrano Nation of Indians

Goldie Walker

6588 Valaria Drive Serrano
Highland » CA 92346

(909) 862-9883

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians

Erica Helms, Cultural Resources Manager
P.O. Box 487 Luiseno
San Jacinto » CA 92581
dhill@soboba-nsn.gov

(951) 654-2765

FAX: (951) 654-4198

Sonia Johnston, Tribal Vice Chairperson
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians

P.O. Box 25628 Juaneno
Santa Ana » CA 92799
sonia.johnston @sbcglobal.net

(714) 323-8312

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians
Anita Espinoza

1740 Concerto Drive
Anaheim » CA 92807

(714) 779-8832

Juaneno

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians
Joe Ocampo, Chairperson
1108 E. 4th Street

Santa Ana » CA 92701
joeaocampo@netzero.com
(714) 547-9676

(714) 623-0709-cell

Juaneno

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cul I resc for the prop
SCH#2008101043; NEPA/CEQA of Compileti a A, (EA) for the Proposed
amended Rule 1469 - H Ch i E & Cl ic Acid Anodi.
Operations; I d in Ri , Orange and Los A
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Responses to Comment Letter #1
(Native American Heritage Commission, October 2108)

1-1The SCAQMD, is the Lead Agency and has preparedaft BEA with no significant impacts
for PAR 1469 in accordance with CEQA and its cedifregulatory program (SCAQMD
Rule 110). Conclusions in the Draft EA that PARBA4will not generate significant adverse
impacts to any environmental topic area, includinfjural resources, is based on substantial
evidence. Further, the SCAQMD is aware of the irequents in CEQA Guidelines
§15064.5 and has complied with this section as agelll other relevant CEQA requirements
relative to the preparation of this Final EA. Amted on page 2-20 of the Final EA,
significant adverse cultural resources impactaateexpected from implementing PAR 1469
because construction-related activities associtddthe implementation of PAR 1469 are
expected to be minimal and confined within the poimt of affected existing facilities
(typically inside the affected facility). Furtheome, it is envisioned that the areas where the
affected facilities are located are already eittievoid of significant cultural resources or
whose cultural resources have been previously ristuand would not be further disturbed
as a result of implementing the proposed projelus, no significant adverse impacts to
historical, archaeological or paleontological reses as defined in CEQA Guidelines
815064.5 are expected as a result of implementiig P469.

1-2As indicated in response to Comment 1-1, basedibstantial evidence the proposed project
is not expected to generate significant adverser@mwental impacts to any environmental
topic areas, including cultural resources. As sulte further surveys are not required as
requested by the commentator.

1-3An archaeological inventory survey is not requitedbe performed for the proposed project.
See response to Comment 1-1 for reasons why aysisrvet required.

1-4As noted in responses to Comments 1-1 and 1-3tiawlali archaeological investigations are
not warranted or required for the proposed projéairther, as a result of a previous request
by the commentator, SCAQMD staff established a cehmgnsive mailing list of Native
American contacts that include all of the contantsd in this comment letter. As a result,
Native American contacts have already receivedcaotif the Draft EA for the proposed
project.

1-5PAR 1469 may require minor modifications at exigtiaffected facilities subject to the
requirements in PAR 1469. However, any modificaiavould occur within the existing
facility locations, within areas that have alredogen graded and developed with other
equipment and foundations. Further, based ondbatibns of affected facilities, typically
industrial areas, and historical uses of the agfiésites as plating and anodizing facilities, the
likelihood of encountering cultural resources igremely low. Therefore, no impacts to
cultural resources are expected from the propoegdqt because the location of the existing
equipment that might be modified or replaced isd@san existing industrial facility and no
major excavation or construction is required. Aseault no further analysis of cultural
resources in the Final EA is required.

1-6With regard to the potential for discovery of Natikmerican remains, refer to responses to
Comments 1-1, 1-3, and 1-5. Further, as notedagre 2-20 of the Final EA, the responses
to the environmental checklist for cultural res@asr@o not identify the presence or likely
presences of Native American human remains sincexoavation or grading activities are
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expected as part of implementing the proposed groj@herefore, agreements with Native
Americans to assure appropriate treatment of Nafiwgerican human remains are not
warranted since no site excavation or grading aietszare expected and no opportunities for

discovering human remains would otherwise occupa$ of implementing the proposed
project.

1-7As noted in responses to Comments 1-1, 1-5 anddisépvery of human remains relative to
the proposed project is not anticipated. CEQA @lings 815370(a) refers to avoidance in
the context of mitigation measures. Specificatiytigation includes: “Avoiding the impact
altogether by not taking a certain action or paftan action.” Since no significant cultural
resources impacts were identified, no mitigationasuees, including avoidance, are
necessary or required. Further, because of thaeaff the proposed project, there is no
action or part of an action that would require ext®n or grading activities such that the
presence or likely presence of Native American humeanains would be discovered as a
result of implementing PAR 1469.
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