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Initial Study Chapter 1 — Project Description

INTRODUCTION
The California Legislature created the South Co&ist Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) in 1977 as the agency responsible for developing and einfprir pollution
control rules and regulations in the South CoasBaisin (Basin) and portions of the Salton
Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin. By uatthe SCAQMD is required to adopt
an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstratogpliance with all federal and
state ambient air quality standards for the digtri€urthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt
rules and regulations that carry out the AGMP

The area of jurisdiction under the SCAQMD exceddsesand federal ambient air quality
standards for PM10 (defined as particulate mattéh \&n aerodynamic diameter of 10
microns or less). These microscopically fine géet can originate from a variety of area
sources, both natural and man-made, and from @tyaof stationary source processes,
which include direct emissions (referred to as prynPM10) and atmospheric chemical
reactions that convert gases to particles (refetoedls secondary PM10). Approximately
one-third of the ambient PM10 concentrations areesult of soil dust entrainment,

commonly referred to as fugitive dfist

Rule 1156 implemented a portion of the 2003 AQMRtd measure BCM-08 — Further
Emission Reductions of Particulate Emissions fromm€nt Manufacturing Facilities.
Cement manufacturing facilities are defined as faaylity engaged in producing Portland
cement or associated products. Two facilitieshie Basin are regulated by the proposed
amended Rule 1156, California Portland Cement C&QC) and TXI Riverside Cement
(TXI).

Elevated ambient concentrations of hexavalent chmom(hex chrome) in the Rubidoux
area of Riverside were discovered through the sag@fforts of the Multiple Air Toxic
Study Ill (MATES IIl). Extensive additional sampy and modeling indicate that these
emissions can be traced back to TXI located inGltg of Riverside. Air monitoring
around CPCC and TXI facilities will continue. SCKMQ staff proposes amendments to
Rule 1156 to further reduce particulates, includieg chrome.

The proposed rule amendment would require the &talosure of clinker material storage
instead of allowing a menu of compliance optiorssjsathe case for the current rule. In
addition, the proposed amendments would amend amm@ion relative to evaluating
material size in open storage piles and excluddkefi material from such an exemption.

On June 24, 2008, SCAQMD and TXI entered into Hesgent agreement in response to an
enforcement action against TXI. Under the termthefsettlement agreement, TXI will pay
one million dollars and implement measures to rediest emissions from clinker storage
piles. TXI will remove all open clinker storagdgs by November 30, 2008. Since clinker

! The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 1974. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safebd€,
§840400-40540).

2 Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).

% Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).

* SCAQMD, Board Package for Proposed Rule 403, Agéal 38, April 2, 2004.
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Initial Study Chapter 1 — Project Description

storage will end because of the settlement agreebefore the proposed amended rule
would be presented to the Governing Board for amration, it was assumed that TXI
would not be affected by the provisions of PAR 1126 a result, implementing PAR 1156
would not generate any secondary environmental étspat the TXI facility. All of the
analysis focuses on adverse impacts from CPCC.

For the analysis of this proposed project (see @&n&), it was estimated that CPCC would
need to build two one-acre full enclosures forlatinstorage.

Throughout this document, references to the prapgs®ject or PAR 1156 are used
interchangeably.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

PAR 1156 is a “project” as defined by the Califarinvironmental Quality Act (CEQA).
CEQA requires that the potential adverse envirortalampacts of proposed projects be
evaluated and that methods to reduce or avoidifaehsignificant adverse environmental
impacts of these projects be implemented if feasiblhe purpose of the CEQA process is
to inform the SCAQMD's Governing Board, public ages, and interested parties of
potential adverse environmental impacts that coedailt from implementing the proposed
project and to identify feasible mitigation measundien an impact is significant.

California Public Resources Code 821080.5 allowdlipuagencies with regulatory
programs to prepare a plan or other written docusnenlieu of an environmental impact
report once the Secretary of the Resources Agensychrtified the regulatory program.
The SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by 8ecretary of Resources Agency on
March 1, 1989 and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 1P@rsuant to Rule 110 (the rule which
implements the SCAQMD's certified regulatory pragja SCAQMD prepared Final
Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate poteatlakrse impacts from PAR 1156.

The Final EA for Proposed Rule (PR) 1156 (SCAQMD. R60307JK) dated October 13,
2005, was certified by the Governing Board on Noweny, 2005 at their Public Hearing
Board Meeting. The 2005 Final EA identified coostion emissions as significant for air
quality. Because the full enclosure of storagespWwas one of several options for reducing
fugitive dust emissions from storage piles in PR, khe adverse impacts of constructing a
full one acre concrete dome enclosure at eachtfawvibs evaluated in the 2005 Draft EA
for PR 1156. During the public comment period aswdetermined that neither facility
would build an enclosure, but the analysis forghelosures was retained in the 2005 Final
EA for PR 1156 because it was more conservativeterdative C — Full Enclosures
evaluated the enclosure of all storage piles at batilities, which was estimated to be 15
enclosures.

PAR 1156 would require that clinker storage pilesfldly enclosed. Under the proposed
project, two full enclosures would be required ® donstructed at CPCC. The adverse
impacts from constructing the one full enclosurévai facilities or two full enclosures at
one facility would be the same. Since the onlynifigant adverse impacts from the
proposed project are from enclosing storage pites the number of enclosures expected

PAR 1156 1-2 December 2008
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from the proposed project are the same as the wasst evaluated in the 2005 Final EA for
PR 1156, the adverse impacts from the proposecegirayould be the same as those
disclosed in the 2005 Final EA for PR 1156.

Since the general environmental setting, the dgant adverse impacts and alternatives,
and the mitigation measures related to each stgmfieffect of the proposed project and the
2005 Final EA are similar, SCAQMD staff will relypan the 2005 Final EA for PR 1156
(SCAQMD No. 050307JK). This Initial Study was paepd pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
815153(a)(1). The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 wid birculated for a 45-day public
comment period as required by CEQA Guidelines 838i)5and responses to comments
will be prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 81%4p3

While the proposed project was selected by the éivg Board, as stated in the 2005 Final
EA for PR 1156, the Governing Board could have ehds adopt any of the alternatives in
whole or in part in place of the proposed projéeised on other considerations in addition
to environmental concerns such as compliance ceffests on future employment (jobs

lost, for example), etc. Therefore, the Goverrdogird could have chosen Alternative C or
an option similar to the proposed project that woerclose only clinker storage piles. The
Governing Board still has the opportunity to sekdtor part of any of the alternatives in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156.

The CEQA Guidelines 815153 allow the use of an BiBpared in connection with an
earlier project to apply to a latter project, iEtbircumstances of the projects are essentially
the same. When a Lead Agency proposes to useRafr&h an earlier project as the EIR
for a separate latter project, the Lead agencgdsired to review the proposed project with
an Initial Study, using incorporation by referené@ecessary to determine whether the EIR
would adequately describe the environmental settimfig the project, significant
environmental impacts of the project, and altex@stiand mitigation measures related to
each subsequent effect.

The SCAQMD, as Lead Agency for the proposed projeas prepared this Initial Study
(which includes an Environmental Checklist) pursuanCEQA Guidelines 815153(a)(1).
The Environmental Checklist provides a standarduatimn tool to identify a project's

adverse environmental impacts. Based on thisalriiudy, SCAQMD staff has determined
that it is appropriate to use the previous 200&IH#A for PR 1156 as the Draft EA for this
proposed project.

Written comments on the scope of the environmeatalysis and possible project
alternatives in the 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 reediby the SCAQMD during the 45-day
public review and comment period will be considefiédeceived by the SCAQMD during
the 45-day public review period) when the 2005 Fixafor PR 1156 is recirculated.

PROJECT LOCATION
The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,4@8are miles (referred to hereafter as
the district), consisting of the four-county So@bast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside
County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAdy the Mojave Desert Air Basin
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(MDAB). The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMjurisdiction, is bounded by the

Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel,Bganardino, and San Jacinto Mountains
to the north and east. The 6,745 square-mile Basiodes all of Orange County and the
nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, aad Bernardino counties. The Riverside
County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded hg tSan Jacinto Mountains in the
west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde VallBye federal nonattainment area
(known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) ssilaregion of both Riverside County and
the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mouwnttonthe west and the eastern

boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Fagil).

Santa

San Joaquin Kem|County ° San Bemardino County
Barbara

Mojave Desert
Air Basin

Rjverside Gqunty

)

San Diego Salton Sea
South Coast \ . : p
Al Qualy Management it \ Air Basin A’f’ Basin
— SCAQMD Jurisdiction A\ San Diego Coun Imperial Coun

Figure 1-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District

PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES
Rule 1156 implemented a portion of the 2003 AQMRtd measure BCM-08 — Further
Emission Reductions of Particulate Emissions fromm€nt Manufacturing Facilities.
Cement manufacturing facilities are defined as faaylity engaged in producing Portland
cement or associated products. Two facilitieshim Basin are regulated by the PAR 1156,

CPCC and TXI.
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Elevated ambient concentrations of hex chrome ibidwx were discovered through the
sampling efforts of MATES Illl. Extensive additidreampling and modeling indicate that
these emissions can be traced back to TXI locateRiverside. SCAQMD staff proposes
amendments to Rule 1156 to further reduce partesijaincluding hex chrome. Air
monitoring around CPCC and TXI facilities will comte.

Adoption of PAR 1156 would ensure further reductodrparticulate matter, which includes
chromium (also a particulate), from cement manuiaet facilities by ensuring that
fugitive dust emissions from clinker material sggare minimized.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PAR 1156 would reduce fugitive PM and associateddmome emissions by requiring the
enclosure of clinker. The exemption for storagkegpibased on particle size would be
modified to exclude clinker from the exemption. eSific collection criteria would be added
to the storage pile sample requirements in theageopiles exemption.

The following subsections briefly summarize the medomponents of PAR 1156. For the
complete text of the proposed amended rule, plediseto Appendix B.

Proposed Amended Rule 1156

Purpose
No changes to the purpose of the existing rulgpesposed.

Applicability
No changes to the applicability of the existingerate proposed.

Definitions
No changes to the definitions in the existing rare proposed.

Requirements
Currently in Rule 1156, operators of a cement macrtufing facility are required to enclose

their open storages of clinker if the storage péeseed four acres or 80,000 tons per month
throughput.

Under the proposal, operators of a cement manufagtdacility would be required to
enclose clinker storage piles, regardless of sigdvlarch 1, 2009 in order to further reduce
particulate matter emissions. The enclosure misst meet the requirements for an air
pollution control device.

Monitoring and Source Testing
No changes to the applicability of the existingerate proposed.

Recordkeeping Requirements
No changes to the applicability of the existingerale proposed.
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Source Test Methods and Calculation
No changes to the applicability of the existingerate proposed.

Exemptions
Currently, operators of a manufacturing facilityncdbe exempt from storage pile

requirements of enclosure or three-sided barriefran using the AQMD Rule 403 test
methods for the demonstration of a pile’s surfaedibzation if the materials contained in
90 percent of the pile’s volume are larger thari &alinch.

Under the proposal, this would change to a masss laasl would exclude clinker material.
Therefore, operators who have open piles contaimatgrials other than clinker would be
exempt from the above mentioned requirements iithagerials contained in 90 percentage
of the pile’s mass are larger than % inch. Théegdn must be achieved through
measurement on any composite sample of at leapbd@ds taken at a minimum depth of
12 inches below the pile surface, and at varioestions of the pile, but not within 12
inches from the base, to ensure adequate sampling.

Alternative Control Options
No changes to the applicability of the existingerale proposed.

CONTROL OPTIONS
Emissions from open storage piles or material haggdlincluding loading/unloading
activities and open conveying systems are affebtedhany factors such as material type,
size and characteristics, moisture content, proddssughput, operating practices,
topographical and climatic factors.

Wet suppression, either by the application of watdeemicals and/or foam watering is

currently used at the facilities. However, its ttoheffectiveness (i.e. as long as surface
moisture is high enough to cause the fines to adtethe larger rock particles) depends
upon variables that are changeable such as locadtel conditions and source properties,
variables that are not easy to verify such as #aqy of applying wet suppression or
operator practices. Therefore, wet suppressiamsésul mainly to reduce emissions that
cannot be contained such as emissions from vetrafiiic and re-entrainment. Even with

these fugitive emissions, wet suppression typichlg only a temporary effect, and its
control efficiency is very subjective.

Enclosing open piles and conveying systems blobks wind and provides permanent

control and containment. Its control efficiencygisaranteed, easy to verify, and does not
depend on factors such as climate conditions ardatqr practices. Coupling the enclosure
with wet suppression by spraying at the openinghef enclosure eliminates nearly 95

percent of the emissions.

Enclosed conveying systems and domes for raw radtesind products are installed and
maintained at many cement manufacturing facilitieGalifornia such as:

PAR 1156 1-6 December 2008



Initial Study Chapter 1 — Project Description

» California Portland Cement in Mojave, Kern Courttgs a limestone enclosed storage
and reclaim system;

» Lehigh Southwest Cement in Tehachapi, Kern Coumdg, a covered quarry conveying
system vented to baghouses and an enclosed stmegyéor five-acres of raw materials;

* National Cement in Lebec, Kern County, has 2.5 snié covered conveyors and
enclosed storage areas for raw materials and pirgiduc

* Southdown California Cement (CEMEX) in Victorvill8an Bernardino County, has a
primary crusher enclosed and vented to baghouska germit to construct to have all
outside conveyors covered;

* TXI Riverside Cement at Oro Grande, San Bernardinanty, has an Mojave Desert
Air Pollution Control District (MDAQMD) Permit to Gnstruct to have all conveyors
transporting materials from quarry to crushers cedeand

* In addition, Rule 1158 adopted in 1999, has redqueaclosed storage and enclosed
conveying system for facilities that handle and emlee, coal and sulfur in the Basin.

The 1999 staff report for Rule 1158 cited sevex@hd vendors such as Dome Systems,
Plas-Steel, and Klimke & Wright LTD. Staff has tacted four additional representative
vendors who manufacture and supply concrete, sieehluminum domes for cement
manufacturing facilities. Their applications atersnarized in Table 1-1. Additional detail
regarding dome applications can be found at thedmesnwebsites.

Many vendors currently provide enclosed conveyorshe cement industry. The staff
report for Rule 1158 cited several vendors who bupmtal enclosed conveyats Staff has
contacted three additional vendors for quotes dinly Fiberdome; Mertec Engineering
which represents Cambelt International Corporatiml/iman, SGCO; and Applied
Conveyor Technology which represents Martin Engiinee

ALTERNATIVES

The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 evaluated four ahéues, Alternative A (No Project),
Alternative B (Partial Enclosures), Alternative €ull Enclosures), and Alternative D
(Reduction from Baseline).

® These vendors supplied 1,600-foot covered congegiystem for Metropolitan Stevedore, 300-foot ceder
conveying system for Aimcor, 390-foot covered cojing system for ARCO, 755-foot covered conveyingtemn
for Aimcor Main Barn, 1230-foot covered conveyingstem for ARCO Great Lake, 830-foot covered conngyi
system for Oxbow, and 875-foot covered conveyirgiesy for Chevron.
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Table 1-1
Dome Application for Open Storage Piles
Vendor Dome Application
Dometec ¢ Clinker concrete dome for Ash Grove Cement in Adam)

e Clinker concrete dome for Essroc Materials in Migm;
* Gypsum, fly ash, and cement storage domes.

Temcor * Limestone aluminum storage dome for California Rac
Cement in Mojave California;

¢ Limestone and cement dome for Lehigh Portland Céieueeh St.
Lawrence Cement in Maryland;

» Sand dome for Junction City in Georgia; and

» Other coal and cement storage domes

Consevatek * Cement and limestone aluminum domes for cementgian
Texas and Kansas.
Geometrica e Clinker dome in Canada,;

* Gravel and copper ore domes in Mexico and Chile;
¢ Coal and limestone aluminum and steel domes in dmjiw
Thailand, Chile and Mexico.

The four feasible alternatives to the rule prestiniethe 2005 Final EA are summarized in
Table 1-2: Alternative A (No Project), Alternatig (Partial Enclosures), Alternative C
(Full Enclosures), and Alternative D (ReductionnfrdBaseline). A comparison of the
potential air quality and hydrology/water qualitynpacts from each of the project
alternatives with PR 1156 is given in Table 1-20 dher significant adverse impacts were
identified for PR 1156 or any of the project aletimes. The proposed project and
Alternatives B, C and D are significant for NOxrfraonstruction activities. No significant
secondary construction emissions are anticipatau #lternative A because it is assumed
PR 1156 would not be adopted. No significant oj@nal adverse air quality impacts
would be expected from operations in either thgppsed project or alternatives. No other
environmental topics were determined to be sigaific The proposed project is considered
to provide the best balance between emission rexshsctthe adverse air quality impacts due
to construction and operation activities. Therefdhe proposed project was preferred over
the project alternatives and adopted by the GomgrBoard.

Summaries of the Project Alternatives Evaluated irthe 2005 Final EA for PR 1156
Alternative A or ‘no project’ means that PR 1156ulbnot be adopted and instead the
operators would maintain their current operationhout change and will continue to be
subject to the following requirements:

e SCAQMD Rule 401 - Visible Emissions;

e SCAQMD Rule 404 - Particulate Matter - Concentnatio

« SCAQMD Rule 405 - Particulate Matter - Weight;

e SCAQMD Rule 1112.1 - Emissions of Particulate Mafitem Cement Kilns

»  SCAQMD Regulation XIIl — New Source Review;

» SCAQMD Regulation XXX — Title V Permits;
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* Federal New Source Performance Standards (NSPSCHR Part 60, Subpart F,
Standards of Performance for Portland Cement Plants

* Federal National Emission Standards for Hazardau$gllutants (NESHAP) 40 CFR
Part 63, Subpart LLL, NESHAP frothe Portland Cement Manufacturing Industry

Alternative A, the ‘no project’ alternative, doestrachieve the goals of the proposed project
because it does not implement the portion of Céteasure BMC-08 to further reduce
PM emissions from cement manufacturing operationd/hile no significant adverse
secondary environmental impacts would result fram‘ho project’ alternative, it is not the
environmentally superior alternative in accordandtn CEQA Guidelines 815126.6(e)(2)
because PM would continue to be emitted at cuteeds, thus, not improving air quality in
the district.

Compared to PR 1156, Alternative B, the partial lesure alternative, has a higher
baghouse performance standard (0.03 gram PM pestdndard cubic meter), does not
require additional control for crushers, and doesraquire full enclosure of open storage
piles. Like the proposed project, Alternative Bulb produce significant adverse NOx
emissions (108 pounds of NOx per day) during coesibn of three-sided enclosures. The
effective dates for Alternative B requirements vebbe one to two years longer than those
of the proposed project. Alternative B does nafude Continuous Emission Monitoring
System (CEMS), continuous opacity monitoring syst€@OMS), baghouse leak detection
systems (BLDS) or operation and maintenance (O&MEedures. The proposed project is
superior to Alternative B, since it would genergteater feasible PM emissions reductions
on a shorter schedule.

Alternative C, the full enclosure alterative, wouddjuire a 0.005 gram PM per dry standard
cubic meter baghouse performance standard, andopeators fully enclose conveyers,

crushers and open storage piles. Alternative Cldvallow one additional year to comply

with open storage pile control to allow for the stvaction required to enclose all open
storage piles. Secondary NOx emissions of 367 g®uer day from construction would

exceed the SCAQMD’s NOx construction significanmeeshold of 100 pounds per day.

Alternative C would achieve the greatest emissemfuctions. Since the open storage piles
would be fully enclosed operators would not be meglito water open storage piles.
Alternative C also requires that only chemical dsigbpressants be used for dust control.
The proposed project and Alternatives B and D mequire additional watering which
would generate additional criteria and toxic enoigsifrom additional combustion required
to remove moisture added from watering for dustpsegsion. Therefore, Alternative C
would be the environmentally superior and leasictakernative. However, it is not clear if
existing facilities would be able to meet the 0.0ffam per dry standard cubic meter
baghouse performance standard for all baghousescilityF operators have stated that
enclosing all storage piles would prevent them frpanchasing materials in bulk when
available. Therefore, requiring all storage pitesbe enclosed may adversely impact
business decisions and operating activities atedtefacilities.

PAR 1156 1-9 December 2008



Initial Study Chapter 1 — Project Description

Alternative D, reduction from baseline alternative,the same as the proposed project
except that operators would be allowed to redueeotrerall facility baghouse baseline PM
emissions by 50 percent instead of complying witidividual baghouse performance
standards. Facility operators requested this pptiocase their kiln or clinker baghouse
could not meet the performance standards. Undermatternative, further reductions could
be made at other baghouses to compensate for bsggaunable to meet required
performance standards. This alternative wouldraicsimilar effective date to the proposed
project (three to five years) to allow facility op#ors to optimize baghouses to obtain the 50
percent reduction from baseline. Secondary NOxssioms from construction would be
equivalent to the proposed project, which is exgeedio exceed the NOx significance
threshold. At the request of facility operatorist alternative does not include
COMS/BLDS or documented O&M procedures. Since CEM®OMS, BLDS and
documented O&M procedures are not required, vewfycompliance would be more
difficult than verifying compliance for the propakeroject and Alternative C. The
proposed project is superior to this project aliéue since compliance verification would
be more effective.

PAR 1156 is not expected to change the environrhantyses conclusions for any of the
alternatives presented in the 2005 Final EA for PB56. No new alternatives were
identified for PAR 1156. Finally, the SCAQMD Gowarg Board can choose all or part of
any of the project alternatives in connection wsthff's proposed modifications to Rule
1156.
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Table 1-2
Summary of Rule 1156/PAR 1156 and Project Alternaties
. , : Alternative D
Description Rule 1156/PR 1156 AUSLIEULL S Al AU Reduction from

No Project

Partial Enclosures

Full Enclosures

Baseline

Baghouse standard
— kilns/clinker
cooler (d)(4), and
other equipment

(d)(6)

5 standard of 0.01 grain/dscft

Baghouse performance

PM for existing equipment
and 0.005 grain/dscf for new
equipment with

COMS/BLDS for top emitters

and O&M procedures

1112.1, 404 and 405

Compliance with Rule

Baghouse performance
standard of 0.03 grain/dsc
without COMS/BLDS and
O&M procedures

f

Baghouse performance
standard of 0.005 grain/dsg
with PM CEMS for top
emitters and O&M
procedures

Overall reduction 50
fpercent of baseline
emissions without
COMS/BLDS and
O&M procedures

Process Equipment
Loading, Unloading
and Transferring
(d)(2)(A) and
(d)(2)(B)

Enclose loading/unloading
process units and vent to
baghouses; and cover existi
conveyors

Same as project
g

Same as project

Enclose loading/unloading
process units and vent to
baghouses; and enclose
existing conveyors

Same as project

Screening, Milling,
Grinding, Blending,
Drying, Heating,
Mixing, Sacking,
Palletizing,
Packaging and Othe
Related Operations
(d)(3)(B) and (C)

=

Enclose system and vent to
baghouse

403

Compliance with Rule

Same as no project

Enclose system and vent tg
baghouse

" Same as project

Crushing
(d)(3)(B) and (C)

Enclose system and vent to
baghouse; or wind screens
with wet suppression

403

Compliance with Rule

Same as no project

Enclose system and vent tg
baghouse

" Same as project

PAR 1156
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Table 1-2 (Concluded)
Summary of Rule 1156/PAR 1156 and Project Alternaties

Description

Rule 1156/PR 1156

Alternative A
No Project

Alternative B
Partial Enclosures

Alternative C
Full Enclosures

Alternative D
Reduction from
Baseline

Active clinker piles
a) Control (d)(5)(B)

a) Enclose-activelinker
storage piles-with-afour
acre-area-or-a-cumulative

Compliance with Rule

a) Chemical stabilizer, or
three-sided barrier with two
feet of freeboard, or three -

a) Enclose all active
storage piles

b) Loadlng and elmkepleadmg—an' d ' 403 sided barrler with roof, or b) Loading/ unloading Same as project
Unloading unloading (or processing tarp entire surface within enclosure
(d)(5)(E) rate>80.000-ton/year b) Loading/unloading with dust
b) Loading/unloading within suppressants
enclosure
. a) Chemical stabilizer, or
_Othe.r act|'V(_a/ three-sided barrier with ,
inactive piles a) Enclose all active
two feet of freeboard, or : , :
a) Control (d)(5)(C) . . . Compliance with Rule . storage piles ,
. three-sided barrier with Same as project . . Same as project
b) Loading and . 403 b) Loading/ unloading
Unloading (d) roof, or tarp entire su_rface within enclosure
b) Loading/unloading with

(®)E)

dust suppressants

Chemical dust
suppressant/
Watering

Water or chemical dust
suppressants allowed for
process and storage piles;
chemical dust suppressants
only for unpaved roads.

Compliance with Rule
403

Same as project

Chemical dust
suppressants only

Same as project

Compliance dates

One year to meet pulse jet
baghouse and active storage
pile enclosure requirements,
Five years to meet non-pulsg
jet bag requirements, and 6
months for other

D

. Compliance with Rule
403

requirements.

Eight years to meet all
requirements

Two years to enclose
storage piles and one
year to enclose crushet

Baghouse compliance
phased over three to
five years

a) PAR 1156 would require the enclosure of atiladir storage. Strike out and underline showed gémbetween PAR 1156 and the existing Rule 1156.

PAR 1156
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Table 1-3
Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of theAlternatives

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

LI Rule 1156/PR 1156 No Project Partial Enclosures Full Enclosures Redg ction BT
aseline
Air Quality Emission Reductions
Baghouse
standards — 0.2 ton/day PM 0.3 ton/day PM 0.2 ton/day PM
kilns/clinker reduction by DecembgrNone None reduction by Decembarreduction within 5
cooler and other | 31, 2010 31, 2010 years
equipment L
Same as proposed
0.5 ton/day PM project within three 0.7 ton/day PM Same as proposed
Process Equipmentreduction by DecemberNone years; delays required| reduction by Decembar”_ .
31, 2010 control one year longer31, 2010 project
... |thanproposed project| |
0.015 .tons/c'zlay PM 0.05 ton/day PM
0.04 ton/day PM reducFlonIW|th thre_e reduction within two
Storage Piles reduction by DecemberNone years; delays required years; delays required Same as proposed

31, 2006

1.5 ton/day PM
reduction within six

Same as proposed

control two years
longer than proposed
project

Same as proposed

control one year longe
than proposed project

Same as proposed

rproject

Same as proposed

Vehicle Traffic . . . .
months of rule project project project project
_____________________________ adoption |l
Total Emission
Reductions, 2.1 2.1 2.4 2.1
ton/day
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Table 1-3 (Conclude)
Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of theAlternatives

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

DSl Rule 1156/PR 1156 No Project Partial Enclosures Full Enclosures Redugtlon el
Baseline
Significant NOx Significant NOx
emissions at 175 emissions at 367
. Significant NOx Ib/day over three Ib/day for two years
Construction . i Same as proposed
T emissions at 248 None years; would allow would allow .
Emissions . - ) - project
Ib/day over one year construction emission| construction emission
two years longer than | one year longer than
proposed project. proposed project.
Secondary o No significant No significant
: No significant N > Same as proposed
Operational BIMISSIONS None emissions, less than HRRmissions roiect
Emissions 1156 More than PR 1156 | P"
Air Quality . , : .
Imoacts Yes, construction No Yes, construction Yes, construction Yes, construction
pac emissions emissions emissions emissions
Significant?
Hydrology/Water
Quality Impacts No No No No No
Significant?
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Initial Study Chapter 2 — Environmental Checklist

INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standarduatian tool to identify a project's adverse
environmental impacts. This checklist identifiewl ®@valuates potential adverse environmental
impacts that may be created by the proposed rule.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Name of Proponent: South Coast Air Quality Managerestrict

21865 Copley Drive

Address of Proponent: Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Lead Agency Name: South Coast Air Quality Managerestrict
CEQA Contact Person: James Koizumi (909) 369-3234
Rule Contact Person: Tuyet-Le Pham (909) 396-3299

Name of Project : Proposed Amended Rule 1156 -hBuReduction of Particulate
Emissions from Cement Manufacturing Facilities

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The following environmental impact areas have bassessed to determine their potential to be
affected by the proposed project. Any checked steepresent areas that may be adversely
affected by the proposed project. An explanatedative to the determination of impacts can be
found following the checklist for each area.

Population and

00  Aesthetics O Geology and Soils l :
Housing

00 Agricultural Resources O Hazards and . C Public Services
Hazardous Materials

M  Air Quality O Hydrplogy and Water O Recreation
Quality
IZI Biological Resources L[l Land Use and IZI Solid/Hazardous Waste

Planning

Transportation

O Cultural Resources O Mineral Resources O .
[Traffic

l Energy [ Noise l Mandatory Findings
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DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

O

Date: July 11, 2008 Signature:

| find the proposed project, in accordance withsthindings made pursuant to CEQA
Guideline 815252, COULD NOT have a significant effen the environment, and that
an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant irapts will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could ehav significant effect on the
environment, there will NOT be significant effeatsthis case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the groproponent. An
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacwill be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a sigrafit effect(s) on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "potalhy significant impact” on the
environment, but at least one effect 1) has beeagwately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standardd, Znhas been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analgsteacribed on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT is required, but it mustadyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could ehav significant effect on the

environment, because all potentially significanfeets (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTrguant to applicable

standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigatadsupnt to that earlier

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisions or figation measures that
are imposed upon the proposed project, nothingduis required.

S Spmith_

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor — CEQA

Planning, Rule Development, and Area
Sources
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GENERAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The net effect of the proposed amended rule woeldddfurther reduce fugitive dust PM
emissions from cement manufacturing facilities, cdpmlly from clinker storage piles.
Secondary emissions generated by constructionaected to be significant for air quality;
however, adverse affects from construction of &rtlosures were previously evaluated in the
Final EA for Proposed Rule 1156 (SCAQMD No. 050307dated October 13, 2005.

On June 24, 2008, SCAQMD and TXI entered into desaent agreement in response to an
enforcement action against TXI. Under the termthefsettlement agreement, TXI will pay one
million dollars and implement measures to reducst dumissions from clinker storage piles.
TXI will remove all open clinker storage piles bpWember 30, 2008. Since clinker storage will
end because of the settlement agreement befongrdpesed amended rule would be presented
to the Governing Board for consideration, it wasuased that TXI would not be affected by the
provisions of PAR 1156. As a result, implementiRdR 1156 would not generate any
secondary environmental impacts at the TXI facilitpjll of the analysis focuses on adverse
impacts from CPCC.

During visits to the CPCC facility, there are thidmker open storage pile areas. Two of the
clinker storage piles were estimated to be 40,00@r= feet (0.92 acre) each. The third storage
pile is much smaller. Since enclosures are expengiis believed that the third smaller clinker
storage pile would be combined with one of the oth larger storage piles. The combined
size of all clinker storage piles on-site was eatad to be approximate two acres.

While the 2005 Final EA assumed that a full enadleswould occur at each site, the adverse
impacts from building two full enclosures would kathe same adverse impacts, whether the
enclosures were built at each facility or at a l@nfgcility. Therefore, the analysis and the

conclusions from the 2005 Final EA and the propgsegect would be the same.

The exemption from the storage pile requiremenerflosure or three-sided barrier, or from
using AQMD Rule 403 test methods for the demonsinaf a pile’s surface stabilization if the
materials contained in 90 percent of the pile’suna¢ are larger than half an inch would be
altered. Under the proposed amended rule, thiddmchiange to a mass basis test and would
specifically exclude clinker material. Therefolerators who have open piles containing
materials other than clinker would be exempt frdra above mentioned requirements if the
materials contained in 90 percentage of the piless are larger than Y2-inch. A new sampling
methodology also would be added to PAR 1156. Thasurement on any composite sample of
at least 10 pounds taken at a minimum depth ohtBeas below the pile surface, and at various
locations of the pile, but not within 12 inchesnfrohe base.

The enclosure of clinker storage piles is evaluatethe check list. However, the exemption is
not expected to affect any other storage pile miere# manufacturing facilities. The change from
volume to mass basis is not expected to subjechanyclinker storage piles to the enclosure or
barrier requirements that are exempt under thdiegisule. The sampling methodology is not
expected to adversely impact any environmental saredherefore, the amendment to the
exception of storage piles from enclosure or bargquirements is not expected to generate any
significant adverse impact on any environmentah ared will not be analyzed further.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant
Impact
Impact Impact
l. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista? O %} O
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and O O 7
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings? O %} O
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime O O 7

views in the area?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The proposed project impacts on aesthetics woultbhsidered significant if:

= 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 considerigphificant if the project adds lighting
which would add glare to residential areas or siesieceptors.

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that advemssthetic impacts from the current rule
would not be significant.

a) through d) PAR 1156 would require the constoucof buildings, structures or other edifices
that could partially obstruct views of scenic rases. Enclosures for clinker storage piles
would need to be added; however, the facility ated in an industrial area. PAR 1156 would
only affect fugitive dust sources on-site of onéseng facility. The proposed project would
only affect one facility in the district and sinttee proposed project would occur on this one site,
it is not expected to substantially damage scezsources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings withistate scenic highway. While the enclosures for
the storage piles would be larger than the existittgage piles in order to cover them, the
enclosures would also prevent visible dust which cdstruct or distort views of scenic
resources. Additionally, there are few, if anyrscevistas or views located near the affected
facility. Therefore, since the facility is in andustrial area, and proposed amended rule would
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reduce visible dust; these changes to existingpagemt at the existing facility would not
significantly alter the visual characteristics e tvicinity of the affected facility.

PAR 1156 does not, in any way, require constructtdnany new cement manufacturing
facilities. Adoption of the proposed amended mutauld further control fugitive dust emissions
in the district. Implementing the proposed amenddd may improve aesthetics by reducing
dust that may obstruct or damage scenic vistagllgamproving visibility. PAR 1156 does not
encourage or require night operations. Howevethéun implementing dust control measures at
night would only be necessary if an affected facidiperates at night. As a result the proposed
project is not anticipated to create or require asyw sources of light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in any sceameas.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piigjecit expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts estheetics are not significant. Since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated, thisrenmental topic will not be further analyzed.
Therefore, it is appropriate to rely on the pregiguprepare 2005 Final EA pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines 815153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact

Impact Impact
II.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or [ (| M

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 ™M
or a Williamson Act contract?

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

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Project-related impacts on agricultural resourceslld/ be considered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:
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= The proposed project conflicts with existing zonorgagricultural use or Williamson Act
contracts.

= The proposed project will convert prime farmlandhique farmland or farmland of
statewide importance as shown on the maps prepanmsdant to the farmland mapping
and monitoring program of the California Resourggsncy, to non-agricultural use.

= The proposed project would involve changes in thistiag environment, which due to
their location or nature, could result in convensad farmland to non-agricultural uses.

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that adv@gricultural resource impacts from the
current rule would not be significant.

a) and ¢) PAR 1156 would reduce PM emissions foo cement manufacturing facility in the
district. The proposed amendments do not, howeggquire the acquisition of any land for the
construction of any building or structure, and du require conversion of farmland to other
uses. The proposed amendments would not convemasting, prime or unique farmland to a
non-agricultural use; nor would the proposed amamdmcause other changes to the existing
environment which would result in the conversiorany existing, prime or unique farmland to a
non-agricultural use.

b) The proposed amended rule would reduce PM ens$om the one cement manufacturing
facility in the district. The proposed amendecerioés no effect on, and would not conflict with
existing zoning or any Williamson Act contractschese the proposed project does not require
acquisition of any land that may currently be sabje a Williamson Act contract.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pilisjectt expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts gnicaltural resources are not significant.
Since no significant adverse impacts are anticghdtes environmental topic will not be further
analyzed. Therefore, it is appropriate to relytloa previously prepare 2005 Final EA pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines 815153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant ~ Significant  Impact

Impact Impact
lll.  AIR QUALITY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [ O M
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute t M O O

an existing or projected air quality violation?
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial @oitut O M O
concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substanti [ %} O
number of people?
f)  Diminish an existing air quality rule or future O (| ™M

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

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Impacts will be evaluated and compared to the Bagmce criteria in Table 2-1. If impacts
equal or exceed any of the following criteria, tlaeg considered significant.

DISCUSSION

The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 determined that @atyquality impacts from construction were
significant. All other air quality impacts weretdamined by the 2005 Final EA to be less than
significant.

Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the SCAQMDnder state and federal law to reduce
emissions of those substances that impair publaitihencluding primary and secondary air
contaminants. Pursuant to the provisions of bbéhdtate and federal CAA, the SCAQMD is
required to attain the federal ambient air quaditgndards for all criteria pollutants, including
PM10. The SCAQMD's planning document which setthfpolicies and measures to achieve
federal and state air quality standards in theoregs the AQMP. The AQMP strategy includes
measures which target stationary, mobile and intiseurces. These measures are based on
feasible methods of attaining ambient air qualtgndards. The proposed amended rule would
obtain further PM10 emission reductions from onmeet manufacturing facility, and would
assist the SCAQMD in its efforts to attain statel &deral PM10 air quality standards. Rule
1156 implemented control measure BCM-08 from th@32AQMP, PAR 1156 would further the
reductions gained under Rule 1156. The directefiéimplementing PAR 1156 is a reduction
in PM fugitive dust emissions by 0.0594 to 0.110stef PM (0.0198 to 0.0396 tons of PM10)
per day (119 to 238 pounds of PM (39.6 to 79.2 deuof PM10) per day) from enclosing
clinker storage piles. The preliminary emissioveintory and emission reductions are presented
in Table 2-2.

Because the proposed project would further reduddOPemissions, which would assist in
attaining ambient air quality standards, this prbjevould not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan.
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Initial Study
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 (TACs) and Odor Thresholds
TACs Maximum Incremental Cancer Rigk10 in 1 million
(including carcinogens and non-carcinoger]s) Hazard Index 1.0 (project increment)
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 aitesint standards:
0.18 ppm (state)

1-hour average
0.03 ppm (federal)

annual average

PM10
24-hour average
annual arithmetic mean

10.4pg/nT (constructionj & 2.5 pg/n?® (operation)
20 pg/m®

PM2.5
24-hour average 10.4pg/nT (constructionj & 2.5 pg/nt® (operation)
Sulfate
24-hour average 1 pg/m?
Cco SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanititauses or

contributes to an exceedance of the following aitesint standards:
20 ppm (state)

1-hour average
9.0 ppm (state/federal)

8-hour average

& Source: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD, 1993)
® Construction thresholds apply to both the Souths€aa Basin and Coachella Valley (Salton Sea amgjave Desert Air

Basins).
¢ For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholdfteration are the same as the construction thigsh
4 Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria polints based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unldssroise stated.

¢ Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD R408.

KEY: Ibs/day = pounds per day ppm = parts per million  ug/m® = microgram per cubic meter > greater than or equal to
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Table 2-2
Preliminary Emission Inventory and Emission Reductons

Inventory (ton/day) Emission Reductions (ton/day)
Equipment/Process PM PM10 PM PM10

Clinker Storage Pileg  0.06 to 0.12 0.02t00.04 59400 0.119 | 0.0198 to 0.039%6

Full enclosures are expected to reduce PM/PM1(®hyedcent.

(b), (c) and (f) While the proposed amended rsldasigned to reduce PM emissions, there is
the potential for adverse secondary air qualityaotp associated with fugitive exhaust emissions
from construction operations.

Construction Activity Impacts

PAR 1156 would result in construction impacts frtme installation of two full enclosures for
clinker storage at one of the two affected faeisiti The other facility has entered an agreement
with SCAQMD to remove all open clinker storage pile Adverse air quality impacts from
construction of two full enclosures, three thrededi enclosures and covering of transfer points
were analyzed in the Final EA for PR 1156 (SCAQMD. B50307JK) dated October 13, 2005.
While the 2005 Final EA for PAR 1156 evaluated @m¢ a single full enclosure at each
affected facility, and PAR 1156 is expected to regjtwo full enclosures at a single facility, the
adverse impacts from either scenario would be #mes The following subsections describe
construction activities that may occur to instalsticontrol equipment.

Construction at New Facilities

PAR 1156 does not require construction of new ceémm@amufacturing facilities, but in the event
new cement manufacturing facilities are built, esiwas from new facilities subject to PAR 1156
would be lower than emissions from new facilitiest subject to PAR 1156, because new
facilities would have to apply BACT as well as cdynwith PAR 1156 requirements. After
adoption of PAR 1156, any construction of new cenmegnufacturing facilities would occur for
reasons unrelated to PAR 1156. Like any new las® project, a new cement manufacturing
facility would likely be subject to CEQA by the licland use agency and, therefore, would be
required to undergo its own CEQA analysis. Thersfthis analysis does not include impacts
from potential new facilities.

Existing Facilities

Construction of Clinker Storage Pile Enclosures

PAR 1156 would require operators to enclose opéss pf clicker. The enclosures would
require overlapping flaps, sliding doors or othquigalent devices approved by the Executive
Officer, which would be required to remain closedept to allow vehicles to enter or exit.

The Final EA for PR 1156 (SCAQMD No. 050307JK) dat®ctober 13, 2005, evaluated
adverse impacts from the construction of full esales for storage piles. The 2005 Draft EA
for PR 1156 analyzed the construction of one foltlesure at each affected facility. It was
determined subsequent to the public review of theftEA that neither facility would build an

enclosure to comply with the rule. However, theveade impacts from the full enclosures
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remained in the analysis to be conservative ammbver a situation where an operator decides to
fully enclose storage piles. Table 2-3 presergsethissions estimated for Rule 1156 in the 2005
Final EA from the construction related to the praga rule, which included a full enclosure at
each facility, three three-sided barriers and nisceous construction to cover transfer points.

Because of the anticipated number of constructguipenent (approximately ten pieces), the
type of equipment (cranes, rough terrain forkliftactors/loaders/backhoes, and generator sets),
the size of the equipment, and hours of operatonstruction air quality NOx impacts were
determined to exceed the applicable NOx constmcsanificance threshold. However,
construction impacts are limited in duration.

Table 2-3
Total Estimated “Worst-Case” Daily Air Quality Emis sions from Construction of Control
Technology to Comply with PR 1156 from the 2005 Fad EA®

S CO | VOC | NOx | SOx | PM10 | PM2.5°
Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Construction of Two Full Enclosures 48.8 11}4 99.67.8 5.8 5.8
Construction of Three Three-Sided Enclosyre40.8 7.5 81.0 7.8 6.0 6.0
Miscellaneous Construction 29.2 7.4 67 44 414 414
Maximum Daily Emissions 119 26 248 20 16 16
Significance Threshold 550 75 100 150D 150 50
Exceed Significance? No No Yes NG No \[¢

a) From Table 4-6 of 2005 Final EA for PR 1156, exdeptPM2.5.
b) PM2.5 assumed to be the same as PM10 to be cotigeneven though PM2.5 is actually a fraction M.

Under the proposed project, cement manufacturirggitia operators would be required to

enclose clinker storage areas within a five morghoal. Based on site visits, SCAQMD staff
estimates that two enclosures would be requirednat affected facility. The other affected

facility will not have open storage of clinker byolember 2008, pursuant to a settlement
agreement with the SCAQMD, and therefore, the psedorule would not require any

construction at that facility.

In the 2005 Final EA for PR 1156, emissions frora tonstruction of three-sided enclosures
were included in the analysis of the proposed ri#&R 1156 would not affect the requirements
related to non-clinker storage piles. Howevercasithe adoption of the rule, facility operators
have complied with the active open storage pilaiiregnents by either applying chemical dust
suppressants or covering the storage piles witstaracility operators have told SCAQMD
staff that they will continue to apply chemical teappressants or tarp active open storage piles
rather than building three-sided enclosures. H@wnesince the construction of three-sided
enclosures were evaluated in the 2005 Final EAPRr1156, and evaluating construction from
the three-sided enclosures is more conservativertbtievaluating it, no change will be made to
the analysis.
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The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156, evaluated emissfoora the construction of covers for transfer
points. PAR 1156 would not affect the requirementover transfer points, so PAR 1156 would
not affect the analysis of covering the transfen{so

Since the proposed project would generate emissiodsadverse impacts that are the same as
the 2005 Final EA for PR 1156; and the Governingaiflocould have chosen any of the
alternatives in whole or in part, the criteria esiogs and associated adverse impacts were
disclosed to the public in the 2005 Final EA for PE56.

Since emissions and adverse impacts from construetid operation pursuant to PAR 1156 are
consistent with the Final EA for PR 1156 (SCAQMD.N®0307JK) dated October 13, 2005,
SCAQMD staff will rely on the 2005 Final EA for PRL56 and provide public review through a
notice stating that the project will rely on theeyiously prepared EA as the draft EA for this
proposed project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15153

Cumulative Adverse Impacts

Since the criteria emission from NOx were determitee be significant, the 2005 Final EA for
PR 1156 determined that the cumulative NOx emissiwould be cumulatively considerable
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15065(a)(3). Two maddand forty-eight pounds of NOx per
day was estimated for the existing rule and 367ngewf NOx per day was estimated for the
worst-case alternative, Alternative C. NOx emissiestimated for the existing rule, as well as
the NOXx limits for each of the proposed projects @t above the significance threshold of 100
pounds of NOx per day. The NOx emissions frompitoposed amended rule are expected to be
the same as the NOx emissions analyzed for thdirexisule. Since the cumulative NOx
emissions from the proposed project are the santhose analyzed for PR 1156 in the 2005
Final EA, SCAQMD can rely on the cumulative anadysi the 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 as
the Draft EA for the proposed project. Therefd?P&R 1156 would not alter the 2005 Final
EA’s conclusion of NOx cumulative significance.

Operational Activity Impacts

The adverse operational impacts from the 2005 Fafor PR 1156 are presented in Table 2-4.
The emissions are from the delivery of additionlaroical dust suppressant. These criteria
emissions are below the operational criteria sigaifce thresholds. Therefore, operational
emissions were expected to be less than significant

There would be no additional adverse direct or isdany operational impacts from enclosing
clinker storage at cement manufacturing faciliti€snclosing clinker storage would reduce the
number of trucks that would be required to deliaed apply chemical stabilizers, since chemical
stabilizers would not be required for enclosedagerpiles.
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Table 2-4
Total Secondary Criteria Emission Impacts from Opeational Requirements in PR 1158
Descriotion CO VOC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5
P Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Delivery Truck Trips 2.27 0.50 14.95 0.15 0.28 0.2
Significance Threshold 550 55 55 150 150 55
Significant? No No No No No No

a) From Table 4-8 of 2005 Final EA for PR 1156, exdeptPM2.5.
b) PM2.5 assumed to be the same as PM10 to be cotigeneven though PM2.5 is actually a fraction M.

Conclusion

The intent of the proposed amended rule is to éurteduce PM10 fugitive dust emissions from
cement manufacturing facilities in the district. s Areviously noted, the direct affect of

implementing the PAR 1156 is a reduction in PM fiwgi dust emissions by 0.0594 to 0.119 tons
of PM (0.0198 to 0.0396 tons of PM10) per day (1d238 pounds of PM (39.6 to 79.2 pounds
of PM10) per day). As a result of the preliminayalysis above, the proposed project may
generate significant adverse air quality impactsnguconstruction. Secondary emissions from
construction activities are temporary; howeverythee expected to exceed NOx significance
thresholds. Operation emissions from chemical digipressant delivery operations are
expected to be reduced, since chemical stabilwengld no longer be required for enclosed
storage piles. Since emissions and adverse imfacts construction are consistent with the

proposed project of the Final EA for PR 1156 (SCADQMo. 050307JK) dated October 13,

2005, SCAQMD staff will rely on the 2005 Final EArfPR 1156 and provide public review

through a notice stating that the project will rely the previously prepared EA as the draft EA
for this proposed project pursuant to CEQA Guidedig15153.

Toxic Emissions

Subsequent to the adoption of Rule 1156, duringptieparation of the MATES Ill analysis,
SCAQMD staff identified an upward trend of hex aneemissions at the Rubidoux monitoring
station in Western Riverside County, over two miteshe southwest of TXI. Through thorough
investigation, SCAQMD staff has determined that dliaug and transporting grey clinker
material is the primary source of hex chrome. Bgl@sing clinker storage piles, PAR 1156
would reduce potential hex chrome emissions. Hdkigtion in hex chrome would result in a
reduction of carcinogenic and chronic non-carcimgdealth risk at the CPCC facility in the
future.

Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement between SCAQMAD TXI, the clinker storage piles
would be eliminated from the site, which is expdcte eliminate exposures to hex chrome
emissions.

PAR 1156 would reduce the amount of chemical dugpsessant, since enclosed clinker storage
piles would not require chemical dust suppressdigsause enclosures are considered fugitive
dust control. This would reduce the number ofKkrups to deliver and apply the chemical dust
suppressants. The reduction in truck trips wowsult in a reduction of carcinogenic and
chronic non-carcinogenic health risk from diesdlast particulates.
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Neither hex chrome nor diesel particulate has laemtified as an acute non-carcinogenic health
risk; therefore, there would be no expected chao@eute non-carcinogenic health risk.

Greenhouse Gases

Greenhouse gases (GHG) emissions were not evaluatbd 2005 Final EA for PR 1156. At
the time the 2005 Final EA for PAR 1156 was prepaf@HG emission analysis methodologies
had not been developed. The analysis is inclueee for completeness.

In addition to criteria pollutant emissions, comiius processes generate GHG emissions that
have the potential to affect global climate. Tiedoiving GHG analysis focuses on CO2
emissions because this is the primary GHG pollueamtted during the combustion process and
is the GHG pollutant for which emission factors arest readily available. U.S. Department of
Energy, Energy Information Administration factorer® used to determine carbon dioxide
(CO2) emission factors. Other GHGs are emittet alizomplete set of emissions factors are not
available; therefore, only CO2 was analyzed.

The analysis of GHGs is a much different analyisatthe analysis of criteria pollutants for the
following reasons. For criteria pollutants, sigrahce thresholds are based on daily emissions
because attainment or non-attainment is based i eleceedances of applicable ambient air
quality standards. Further, several ambient aalityjustandards are based on relatively short-
term exposure effects on human health, e.g., onednwd eight-hour. Since the half-life of CO2
is approximately 100 years, the effects of GHGslanger-term, affecting global climate over a
relatively long time frame. Further, the action@fGs is global in nature, rather than local or
even regional. As a result, GHG emission impacts aonsidered to be cumulative impacts
rather than project-specific impacts.

Typical GHG emission inventories (ERARB’, etc.) present directly emitted GHGs during a
given year. Table 2-5 presents CO2 emissions tfmmproposed project, which would be the
same as the emissions from the adopted PR 115€cpind alternatives. Detailed calculations
of the CO2 emissions are included in Appendix C.

In the absence of a specific significance thresfEAQMD staff has evaluated significance for
projects where it is the lead agency on a caseabg-basis. In this analysis, SCAQMD staff has
used a variety of benchmarks to evaluate GHG ingpaéis additional information is compiled
with regard to the level of GHG emissions that ¢ibumi® a significant cumulative climate change
impact, SCAQMD will continue to revisit and possillevise the level of GHG emissions
considered to be significant.

® EPA, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas EmissionsSinks: 1990-2005, http://www.epa.gov/climatecheaing
emissions/downloads06/07CR.pdf, April 15, 2007

" ARB, Statewide Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissionsniovg 1990 to 2004, http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cceil
emsinv/emsinv.htm.
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Table 2-5
Worst-Case Annual CO2 Construction Emissions Resutig from PAR 1156
Description C.:OZ’
metric ton/yr

Proposed Project (equivalent to PR 1156 AdoptegeEto 1,119
Alternative A (No Project) -
Alternative B (Partial Enclosure) 612
Alternative C (Full Enclosures) 4,147
Alternative D (Reduced Baseline) 1,119

The proposed project and Alternatives B and D ctn@ccompleted in a single year. Alternative C wodquire
two years to complete. Alternative A is the no pobjalternative, which would not generate any newvissions.
The values presented in this table represent thstwase year. After construction is completed @d#ssions
would be reduced to only the operational emissiatgch is 1.7 metric tons per year for the propogegject and
Alternatives B and D, and 0.37 metric ton per yiearAlternatives C. There are less operational sioiss from
Alternative C, because all of the storage pilesfaltg enclosed.

In its CEQA & Climate Changdocument (January, 2008), CAPCOA identifies maoteptial
GHG significance threshold options. The CAPCOA whpent indicates that establishing
guantitative thresholds is a balance between getiti@ level low enough to capture a substantial
portion of future residential and non-residentieyelopment, while also setting a threshold high
enough to exclude small development projects thitcantribute a relatively small fraction of
the cumulative statewide GHG emissions. For exam@IAPCOA identifies one potential
significance threshold as 10,000 metric tons pear,yevhich was considered by the Market
Advisory Committee for inclusion in a greenhouses gap and trade system in California.
Another potential threshold identified by CAPCOAJ5,000 metric tons per year, which is
CARB’s mandatory reporting threshold under AB 3@HG emissions in the year 2014 from
PAR 1156 would be lower than both of these repgrtimesholds.

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 CO2eq. emissions is as follows: 1990 GHG emissiequal 427 million metric tons of
CO2eq. and 2020 GHG emissions equal 600 millionrimébns of CO2eq. with business as
usual. Interpolating an inventory for the year 208sults in 531 million metric tons of CO2eq.
CO2 emissions in from the project of 1,119 metoost from PAR 1156 represent 0.00026
percent of the statewide GHG inventory in 2008.e TWorst-case from Alternative C is 4,147
metric tons, which is 0.00097 percent of the statevGHG inventory in 2008. CO2 emissions
from the proposed project and alternatives areepitesl in Table 2-6. This small percentage of
GHG emissions compared to the total projected wideeGHG emissions inventory is another
basis for the SCAQMD’s conclusion that GHG emissifntom implementing PAR 1156 or the
alternatives is less than significant.
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Table 2-6
Comparison of Proposed Amended Rule 1156 CO2 Emissis to the 2008 Statewide CO2
Emissions
PAR 1156 CO2| 2014 Statewide CO2 | ercentage of
T e PAR 1156 to
Emissions Emissions :
; - : Statewide CO2
(metric ton/yr) | (million metric ton/yr) e
emissions
Proposed Project
(equivalent to PR 1156 1,119 427 0.00026
Adopted Project)
Alternative A - 427 -
Alternative B 612 427 0.00014
Alternative C 4,147 427 0.00097
Alternative D 1,119 427 0.00026

PAR 1156 is part of a comprehensive ongoing regufgprogram that includes implementing

related SCAQMD 2007 AQMP control measures as antend@ew rules to attain and maintain

with a margin of safety all state and national anbair quality standards for all areas within its
jurisdiction. The 2007 AQMP estimates a CO2 reucbf 427,849 metric tons per year by

2014, and a CO2 reduction of 1,523,445 metric nyear by 2020. Therefore, PAR 1156 or
any of the alternatives in connection with otheD2@®QMP control measures is not considered
to be cumulatively significant.

Since GHG emissions are considered cumulative itapacd the GHG emissions from PAR
1156 and all the alternatives are below the 10,6@ric tons per year Market Advisory
Committee threshold, the 25,000 metric tons per ¥&aRB proposed mandatory reporting
threshold under AB 32, a small percentage of th& siatewide GHG inventory in 2014, and,
with other control measures in the 2007 AQMP, whila comprehensive ongoing regulatory
program that would reduce overall CO2 emissionmudative GHG adverse impacts from PAR
1156 or its alternatives are not considered siggii.

Since the CO2 emissions from this project are fommstruction, the peak year CO2 emissions
would be eliminated after the completion of condtian of the clinker pile enclosures (one year
for the proposed project and Alternatives B andabg two years for Alternative C). The
proposed project and Alternatives B and D wouldegate 1.7 metric tons per year for chemical
dust suppressant delivery. Alternative C wouldegate 0.37 metric ton per year. Alternative C
would require less chemical dust suppressant beadlustorage piles would be fully enclosed.

d) Sensitive receptors in the district are culyeexposed to daily PM10 conditions. PM10 has
been found to lodge within the lungs contributigréspiratory problems. Implementing the
proposed project is intended to reduce PM10 fugitlust, which would reduce the exposure of
surrounding neighborhood around the facility inohgd sensitive receptors to PM10
concentrations, thereby improving public healtthat area.
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e) The proposed project is expected to requirestcoction of enclosures for clinker storage.

Odors are often associated with diesel emissiams ftonstruction equipment. Potential odor

impacts from the proposed project are not expetdeldle significant because the incremental
increase in the operation of heavy-duty constractehicles would last for short periods of time

or occur in remote locations so it is not likehatlsubstantial odors would accumulate at any
individual site.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed proggtgenerate significant adverse air quality
impacts. However, these adverse impacts have firesiously disclosed in the Final EA for PR
1156 (SCAQMD No. 050307JK) dated October 13, 2BIBAQMD staff will rely on the 2005
Final EA for PR 1156 and provide public review tlgb a notice stating that the project will
rely on the previously prepared EA as the draftfBthis proposed project pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines 815153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either dyrect O O M

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?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparia O O M
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?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally O O M
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?
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any O O M

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?

e) Conflicting with any local policies or ordinasce O O M
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

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

Significance Criteria
Impacts on biological resources would be considsiguaificant if any of the following criteria

apply:

= The project results in a loss of plant communitieanimal habitat considered to be rare,
threatened or endangered by federal, state or égsaicies.

= The project interferes substantially with the moeaiof any resident or migratory
wildlife species.

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

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that advdrslogical resource impacts from the
current rule would not be significant.

(@) and (b) In general, the net effect of PAR 1®&fuld be extend dust control requirements
from clinker storage. In particular, PAR 1156 wbuéquire enclosing clinker storage piles at
cement manufacturing practices at one existinglifiadn the district. Construction of new
cement manufacturing facilities may occur regasligsadoption of PAR 1156 and, therefore, is
unrelated to PAR 1156. Construction of new cenmeanufacturing facilities would require a
separate CEQA analysis prior to construction. &lae no provisions in the proposed amended
rule that require or result in any specific disambe of undisturbed habitat or have a direct or
indirect impact on plant or animal species. Nautidhns in sensitive plant or animal species are
expected to result from implementing the PM conterjuirements specified in the proposed
amended rule. No riparian habitat or other seresitiatural community would be affected by
PAR 1156 because the affected facilities are lacetendustrial areas that have been previously
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disturbed and cleared for safety. Implementingpitogposed amended rule may improve wildlife
habitats by reducing dust that may obstruct or dgnthese areas.

(c) The proposed amended rule is expected toaserexisting efforts at one existing facilities
in the district to control PM emissions. The pre@d project does not require any direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or aghactivities in, or near, wetland areas as defined
by 8404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Thus, noade effects on these areas are expected.

(d), (e) and (f) Construction would occur at orestng facility located in industrial areas. The
proposed amended rule is expected to increaseingxistforts in the district to control PM
emissions, specifically from clinker storage. Tnhare no provisions in the proposed amended
rule that conflicts with any local policies or andnces that protect biological resources. The
proposed project would not interfere with the moeemof any native or migratory animals,
affect wildlife corridors, or impede the use ofimatwildlife nursery sites, because it only affects
dust control of clinker storage entirely within theundaries of one facility.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piigjecit expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts mfogical resources are not significant.
Since no significant adverse impacts are anticghates environmental topic will not be further
analyzed. Therefore, it is appropriate to relytloe previously prepare 2005 Final EA pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines §15153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ O M
significance of a historical resource as defined in
815064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ O M

significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique O O M
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those [ O M
interred outside formal cemeteries?
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SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Impacts to cultural resources would be consideiggafcant 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 thdtlde disturbed by construction of the
proposed project.

= The project would disturb human remains.

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that adwersltural resource impacts from the
current rule would not be significant.

a) through d) In general, the net effect of theppised amended rule would be to extend dust
control requirements by requiring enclosing clinketorage at one existing cement
manufacturing facility in the district. The progos amended rule does not require the
demolition or construction of any buildings or stiwres, or other activities that could potentially
adversely affect cultural resources. Any consiomctwould occur at an existing cement
manufacturing facility in locations that have beeaviously disturbed (i.e., at storage piles). No
changes to historic, archaeological or paleontgckllgiesources or unique geologic features are
required upon implementation of the proposed amengle. The proposed project does include
provisions that may require construction or othativaies that require site preparation activities
such as grading or earth movement in storage am@dexisting roads were needed to enclose
clicker storage piles. Site disturbance from camsion activities is currently subject to the dust
control requirements of Rule 403. PAR 1156 diseaffects dust control at one existing facility,
which is located on previously disturbed land. c8ithe proposed project would not require soil
disturbance outside the boundaries of the affefaeiity, no disturbance of human remains or
cemeteries is anticipated as a result of adoptugimplementing the proposed project.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pilisjectt expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impactsutuial resources are not significant. Since
no significant adverse impacts are anticipateds #mvironmental topic will not be further
analyzed. Therefore, it is appropriate to relytloe previously prepare 2005 Final EA pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines §15153.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
VI. ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation pfans O O M
b) Result in the need for new or substantiallgraid O O ™M
power or natural gas utility systems?
c) Create any significant effects on local or oegil O O M
energy supplies and on requirements for additional
energy”?
d) Create any significant effects on peak and base [] O M
period demands for electricity and other forms of
energy?
e) Comply with existing energy standards? O O |

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The impacts to energy and mineral resources waellcbibsidered significant if any of the
following criteria are met:

= The project conflicts with adopted energy conseovgplans or standards.

The project results in substantial depletion os&mng energy resource supplies.

An increase in demand for utilities impacts therent capacities of the electric and natural
gas utilities.

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

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that advensergy impacts from the current rule
would not be significant.

a) through e) In general, the net effect of theppsed amended rule would be to extend dust
control requirements by enclosing clinker storag®ree cement manufacturing facility in the
district. There are no provisions within the prepd amended rule which would conflict with
adopted energy conservation plans, result in tleel fer additional power or natural gas, create
impacts on local or regional energy supplies, impacsting energy standards, or affect peak and
base demands for electricity or other forms of gpesince enclosing storage piles is not
expected to increase the need for additional enferggperations. Diesel fuel would be required
for construction equipment.

The additional diesel fuel use at the affectedlifsgcfor four months of construction is not
expected to adversely impact the supply of diesel ih the district. Since construction would
occur in open material storage areas, electrisitgxipected to be supplied by diesel generators;
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therefore, no increase in electricity use is exgeédtom construction. No natural gas use is
expected from construction operations, since nagas utilities are not typically located close to
open material storage areas.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piigjecit expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts pergy are not significant. Since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated, thisrenmental topic will not be further analyzed.
Therefore, it is appropriate to rely on the pregiguyprepare 2005 Final EA pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines 815153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential subatan O O M

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury
or death involving:

* Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as [0 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?

» Seismic—related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

* Landslides?

O O oOad
O O oOad
N N NN

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the logs
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
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in &dabl [ O M
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supportieg th [ O M

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 would be m@red significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

= Topographic alterations would result in significahtanges, disruptions, displacement,
excavation, and compaction or over covering ofdamounts of soil.

= Unique geological resources (paleontological resesior unique outcrops) are present
that could be disturbed by the construction ofghaposed project.

= EXxposure of people or structures to major geolbgzards such as earthquake surface
rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction or landslides

= Secondary seismic effects could occur which coalthage facility structures, e.g.,

liquefaction.
= Other geological hazards exist which could advgra#ect the facility, e.g., landslides,
mudslides.
DISCUSSION

The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that adveysology and soils impacts from the
current rule would not be significant.

a & d) The proposed amended rule is intended doiae PM fugitive dust emissions from
clinker storage. Enclosures built to comply withRP1156 would have to comply with relevant
requirements of the Uniform Building Code and arlyeo state, county and city building and
safety codes which account for seismic activityheTbasic formulas used for the Uniform
Building Code seismic design require determinatbrthe seismic zone and site coefficient,
which represents the foundation condition at tke sihus, the proposed project would not alter
the exposure of people or property to geologicatalds such as earthquakes, landslides,
mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazawis a result, substantial exposure of people or
structures to the risk of loss, injury, or deathas anticipated and will not be further analyzed.

b) The proposed amended rule does not contairpawsions that would require disruption of
soils that could result in soil erosion or loss topsoil. Soils may be disturbed during
construction at one affected facility during theclesure of clinker storage. However, these
disturbances during construction would occur atagfe areas, which were previously disturbed
and construction activities would be temporary Etune. The result of any construction
activities would be to advance the proposed prageel of enhancing current requirements to
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stabilize any soil disruptions, specifically to ypeat wind erosion that contributes to PM
emissions.

c) Accordingly, the installation of structuresthé existing affected facility to comply with the
proposed project is expected to conform to the &mfBuilding Code and all other applicable
state and local building codes. As part of theasse of building permits, local jurisdictions are
responsible for assuring that the Uniform Buildi@pde is adhered to and can conduct
inspections to ensure compliance. The Uniform dod Code is considered to be a standard
safeguard against major structural failures and lafslife. The basic formulas used for the
Uniform Building Code seismic design require deteation of the seismic zone and site
coefficient, which represents the foundation caoditat the site. The Uniform Building Code
requirements also consider liquefaction potentiatl astablish stringent requirements for
building foundations in areas potentially subjectiquefaction. Additionally, the affected areas
are not envisioned to be prone to landslides oehaique geologic features since the affected
facility is located in heavy industrial areas. $hthe proposed project would not alter the
exposure of people or property to geological hazateth as earthquakes, landsides, mudslides,
ground failure, or other natural hazards.

e) The proposed project does not require or irevtie installation of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, no imgemts failures of septic systems related to
soils incapable of supporting such systems areipated.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piigjecit expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts eslagy or soils are not significant. Since
no significant adverse impacts are anticipateds #mvironmental topic will not be further
analyzed. Therefore, it is appropriate to relytloe previously prepare 2005 Final EA pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines §15153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
VIll. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS. Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the [ O M

environment through the routine transport, use,
and disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the [ O M
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
c) Emit hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or [l O M

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 M
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?

e) For a project located within an airport land use [ O M
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 M
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 O O M
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk o [ O M
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 [ O M
flammable materials?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The impacts associated with hazards would be ceresidsignificant if any of the following
occur:

= Non-compliance with any applicable design codesgulation.
= Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Asst@rastandards.
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= Non-conformance to regulations or generally acakptdustry practices related to
operating policy and procedures concerning thegdesionstruction, security, leak
detection, spill containment or fire protection.

= Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentratiqual@o or greater than the Emergency
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels.

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that advé@zards and hazardous material impacts
from the current rule would not be significant.

a) through c) In general, the net effect of PARGAwould be to extend dust control
requirements by enclosing clinker storage at cemesmufacturing operations in the district.
There are no provisions in the proposed amendes whilich would require or result in the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardoutemads; create a significant hazard to the
public; emit hazardous emissions, or require thedhlag of hazardous materials within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed schobhe proposed amend rule is expected to
reduce hex chrome emissions from clinker stordggefore, PAR 1156 would reduce hazardous
emission from clinker storage. The reduction ix blerome emission would result in a health
benefit.

d) Government code 865962.5 refers to hazardogsewsndling practices at facilities subject
to the Resources Conservation and Recovery Act RCH the affected site or operations are
identified on such a list, compliance with the pysgd project is not expected to affect in any
way the facility’s hazardous waste handling prasic

e) & f) The proposed project does not involve tise or transport of hazardous materials that
could adversely affect air traffic or safety. Femmore, neither facility is within two miles of a
public airport or within the vicinity of a privatarstrip. The nearest air fields (Norton Air Force
Base, Rialto Municipal Airport and FLABOB Airporgre all over six miles away from CPCC.
Therefore PAR 1156 is not expected to generateifiignt adverse hazards or hazardous
materials impacts on air traffic or safety.

g) The proposed amended rule is intended to reBMéugitive dust emissions and contains no
provisions that could interfere with any adoptecesgency response or evacuation plans.

h) & i) Any construction as a result of PAR 115@uld occur at an existing cement
manufacturing facility. The proposed amended ddes not require the construction of any
building, structure or facility in wildlands or argcation that could expose people or structures
to significant loss, injury, or death involving diand fires. Similarly, complying with the
proposed amended rule does not require or invdleeuse of flammable materials that could
increase fire hazards in areas with flammable nadser

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piigjecit expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts amald or hazardous materials are not
significant. Since no significant adverse impaats anticipated, this environmental topic will

PAR 1156 2-25 December 2008



Initial Study Chapter 2 — Environmental Checklist

not be further analyzed. Therefore, it is appaterto rely on the previously prepare 2005 Final
EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact

Impact Impact
VIX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste [ O M
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or [ %} O

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-eripti
nearby wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattdrn o [ O M
the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
course of a stream or river, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltatiorr on
or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattdrn o [ O M
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
off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would 0O O M
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? O O M

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area [ O M
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area [ (| ™M
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?
i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk o [ O M

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

dam?
J)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? O O
k) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the [ O
applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
[)  Require or result in the construction of new water [ O M

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

m) Require or result in the construction of new storm [ O 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 serve [ M O
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

0) Require in a determination by the wastewater [ %} O
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?
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SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Potential impacts on water resources would be densd significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

Water Quality:

= The project will cause degradation or depletion grbund water resources
substantially affecting current or future uses.

= The project will cause the degradation of surfaegewsubstantially affecting current
or future uses.

» The project would result in a violation of Natiorfabllutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit requirements.

= The capacities of existing or proposed wastewatatrnent facilities and the sanitary
sewer system are not sufficient to meet the nettte@roject.

= The project results in substantial increases inattea of impervious surfaces, such
that interference with groundwater recharge effocsurs.

» The project results in alterations to the courskawv of floodwaters.

Water Demand:

= The existing water supply does not have the cap&zimeet the increased demands
of the project, or the project would use a subshatount of potable water.

= The project increases demand for water by morefikamillion gallons per day.

DISCUSSION

The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that advérgdrology and water quality impacts
from the current rule would not be significant. eTproject-specific impacts are divided into two
major impact categories - water quality and watmand.

Potential Water Quality Impacts from Dust Suppresson

a), f), k) The proposed project would require #gmelosure of clinker storage. Currently, PM
from clinker storage piles is controlled with cheali dust suppressants. The chemical dust
suppressants are applied bi-weekly (i.e., everyweeks). Water is not used because it reacts
with clinker. Using chemical dust suppressantsldoot affect in any way NPDES or related
permits. Chemical dust suppressants do not migyatesciable distances so groundwater would
not be affected. Enclosing clinker storage wouétluce the amount of chemical dust
suppressants used at the affected facility.

During construction fugitive dust would be suppessdy the application of water. The
application of water to areas under constructiomoisexpected to have adverse impacts to water
quality. Therefore, the proposed project is ngieeted to violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements, substantially degredier quality or exceed the water treatment
requirements of the Regional Water Quality ConBoard.

Potential Water Demand Impacts from Dust Suppressio

b), e), 1), m), n) & 0) The proposed amended rslentended to reduce windblown dust from

clicker storage areas. As noted in previous dsouns, implementing the proposed amended
rule could incrementally increase the applicatibnvater during construction operations. Since
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no water is currently used on clinker storage dradnclosed clinker storage would not need
water; there would be no water use during operatiand therefore, no adverse impacts to water
demand.

Watering is currently being used as one of a nunobelust suppression methods for aggregate
and related operations, construction and demolgites, unpaved roads and parking lots, storage
piles other than clinker, landfills, and bulk maéfacilities under Rule 403. State nuisance law
(Cal. Health and Safety Code 8§ 41700) also restid¥110 emissions to levels that do not "...
cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyan@noconsiderable number of persons or to the
public..." With the exception of unpaved roads @adking lots, the most frequently employed
method of control for the types of facilities lidtabove is watering.

The facility affected by PAR 1156 currently use evabr dust suppressants to control fugitive
dust from a number of dust generating activitiesdmply with Rule 403. Implementation of

the proposed amended rule would create a temporargmental additional demand for water in
dust suppression activities during construction wWauld cease upon completion of construction.

The application of water for construction dust s@gpion is short term and expected to be well
under the significance criteria of five million gais per day. SCAQMD staff estimates that no
more than five acres at each facility would be wils¢d by construction. Assuming three
applications of one-inch of water over ten acré4,,224 gallons per day may be applied during
construction (10 acres x 43,560 sq feet/acre x iank/12 inch x 7.48 gallon/cubic foot =
271,524 gallon/ day). The additional water is etpe to be applied by water truck; therefore,
no additional infrastructure is required.

Water is expected to be applied to affected coostmu areas with little to no run-off.
Application of enough water to generate run-off Wohe counter productive to construction,
since it would make the construction area muddyxistthg wastewater and discharge
infrastructure is expected to be sufficient to Harahy run-off from over application of water for
dust suppression of construction activities.

Therefore, PAR 1156 is not expected to substaptddbplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge, requireresult in the construction new water or

wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage fedlior expansion of existing water facilities,

or require a determination by the wastewater treatrprovider that adequate capacity to serve
the project is available. The proposed project laidiave sufficient water supplies to serve it

from existing entitlements and resources.

Other Potential Impacts

c) & d) The proposed project does not involve raitg the course of any stream, river, or
drainage patterns, nor is it expected to altereqsting drainage patters at the affected site that
could result in soil erosion or provide additiorsmlurces of polluted runoff. The proposed
project does involve increasing dust control watgrat the affected site during construction.
However, the volume of water anticipated to be usedld not substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff at any affected facilitythe district in a manner that would result in
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flooding, either on- or offsite, since constructork at the affected facility is expected only to
dampen and/or stabilize dirt in construction areas.

g), h), i) & j) The proposed project does not rieguhe construction of any buildings or other
structure in a 100-year flood hazard area, whialicconpede or redirect flood flows. Similarly,
the proposed project does not involve constructidrstructures, levees, or dams that could
expose people or structures to a significant risloss, injury or death resulting from the failure
of a levee or dam. Finally, the proposed projeasdnot require construction of buildings or any
other structures in or near areas that could bedated by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pnomdad incrementally increase demand for
water because of increased water use and wastesvspersal. As a result water demand impact
will not be further analyzed.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piigjecit expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts gdrdlogy and water quality are not
significant. Since no significant adverse impaats anticipated, this environmental topic will
not be further analyzed. Therefore, it is appaterio rely on the previously prepare 2005 Final
EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
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 O O M
or natural community conservation plan?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
= Land use and planning impacts will be considergdifcant if the project conflicts with
the land use and zoning designations establishéachyjurisdictions.
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DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that advéaad use and planning impacts from the
current rule would not be significant.

a) through c) The net effect of PAR 1156 wouldtbesnclose clinker storage at one cement
manufacturing facility in the district. Typicallyand use and other planning considerations are
determined by local governments. No land use amrmphg requirements would be altered by the
proposed project. Further, the proposed amendnamisot require the construction of any
structure, building or facility, except for the d@iwh of control equipment to already existing
process equipment. Finally, the proposed amendmemuld not physically divide an
established community, nor conflict with any landeu habitat conservation or natural
community conservation plans.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pilisjectt expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impactsamd luse and planning are not significant.
Since no significant adverse impacts are anticghates environmental topic will not be further
analyzed. Therefore, it is appropriate to relytlom previously prepare 2005 Final EA pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines §15153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact

XI.  MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

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

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Project-related impacts on mineral resources wbaldonsidered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:

= The project would result in the loss of availalildf a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residefhthestate.

= The proposed project results in the loss of avdityof a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local gép&aa, specific plan or other land use
plan.
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DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that adversneral resources impacts from the
current rule would not be significant.

a) and b) No provisions of the proposed amendésl ate expected to result in the loss of
availability of known mineral resources, such agragate, minerals, etc., or the loss of
availability of a locally-important mineral resoersite. The net effect of the proposed amended
rule would be to enclose clinker storage at cemartufacturing operations in the district.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pilisjectt expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts oreral resources are not significant. Since
no significant adverse impacts are anticipateds #mvironmental topic will not be further
analyzed. Therefore, it is appropriate to relytlom previously prepare 2005 Final EA pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines §15153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
Xll. NOISE. Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise [ O M

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 M
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

C) A substantial permanent increase in ambient [J O M
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in [ O M
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
e) For a project located within an airport land use [ O M

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?

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

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Impacts on noise would be considered significant if

= Construction noise levels exceed local noise ordiea or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceeded, project noise sources increasgient noise levels by more than
three decibels (dBA) at the site boundary. Cowrstsa noise levels will be considered
significant if they exceed federal Occupational édafand Health Administration
(OSHA) noise standards for workers.

= The proposed project operational noise levels ekesg of the local noise ordinances at
the site boundary or, if the noise threshold isenity exceeded, project noise sources
increase ambient noise levels by more than threeatBhe site boundary.

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that adversise impacts from the current rule
would not be significant.

a), b), ¢) & d) Noise is usually defined as souhdt tis undesirable because it interferes with
speech communication and hearing, is intense enadoghlamage hearing, or is otherwise
annoying (unwanted noise). Sound levels are medsun a logarithmic scale in decibels (dB).
The universal measure for environmental soundas'#Y weighted sound level, dBA, which is
the sound pressure level in decibels as measuredsoind level meter using the A-weighted
filter network. "A" scale weighting is a set of thamatical factors applied by the measuring
instrument to shape the frequency content of tlmdan a manner similar to the way the human
ear responds to sounds.

The State Department of Aeronautics and the CaldorCommission of Housing and
Community Development have adopted the CommunitigeN&quivalent Level (CNEL). The
CNEL is presented in Table 2-7. The CNEL is thpisteéd noise exposure level for a 24-hour
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day and accounts for noise source, distance, datasingle event occurrence frequency, and
time of day. The CNEL considers a weighted averagese level for the evening hours, from

7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., increased by five dBA, #mel late evening and morning hour noise
levels from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., increase bgRA. The daytime noise levels are combined
with these weighted levels and averaged to obtddNEL value. The adjustment accounts for
the lower tolerance of people to noise during thenang and nighttime periods relative to the
daytime period.

Federal, state and local agencies regulate enveotah and occupational, as well as, other
aspects of noise. Federal and state agenciesaljgrnsst noise standards for mobile sources,
while regulation of stationary sources is left@aodl agencies. Local regulation of noise involves
implementation of General Plan policies and Noiseif@nce standards, which are general
principles, intended to guide and influence dewelept plans. Noise Ordinances set forth
specific standards and procedures for addressirigcydar noise sources and activities. The
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSts&ts and enforces noise standards for
worker safety.

One example of local jurisdiction requirements midje the City of Riverside. Existing
operational noise generated from cement manufacfuperations in Riverside would be subject
to the City of Riverside Noise Element of the GahdPlan and/or the City of Riverside
Municipal Code. Table 2-8 summarizes these remerds. Other local jurisdictions typically
have similar requirements.

Table 2-7
State of California and Exterior Noise Standards

Land Use Interior Exterior
Residential — Single-family, multi-family, duplex, CNEL 45 dB CNEL 65 dB
mobile home

Residential — Transient lodging, hotels, motelssimg CNEL 45 dB CNEL 65 dB

homes, hospitals

Private offices, church sanctuaries, librariesrtdoa
rooms, conference rooms, theaters, auditoriums;ezon Leq(12) 45 dB(A)
halls, meeting halls, etc.

Schools Leq(12) 45 dB(A)| Leq(12) 67 dB(A)
General offices, reception, clerical, etc. Leq@Q)XB(A)

Bank, lobby, retail store, restaurant, etc. Leq@2yB(A)
Manufacturing, kitchen, warehousing, etc. Leq(12)08(A)

Parks, playgrounds CNEL 65 dB
Golli courses, outdoor spectator sports, amusement CNEL 70 dB
parks

CNEL — Community Noise Equivalent Level
Leq(12) — The A-weighted equivalent sound levelraged over a 12-hour period.
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Table 2-8
City of Riverside Noise Requirements

Document Requirement

Noise Element of the Requires that the City of Riverside enforce thafGalia Noise
General Plan of the City| Insulation Standards, Title 24.

of Riverside

City of Riverside Requires that noise levels within a residentialeznat exceed 55

Municipal Code Chaptey dBA between 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. or 45 dBA betweep.bh@ and 7

7.25.010 a.m.; 65 dBA for any office/commercial or publicreation facility;
and 70 dBA for industrial or nonurban categories.

City of Riverside Construction activities prohibited between the lsafr7:00 p.m. andg

Municipal Code Chaptef 7:00 a.m. on week days, between 5 p.m. and 8 aniSaturdays or

7.35.010 any time on Sunday or federal holidays such thastiund creates 4

noise disturbance across residential or commepotgderty lines or
exceeds maximum permitted noise for the underliang use
category, except for emergency work by variance.

Construction-Related Noise

PAR 1156 includes construction activities to comypith the proposed amended rule. Sources
which may be expected to generate noise during desmp construction activities might include
earth-moving equipment, trucks, work-crew vehictitaffic, compressors and generators. Table
2-9 presents a range of noise levels for variopegyf equipment that may be used at a typical
construction site. Because of the nature of tbiwidy, the types, numbers, periods of operation,
loudness of equipment, and distance to the clesastitive receptor/residence, will vary with
each construction phase and the size of the afféatality.

Table 2-9
Typical Construction Noise Sources
Equipment Type Typical Range (decibels)
Tractors/Crawlers/Dozers (up to 450 hp 78 to 82
Grader (300 hp) 80
Diesel Trucks (100 to 400 hp) 72 to 81
Backhoe (85 hp) 76
Forklift (40 hp) 75
Air Compressor (25 hp or 230 hp) 75 or 80
Generator (22 hp or 550 hp) 73 or 85 @ rated hp

These construction activities will increase noseels for a short duration, but will cease once
construction activities are complete. Further, tlwgse from construction operations are not
expected to exceed the operational noise fromibpand mining operations on-site.

In general, given ambient noise levels near thecédtl facility, noise attenuation (there is a six
dBA drop in noise levels per doubling of distan@@)d compliance with local noise ordinances,
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potential construction noise impacts are not exqeetd be significant. Substantial construction
is only expected from building enclosures arounel ¢storage piles. Based on review of plot
plans, the closest storage piles are over 300ffest the property line. Assuming the noise
levels from Table 2-5 are valid at 30 feet, andribese attenuation factor of a six dBA drop in
noise levels per doubling of distance; at 300 feet noise from the construction equipment
would be below the noise standards and requiren@ni&ables 2-3 and 2-4 (85 dBA — (10 x 6
dBA) = 25 dBA).

The proposed project affects one existing facaityl would not generate excessive noise levels
outside the boundaries of the affected facility,eapose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels. The pexppsoject requires no additional equipment to
the existing facilities which would cause noisedeto exceed ambient levels.

Operation-Related Noise

No provisions of the proposed amended rule woulgtbseg persons to noise levels in excess of
standards established in local general plans onamndes, or standards of other agencies because
PAR does not impose additional requirements omrtheufacturing of cement. The net effect of
the proposed amended rule would require enclodinger storage at one cement manufacturing
operation in the district. The proposed amenddd does not require the addition of any
structure, building or facility that would exposegple to groundborne vibration or noise, or
increase ambient noise levels during operatiohgeitemporary or permanent). TXI and CPCC
are located in industrial areas and currently e/ duty trucks and equipment. Since heavy-
duty trucks and material handling systems are otlyreised at the affected facility, PAR 1156 is
not expected to increase noise levels over toiagisiaseline noise.

No additional equipment is expected to be neednduoperations from the implementation of
PAR 1156. PR 1156 is expected to reduce the amufumeavy-duty trucks during operations.
The enclosure of clinker storage would reduce theumt of chemical dust suppressant needed,
which would reduce the number of truck trips toivde| chemical dust suppressants. Therefore,
noise from operation with PR 1156 requirementisaxpected to be substantially different than
the existing setting.

e) & f) Additional structures may be required astf the proposed project to enclose storage
piles at one affected facility. Neither facilitywithin two miles of an airport and, as a resuk,
proposed amended rule is not anticipated to gen@@te at either affected facility that would
affect any way airport land use plans or privatstaps. Therefore, construction of fugitive dust
control is not expected to affect airport land pEs or private air strips.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pilisjectt expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts orsenare not significant. Since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated, thisrenmental topic will not be further analyzed.
Therefore, it is appropriate to rely on the presgiguyrepare 2005 Final EA pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines §15153.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XIll. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the
project:
a) Induce substantial growth in an area either [ O M

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 U O M
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

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

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The impacts of the proposed project on populatimhteousing would be considered significant
if the following criteria are exceeded:

» The demand for temporary or permanent housing esce existing supply.
* The proposed project produces additional populatioosing or employment inconsistent
with adopted plans either in terms of overall antarrocation.

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that advepulation and housing impacts from the
current rule would not be significant.

a) through c) In general, the net effect of theppised amended rule would be to enclose clinker
storage at cement manufacturing operations in ik&ial. No provision of the proposed
amended rule induces growth either directly ornectly; or displaces any housing or substantial
numbers of people, requires the construction dagment housing.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pilisjectt expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts @pufation and housing are not significant.
Since no significant adverse impacts are anticghates environmental topic will not be further

analyzed. Therefore, it is appropriate to relytloa previously prepare 2005 Final EA pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines §15153.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
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?

Oooono
Ooooono
NANRNFN

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
= Impacts on public services would be considered ifsigmt if the project results in
substantial adverse physical impacts associatdu twé provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, or the need fowrm physically altered government
facilities, the construction of which could causgn#icant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, respotime or other performance
objectives.

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that adveusblic service impacts from the current
rule would not be significant.

a) & b) The net effect of the proposed amendeel wduld be enclose clinker storage at cement
manufacturing operations in the district. The sgd project does not involve the use of
hazardous materials so no impacts to emergencyomdsps, such as local fire or police
departments, are anticipated. Similarly, the psgloproject would not be expected to affect in
any way service ratios, response times or othergeney responder performance objectives.

c), d) & e) No provision of the proposed amenddéd requires the use of public services such
as schools, parks or other public facilities. Aslicated in the “Population and Housing”
discussion, there are no provisions in the prop@sednded rule that would induce population
growth, which would require construction of additb schools, parks, or other recreational
resources. As a result, it is not expected that gloposed project would cause or require
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physically altered public facilities. Further, erdement activities required by PAR 1156 would
be carried out by SCAQMD inspectors as part ofrthermal duties.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pilisjectt expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impactsunlip services are not significant. Since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated, thisrenmental topic will not be further analyzed.
Therefore, it is appropriate to rely on the presgigurepare 2005 Final EA pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines §15153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact

XV. RECREATION.

a) Would the project increase the use of existing [ O M
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 facilitaas O O M
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The impacts to recreation would be considered Soagmit if:

= The project results in an increased demand forhbeidhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities.
= The project adversely affects existing recreatiamgdortunities.

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that adveesreation impacts from the current rule
would not be significant.

a) and b) The net effect of the proposed amendiedwould be to enclose clinker storage at
cement manufacturing operations in the districec&ise the proposed project is not expected to
induce or redirect population growth, no provisiohshe proposed amended rule would increase
the need for additional parks or other recreatidaeilities, or cause the deterioration of existing
facilities. The proposed amended rule does natiredhe development or construction of new
recreational facilities or require the expansionegfsting recreational facilities, which could
have an adverse effect on the environment.
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Based on the above discussion, the proposed pilisjectt expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts emreation are not significant. Since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated, thisrenmental topic will not be further analyzed.
Therefore, it is appropriate to rely on the presgigurepare 2005 Final EA pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines §15153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XVI. SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE. Would the
project:
a) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permdte O O M

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

b) Comply with federal, state, and local statuted a O O M
regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The proposed project impacts on solid/hazardousewasuld be considered significant if the
following occur:

= The generation and disposal of hazardous and noardhaus waste exceeds the capacity
of designated landfills.

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that advedid/hazardous waste impacts from the
current rule would not be significant.

a) and b) In general, the net effect of the predosmended rule would be to enclose clinker
storage at cement manufacturing operations inigtaa. No provisions of the proposed project
involve, or require, solid waste disposal actidtieAs a result, no impacts on landfill capacity
are expected. Implementation of the proposed astende would not impede or hinder in any
way compliance with any applicable federal, statéooal statutes related to solid or hazardous
waste disposal.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pilisjectt expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts oldsand hazardous waste are not
significant. Since no significant adverse impaats anticipated, this environmental topic will

not be further analyzed. Therefore, it is appaterto rely on the previously prepare 2005 Final
EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15153.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XVIl.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the
project:
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substhintia O O M

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)?

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

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, inchegi O O M
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 M
feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment)?

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

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

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The impacts on transportation/traffic would be ¢desed significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

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

= An intersection’s volume to capacity ratio incre#se0.02 (two percent) or more when
the LOS is already D, E or F.

PAR 1156 2-41 December 2008



Initial Study Chapter 2 — Environmental Checklist

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

= There is an increase in traffic (e.g., 350 heaviy-druck round-trips per day) that is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic tband capacity of the street system.

= The demand for parking facilities is substantialigreased.

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

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

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that advéransportation/traffic impacts from the
current rule would not be significant.

(@), (b) & (f) In general, the net effect of theposed amended rule would be to enclose clinker
storage at cement manufacturing operations in tbieicd. The enclosure would not increase
operational truck trips, but would actually reduogck trips since chemical dust suppressants
would not be needed after clicker storage is eedosAll adverse impacts would occur during
construction from construction worker, haul trueidalelivery truck trips to and from each site.
The “worst-case” would require 30 two-way trips iy to deliver material as a part of
construction of enclosures at the facility. Approate 12 worker trips are expected from
construction of the enclosures. These construdtipa would not be significant because so few
trips would be not appreciable change the LOS gatior affect volume-to-capacity ratios at
nearby intersections, and the construction penaaldd be short in duration.

c) There are no requirements in the proposed aetende which would affect air traffic
patterns because the proposed project does ndventransport of any individuals or materials
by plane. Further, as noted in the preceding dson, the proposed amended rule does not
generate an increase in traffic levels or a chamdgcation that results in substantial safety gisk
to local airports or airstrips. The nearest alds are Norton Air Force Base, (Rialto Municipal
Airport and FLABOB Airport) are all over six mileavay from CPCC.

d) & e) There are no provisions in the proposeérathed rule that require construction of design
features (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous inteossgtior incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment) that could create traffic hazards orultesn inadequate emergency access,
transportation/traffic design features, emergerooess, or parking capacity.

Further, the proposed amended rule would not crat@adequate emergency access situation
or inadequate parking capacity situation. Theeerar requirements in the proposed amended
rule which would affect adopted policies, plans, programs supporting alternative
transportation. The proposed amended rule is datrio reduce PM fugitive dust emissions
from one cement manufacturing facility.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed amemdieds not expected to generate a
substantial number of new vehicle trips and theeef@ould not have a significant adverse
impact on the transportation systems within théidis

Based on the above discussion, the proposed prisjectt expected alter the conclusion in the
2005 Final EA for PR 1156 that adverse impacts ransportation/traffic are not significant.
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Since no significant adverse impacts are anticghates environmental topic will not be further
analyzed. Therefore, it is appropriate to relytloe previously prepare 2005 Final EA pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines §15153.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.
a) Does the project have the potential to degrhde t [ O M

quality of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, caudesh

or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate apla
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 individually M O O
limited, but cumulatively  considerable
("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 M O O
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

DISCUSSION
The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 concluded that exd¢eptonstruction air quality impacts the
mandatory findings of significant from the curreale would not be significant.

(&) The proposed project would require constructibclinker storage enclosures. However, as
stated in the other sections of the checklist topg@sed amended rule is not expected to have the
potential to adversely affect the environment, oedar eliminate any plant or animal species or
destroy prehistoric records of the past. In gdnéna net effect of the proposed amended rule
would be to incrementally extend dust control regmients that are already required of fugitive
dust generating activities in the district. In tpardar, PAR 1156 would extend dust control
requirements for clinker storage at one cement faatwring facility in the district. The
proposed amended rule would enhance the clarityearforceability of existing fugitive dust
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rules to reduce PM emissions in the district. Dhéy affected facility is an existing cement
manufacturing facility, which has been previoustgded, such that the proposed project is not
expected to extend into environmentally sensitikeas, disturb riparian habitat, affect habitat
conservation plans, etc. Since the general enviemtal setting, significant adverse impacts and
alternatives and mitigation measures related tb samificant effect of the proposed project and
the adopted project presented in the 2005 FinafdAAR 1156 are the same, SCAQMD staff
will rely upon the Final EA for PR 1156 (SCAQMD N@50307JK) pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines 815153.

(b) The Environmental Checklist indicates that pineposed project has potentially significant
adverse impacts on air quality during constructativities to comply with PAR 1156. The
potential for project-specific and cumulative imfgaon these resources are the same as those
evaluated for the adopted project in the Final BARR 1156 (SCAQMD No. 050307JK) dated
October 13, 2005. The 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 wertified by the Governing Board on
November 4, 2005 during their Public Hearing Bolsiekting. Since the general environmental
setting, significant adverse impacts and altereatiand mitigation measures related to each
significant effect of the proposed project and @adepted project presented in the 2005 Final EA
for PAR 1156 are the same, SCAQMD staff will repon the Final EA for PR 1156 (SCAQMD
No. 050307JK) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15153.

(c) The proposed project may result in significadverse emissions of regulated air pollutants
during construction at the one affected facilifyhe potential for these impacts to have adverse
impacts on human beings, either directly or indlyeds the same as those evaluated in the 2005
Final EA for PR 1156 (SCAQMD No. 050307JK) dateddber 13, 2005. The 2005 Final EA
was certified by the Governing Board on Novembe2@)5 during their Public Hearing Board
Meeting. Since the general environmental settngpificant adverse impacts and alternatives
and mitigation measures related to each signifieffett of the proposed project and the adopted
project evaluated in the 2005 Final EA for PR 1486 the same, SCAQMD staff will rely upon
the 2005 Final EA for PR 1156 (SCAQMD No. 050307 Jrsuant to CEQA Guidelines
§15153.
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

Abbreviation/Acronym Description
U Micro
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan
BACM Best Available Control Measures
Basin South Coast Air Basin
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level
(6{0) Carbon monoxide
6{0) Carbon dioxide
CWA Clean Water Act
dB Decibel
dBA Decibel A-weighted
EA Environmental Assessment
EF Emission factor
ERPG Emergency Response Planning Guideline
GHG Greenhouse gases
HP Horsepower
IS Initial Study
K PM aerodynamic diameter constant
Ib Pound
M Meter
MDAB Mojave Desert Air Basin
MWD Metropolitan Water District
NO2 Nitrogen dioxide
NOX Oxides of nitrogen
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 8yst
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration
PM Particulate matter
PM10 Particulate matter less than 10 microns indggramic diameter
PPHM Parts per hundred million
PPM Parts per million
PAR Proposed Amended Rule
PR Proposed Rule
S Surface material silt content
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SIP State Implementation Plan
sL Silt loading
S02 Sulfur dioxide
SOx Sulfur oxides
SSAB Salton Sea Air Basin
TAC Toxic Air Contaminant
UBC Uniform Building Code
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
VMT Vehicle miles traveled
VOC Volatile organic compound
W Mean vehicle weight
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Version “PR 1156A, June 13, 2008” of the proposeterded rule was circulated with hard
copies of the Final Environmental Assessment, da&etbber 13, 2005, which was made
available for public comment between July 15, 2@8ugust 28, 2008 with the Notice to Rely
on the Final Environmental Assessment, dated Octt®e2005.

Hard copies of this Draft Environmental Assessmauitich include the version “PAR 1156,
June 13, 2008” of the proposed rule, can be oldaime®ugh the SCAQMD Public Information
Center at the Diamond Bar headquarters or by ¢a{f09) 396-2039.
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Table C-1

CO2 Emissions from Excavation for Enclosure

Construction Activity

One Acre Excavation 15,624 Cubic Féet
Site Preparation Schedule - 3 days

Equipment Type® No. of Equipment hr/day Crew Size

Excavators 1 7.0 5
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.0

Construction Equipment Emission Factors

CcOo2
Equipment Type® Ib/hr
Excavators 120
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 67

Fugitive Dust Stockpiling
Parameters

Mean Wind Speed

Silt Content® Precipitation Day’ Percenf TSP Fraction Area (acres)
6.9 10 100 0.5 0.06
Fugitive Dust Material Handling
Aerodynamic Particle Size .
Multiplier 9 Mean Wind Speed Moisture Content® Dirt Handled?® Dirt Handled'
mph cy Ib/day
0.35 10 7.9 193 160,742
PAR 1156 C-1 December 2008



Initial Study

Appendix C

Table C-1 (Continued)
CO2 Emissions from Excavation for Enclosure

Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts

Cc02

Ib/mile
Passenger Vehicles 1.1
Heavy-Duty Truck 4.2

Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length

Vehicle No. of One-Way One WayTrip Length
Trips/Day (miles)

Construction Worker 5 20

Haul Truck 2 40

Water TrucK 3 0.5

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionffom Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment xok Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emissiobgday)

COo2
Equipment Type Ib/day
Excavators 837
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 468
Total 1,305

PAR 1156 C-2

December 2008



Initial Study Appendix C

Table C-1 (Concluded)
CO2 Emissions from Excavation for Enclosure

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Onroad Mobile Vehicles

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Tripaly x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissions

(Ib/day)

CcO2
Vehicle Ib/day
Passenger Vehicles 220
Haul Truck 674
Water Truck 13
Total 906

Total Incremental Emissions from Construction Activities

CcOo2
Sources Ib/day
On-site Emissions 2,211

Notes:
a) Estimated for one-acre dome, excavation 10bfeletv grade by three feet wide. 2002 RSMean&iBigi Construction Cost Data, 15th Annual Westetin £0.04 hr/cft productivity for concrete blockufalation

wall. (15,624 cft x 0.04 hr/cft)/(27 cft/cyd8 hr/day) = 3 days
b) 2008 Offroad EF, http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/haraioffroad/offroad.html
c) USEPA, AP-42, Jan 1995, Table 11.9-3 Typicaliéalfor Corection Factors Applicable to the PrégicEmission Factor Equations
d) Table A9-9-E2, SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbod993
e) Mean wind speed percent - percent of time mead speed exceeds 12 mph. At least one meteooalogjte recorded wind speeds greater than 12 me@heo24-hour period in 1981.
f) Assumed storage piles are 0.06 acres in size
g) USEPA, AP-42, Jan 1995, Section 13.2.4 Aggrétatedling and Storage Piles, p 13.2.4-3 Aerodyngraiticle size multiplier for < 1gm
h) Mean wind speed - maximum of daily average véipeleds reported in 1981 meteorological data.
i) Assuming 0,193 cubic yards of dirt handled [@BXyd x 2,500 Ib/cyd)/3 days = 160,742 Ib/day]
i) http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/onroad/onrdg@lE 26.xls
k) http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onrdddiEDTO7_26.xIs
I) Assumed 30 cubic yd truck capacity for 0,193 ofdiirt [(0,193 cyd x truck/30 cyd)/3 days = 2 enay truck trips/day]. Multiple trucks may be used.

m) Assumed six foot wide water truck traverses d¥e624 square feet of disturbed area
n) SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds
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Table C-2

CO2 Emissions from Construction of Enclosure

One Acre

Construction Schedule

Construction Activity
Enclosure Construction

Equipment Type® No. of Equipment
Forklifts 2

Cranes 2

Rough Terrain Forklifts 1
Cement and Mortar Mixers 2
Generator Sets 1

Electric Welders 2

hr/day
7.0
7.0
7.0
7.0
7.0
7.0

Crew Size
12

Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

CO2
Equipment Type® Ib/hr
Forklifts 54
Cranes 129
Rough Terrain Forklifts 70
Cement and Mortar Mixers 7.2
Generator Sets 61
Electric Welders N/A
Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts

CO2

Ib/mile

Passenger Vehiclés 11
Heavy-Duty Truck 4.2
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Table C-2 (Continued)
CO2 Emissions from Construction of Enclosure

Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length

Vehicle No. of One-Way One WayTrip Length
Trips/Day (miles)

Construction Worker 12 20

Flatbed Truck® 4 40

Water Truck 3 1.4

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment xoW Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emissiobgday)

COo2
Equipment Type Ib/day
Forklifts 762
Cranes 1,801
Rough Terrain Forklifts 492
Cement and Mortar Mixers 101
Generator Sets 427
Electric Welders N/A
Total 3,583

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Onroad Mobile Vehicles

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Tripaly x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissioib/day)

COo2
Vehicle Ib/day
Passenger Vehicles 528
Flatbed Truck 1,347
Water Truck 35
Total 1,911
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Table C-2 (Concluded)
CO2 Emissions from Construction of Enclosure

Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constriction Activities

Cco2
Sources Ib/day
On-Site Emissions 5,494

Notes:

a) Based on discussions with dome manufactures.

b) 2008 Offroad EF, http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/harakboffroad/offroad.html
c) http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/onroad/onré¢&¥E 26.xlIs

d) http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onréadtEDTO7 _26.xIs

e) Assumed haul truck travels 0.1 miles throughiifpc

f) Assumed six foot wide water truck traverses du@®,000 square feet of disturbed area

g) SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds
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Table C-3

CO2 Emissions from Miscellaneous Construction (Coving Transfer Points)

Example
Two Acre Site

Construction Schedule

Construction Activity
Miscellaneous Construction

Equipment Type® No. of Equipment
Forklifts 2
Rough Terrain Forklifts 2

hr/day Crew Size
7.0 4
7.0

Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

CO2
Equipment Type” Ib/hr
Forklifts 54
Rough Terrain Forklifts 70
Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts

CO2

Ib/mile
Passenger Vehiclés 11
Heavy-Duty Truck 4.2
Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length
Vehicle No. of One-Way One WayTrip Length
Trips/Day (miles)

Construction Worker 4 20
Flatbed Truck® 4 40
Water Truck 3 1.4
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Table C-3
CO2 Emissions from Miscellaneous Construction (Coraded)

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment xoW Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emissiobgday)

CO2
Equipment Type Ib/day
Forklifts 762
Rough Terrain Forklifts 984
Total 1,745

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Onroad Mobile Vehicles

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Tripaly x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissiofib/day)

CO2
Vehicle Ib/day
Passenger Vehicles 176
Flatbed Truck 1,347
Water Truck 35
Total 1,559

Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constriction Activities

Cco2
Sources Ib/day
On-Site Emissions 3,304

Notes:

a) SCAQMD, staff estimate

b) 2008 Offroad EF, http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/harakboffroad/offroad.html
c) http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/onroad/onré&¥E 26.xlIs

d) http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onréadtEDTO7 _26.xIs

e) Assumed haul truck travels 0.1 miles througflifac

f) Assumed six foot wide water truck traverses du@®,000 square feet of disturbed area
g) SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds
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Table C-4

CO2 Emissions from Three-Sided Enclosure Construatin - Panel Form

One Acre

Construction Schedule

Equipment Type® No. of Equipment hr/day
Rough Terrain Forklifts 1 7.0
Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 7.0
Generator Sets 1 7.0
Electric Welders 2 7.0
Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

CcO2
Equipment Type® Ib/hr
Rough Terrain Forklifts 70
Cement and Mortar Mixers 7
Generator Sets 61
Electric Welders N/A
Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts

CO2

Ib/mile
Passenger Vehiclés 11
Heavy-Duty Truck 4.2
Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length
Vehicle No. of One-Way One WayTrip Length
Trips/Day (miles)

Construction Worker 8 20
Flatbed Truck® 2 40
Water Truck 3 1.4

Construction Activity
Three Sided Enclosure Construction - Panel Forms

Crew Size
8
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Table C-4
CO2 Emissions from Three-Sided Enclosure Construatin - Panel Form (Continued)

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment xo Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emissiobgday)

CO2
Equipment Type Ib/day
Rough Terrain Forklifts 492
Cement and Mortar Mixers 101
Generator Sets 427
Electric Welders N/A
Total 1,020

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Onroad Mobile Vehicles

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Tripaly x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissioib/day)

Cco2
Vehicle Ib/day
Passenger Vehicles 352
Flatbed Truck 674
Water Truck 35
Total 1,061

Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constriction Activities

CO2
Sources Ib/day
On-Site Emissions 2,081
Significance Threshold N/A

Exceed Significance?
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CO2 Emissions from Three-Sided Enclosure Construatin - Panel Form (Concluded)

Table C-4

Notes:

a) SCAQMD, staff estimate

b) 2008 Offroad EF, http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/harakboffroad/offroad.html

¢) http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/onroad/onr¢&¥E 26.xls

d) http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onréadtEDTO7 _26.xIs

e) Assumed haul truck travels 0.1 miles throughiifpc

f) Assumed six foot wide water truck traverses du@®,000 square feet of disturbed area
g) SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds

PAR 1156

C-11

December 2008



Initial Study Appendix C

Table C-5
CO2 Emissions from Three-Sided Enclosure Construain — Tilt-up Panels (Concluded)

Example Construction Activity
One Acre Three Sided Enclosure Construction - Tilt-up FPane
Construction Schedule
Equipment Type? No. of Equipment hr/day Crew Size
Cranes 1 7.0 6
Generator Sets 1 7.0
Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

CcOo2
Equipment Type” Ib/hr
Cranes 129
Generator Sets 61
Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts

CcO2

Ib/mile
Passenger Vehiclés 11
Heavy-Duty Truck 4.2
Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length
Vehicle No. of One-Way One WayTrip Length
Trips/Day (miles)

Construction Worker 6 20
Flatbed Truck® 4 40
Water Truck 3 1.4
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Table C-5
CO2 Emissions from Three-Sided Enclosure Construatin — Tilt-up Panels (Continued)

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment xo Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emissiobgday)

CO2
Equipment Type Ib/day
Cranes 901
Generator Sets 427
Total 1,328

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Onroad Mobile Vehicles

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Tripaly x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissiofib/day)

CcO2
Vehicle Ib/day
Passenger Vehicles 264
Flatbed Truck 1,347
Water Truck 35
Total 1,647

Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constriction Activities

COo2
Sources Ib/day
On-Site Emissions 2,974
Significance Threshold N/A

Exceed Significance?
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CO2 Emissions from Three-Sided Enclosure Construain — Tilt-up Panels (Concluded)

Table C-5

Notes:

a) SCAQMD, staff estimate

b) 2008 Offroad EF, http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/harakboffroad/offroad.html
c) http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/onroad/onré&@¥E 26.xls

d) http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onréadl D TO7_26.xIs

e) Assumed haul truck travels 0.1 miles througfiifac

f) Assumed six foot wide water truck traverses du@®,000 square feet of disturbed area
g) SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds
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Table C-6

CO2 Emissions from Enclosed Conveyor Construction

Example
Two Acre Site

Construction Schedule

Construction Activity
Enclosed Conveyor Construction

Equipment Type® No. of Equipment hr/day Crew Size
Forklifts 1 7.0 4
Cranes 1 7.0 6
Rough Terrain Forklifts 1 7.0

Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

CcOo2
Equipment Type® Ib/hr
Forklifts 54
Cranes 129
Rough Terrain Forklifts 70

Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts

Cc0o2

Ib/mile
Passenger Vehicles 1.1
Heavy-Duty Truck 4.2

Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length

Vehicle No. of One-Way
Trips/Day

Construction Worker 4

Flatbed Truck® 4

Water Truck 3

One WayTrip Length
(miles)
20

40
1.4
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Table C-6
CO2 Emissions from Enclosed Conveyor ConstructionGoncluded)

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionffom Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment xok Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emissiodbgday)

COo2
Equipment Type Ib/day
Forklifts 381
Cranes 901
Rough Terrain Forklifts 492
Total 1,773

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Onroad Mobile Vehicles

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Tripaly x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissiofib/day)

CcO2
Vehicle Ib/day
Passenger Vehicles 176
Flatbed Truck 1,347
Water Truck 35
Total 1,559

Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constriction Activities

CO2
Sources Ib/day
On-Site Emissions 3,332

Notes:

a) SCAQMD, staff estimate

b) 2008 Offroad EF, http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/haraiboffroad/offroad.html
c) http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/onroad/onré&®yE 26.xIs

d) http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onréatlEDTO7_26.xls

e) Assumed haul truck travels 0.1 miles througfiifac

f) Assumed six foot wide water truck traverses dW@®,000 square feet of disturbed area
g) SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds
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Table C-7
Summary of CO2 Emissions
Length of CO2
o l_\lo. of Round Emission CO2, COZ.’
Description Trips per . metric
Trip, Factor, Ib/year
Day . . tons/year
mile Ib/mile
Rule 1156 9 40 4.21 131,400 72
Alternative C 1 40 4.21 14,600 8

Number of trips per day and length of round tripeviaken from the Final EA for PR 1156, Nov. 2005.
CO2 emission factor - http://www.agmd.gov/ceqga/liuk/onroad/onroadEFHHDTO7_26.xIs.

Table C-8

Summary of CO2 Emissions

Sources CO2 CO2 CO2
Ib/day Ib/year ton/year
Construction of a Dome
Phase | - Excavation Emissions 2,21] 6,633 3.7
Phase Il - Dome Construction Emissions 5,49 488 .45 242
Maximum Dome Emissions 5,494 490,087 245
Construction of a Three-Sided Enclosure
Phase | - Excavation Emissions 2,21] 6,633 3.7
Phase Il - Concrete Pouring Emissions 2,08 49,951 25
Phase Il - Panel Tilt-up Emissions 2,974 2,974 1.5
Maximum Three-Sided Enclosure Emissions 2,974 59,559 30
Miscellaneous Construction 3,304 436,154 218
Enclosing Crusher 2,974 14,871 7.4
Enclosing Conveyors 3,332 439,840 220

Dome excavation activities assumed to occur oweetdays to trench for retaining walls.
Dome construction would assumed to over four mobdsed on discussions with dome contractor.
Three-sided enclosure excavation assumed to ogeutioree days.
Concrete pouring operations assumed to occur aveiags for foundation and 20 foot enclosure for ace area.

Panel tilt-up assumed be completed in one day.
Miscellaneous construction assumed to occur oxemsinths.
Enclosing crusher assumed to occur over one week
Enclosing conveyors assumed to occure over six imsont

PAR 1156 C-17

December 2008



Initial Study Appendix C

Proposed Project

coz | coz | €92 CO2 coz
Sources Ib/da Ib/vear metric Ib/oroiect metric
y y ton/year bro) ton/year
Construction of Two Full Enclosures 10,988 980,1j75 539 980,175 539
Three Three-Sided Enclosures 8,923 178,676 98 188,p 98
Miscellaneous Construction 6,608 872,309 480 82,30 480
Operational Emissions 1,516 3,032 1.7 3,032 1y
Maximum Emissions 28,035| 2,034,191 1,119 2,034,191 1,119
Alternative B
coz | coz | €92 Co2 coz
Sources Ib/da Ib/vear metric Ib/oroiect metric
y y ton/year pro) ton/year
Four Three-Sided Enclosures 11,89238,234 131 238,234 131
Miscellaneous Construction 6,608 872,309 480 8,80 480
Operational Emissions 1,516 3,032 1.7 3,03R 1.y
Maximum Emissions 20,021 1,113,574 612 1,113,574 612
Alternative C
co2 | coz | €92 Co2 coz
Sources metric ; metric
Ib/day | Ib/year Ib/project
ton/year ton/year

Construction of 15 Domes

: : 27,469| 4,900,874 2,695 | 7,351,311 4,043
(Five Simultaneously)

Construction of Crusher Enclosure 2,974 14,871 8 14,871 8.2
Construction of Enclosed Conveyors 6,6p4 879,680 4 48 879,680 484
Miscellaneous Construction 6,608 1,744,618960 1,744,618 960
Operational Emissions 168 337 0.19 674 0.37
Maximum Daily Emissions 43,714 7,540,043 4,147 | 9,990,480 5,495

Construction of 15 domes is expected to occur tweryears with five domes built simultaneously.
Assumed that conveyors can be enclosed within sixths.
Assumed that miscellaneous construction occurs averyear.

The criteria emissions from Alternative D in theD80~inal EA for PR 1156 are the same as for
the adopted project. This is assumed to be the $anCO2 emissions.
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Comment #1
Crestmore Citizens for Action
November 10, 2008

From: Lisa Douglas [mailto:lisadouglasccfa@yahomfo
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2008 11:32 AM

To: James Koizumi

Subject: <SPAM> parll56ea

Pm2.5 impacts were concluded to be less than gignifthis ea was performed in 2005,in light
of 2008 agmd nov&#39;s it would be reasonable tpire additional reasonable alternatives or
mitigations!a new ea must be performed which rédléite processing changes which appear to
have caused a not insignificant change in pm2.5&ons from cement plants.could you explain
the agmd&#39;s rational further?thanx lisa dougta$d
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Response to Comment #1
Crestmore Citizens for Action
November 10, 2008

The October 2005 EA complied with all relevant CE@&quirements, including analysis of
impacts, mitigation measures, alternatives, etoe Final EA clearly states that the Governing
Board may choose to adopt the proposed rule oorafpart of the any project alternatives.
SCAQMD staff reviewed the proposed amendments aasl determined that the currently
proposed project is the same in terms of envirotahampacts as the previously proposed
project because the potential impacts for the atigrgoroposed project are within the scope of
the Final EA prepared for the previously proposegjget. In this situation CEQA Guidelines
815153 allows a lead agency to use an earlier CAQz&ment prepared in connection with an
earlier project to apply to a later project.

The original EA for Proposed Rule (PR) 1156 (Octd@05), which was certified when the rule
was adopted, did not evaluate PM2.5. Subsequehetadoption of Rule 1156, the SCAQMD
Governing Board adopted PM2.5 significance threghol

The environmental analysis for proposed amended [RAR) 1156 continues to rely upon the
October 2005 Final EA for NOx, CO, SOx, VOC and RM1Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
815153(b)(1) an initial study (July 11, 2008) waspared to examine the adverse impacts from
PAR 1156 in particular PM2.5. Based on the resofitthe initial study it was concluded that
NOx, CO, SOx and VOC, and PM10 impacts remainetiwihe scope of the October 2005 EA
and that operational and construction PM2.5 emissidid not exceed any applicable PM2.5
significance thresholds. Both the October 2005484 the initial were available for a 45-day
public review period pursuant to CEQA Guidelines®33(b)(2). The initial study can be
downloaded from the SCAQMD website at http://wwwialigov/cega/documents/2008/
agmd/draftEA/11561S.pdf.

PM2.5 is a subset of PM10. However, to be consemjathe analysis in the initial study
assumed that the PM2.5 emissions were equivalerthéoPM10 emissions. The PM2.5
emissions from the project and from each altereaive less than the PM2.5 significant
threshold of 55 pounds per day. Therefore, thgpgsed project and all alternatives would be
less than significant. See the following tables.

Operational Activities

. PM10 PM2.5 _PM2.5

Project/ S o Significance P
, Emissions, Emissions, Significant?
Alternative Ib/da Ib/da Threshold,
y y Ib/day

PAR 1156 0.28 0.28 55 No
Alternative A 0 0 55 No
Alternative B 0.3 0.3 55 No
Alternative C 0.03 0.03 55 No
Alternative D 0.28 0.28 55 No
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Construction Activities

. PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

Project/ S o Significance -
. Emissions, Emissions, Significant?
Alternative Ib/da Ib/da Threshold,
y y Ib/day

Project 16 16 55 No
Alternative A 0 0 55 No
Alternative B 12.4 12.4 55 No
Alternative C 22 22 55 No
Alternative D 16 16 55 No

Keep in mind that the PM2.5 emissions in the abtaldes are secondary emissions from
activities related to the proposed rule (i.e., froomstruction of control and particulate exhaust
from trucks bring dust suppressant to the affetdedities). The proposed amended rule would
reduce PM10 emissions from activities related tmex@ manufacturing by 800 pounds per day
(approximate reduction of 240 pounds of PM2.5 daygince the emissions are less than
significant and Rule 1156 reduces PM, which inctudeth PM10 and PM2.5, no mitigation is
required by CEQA (CEQA Guidelines 815126.4(a)(3).

The initial study concluded that PAR 1156 is ngbested to change the environmental analyses
conclusions for any of the alternatives identifiadhe 2005 Final EA for PR 1156. Since the
proposed project is relying on the analysis in28685 EA and the initial study concluded that the
proposed project would not create new significashtease impacts or make existing impacts
substantially worse. No new alternatives were ireguo be identified for PAR 1156.
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