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1.
Call to Order/Introductions

Dr. Elaine Chang, Deputy Executive Office of Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources, called the meeting to order at 9:10 a.m.  Dr. Chang welcomed Working Group members to the meeting and those present introduced themselves.
2.
SCAMD Localized Significance Thresholds (LST) – Staff Proposal for Discussion
Dr. Steve Smith, Program Supervisor of the SCAQMD’s CEQA section, gave the presentation on the staff proposal.  Dr. Smith discussed the background regarding development of the LSTs; the concept was originally developed as part of a previous stakeholder working group created to advise the SCAQMD on revisions to the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Handbook).  The LSTs provide an additional indicator of air quality significance for a CEQA analysis, are an alternative to project-specific micro scale modeling, and require fewer resources to use.  Dr. Smith briefly summarized the methodology used to develop the LSTs.  The presentation concluded with identifying the positive and negative aspects of using LSTs compared to performing project-specific micro scale modeling.
· One member asked Dr. Smith how LSTs would apply to employee commute trips and customer trips.
Dr. Smith responded that LSTs would only be applicable to projects that have a relatively continuous emissions source at a constant location, e.g., construction equipment at a construction site, stationary source equipment, or mobile sources idling or queuing at a facility, thus, providing emissions like a stationary source.  Emissions from employee or customer trips would not be evaluated relative to LSTs, but would be evaluated relative to regional significance thresholds or intersection CO hotspots analysis, which is the current practice.
Dr. Chang added that all the assumptions and the methodologies used in generating the LSTs would be explained and included in the guidance document along with the tables.

2.
SCAMD Modeling Parameters for Developing Localized Significance Thresholds (LST)
Mr. James Koizumi, Air Quality Specialist, gave the presentation, which described the modeling parameters used to develop the LSTs.  Mr. Koizumi described the dispersion model used to create the LST tables and model input parameters including: meteorological data, area of the emissions source, distance of the sensitive receptor from the project site boundary, ambient concentrations based on the highest pollutant concentration over a three-year rolling average, etc.  The presentation concluded with identifying uncertainties associated with the dispersion model.

· One of the members asked if an analysis always had to use the “worst year” 1981 meteorological data used in the LST study.
Mr. Tom Chico, Program Supervisor, responded that the 1981 data is widely used not because it is the worst year on record, but because it is the year that the SCAQMD has the most complete meteorological data for any one year.  Other years can be used if sufficient data are available.  This clarification will be incorporated into the overheads that will eventually be available online at the SCAQMD’s website.
3.
Discussion
· One member asked how the geographical disparity in the Basin would affect the LST tables and the amount of allowable pollution for various projects.  It was pointed out that depending on the locality, a project proponent may be asked to implement more mitigation.  In other words, a similar project may call for different types of mitigation depending on where the project is located, and the emissions gap between the existing setting and the significance thresholds.  Further, it appeared that places with low ambient air quality levels would allow for more growth than areas with high ambient quality levels.
Dr. Smith answered saying that the source areas did have different considerations because of existing air quality levels.  Areas with a lot of development and emissions sources that have higher ambient concentrations of a given pollutant would trigger significance, therefore, requiring identification of feasible mitigation measures.  As a result, the LSTs would require mitigation measures in areas with poor air quality that might not otherwise be required if only the regional significance thresholds are used as an indicator of significance.  Dr. Chang added that a project would still be subject to the regional significance thresholds, indicating that a project that might not exceed the LSTs could still exceed the regional significance thresholds, thus, requiring feasible mitigation.

As a point of clarification, Dr. Smith added that the LSTs should only be used for projects with an area less than five acres. For larger projects, the SCAQMD recommends project-specific micro scale modeling.  Lead agencies are not precluded, however, from performing site-specific modeling for projects less than five acres.
· A question was asked regarding whether or not the cancer risk significance threshold applied to construction and operational impacts for CEQA purposes,
Dr. Chang responded that the 10 in one million cancer risk significance threshold applies to operational emissions because they are long-term emissions and cancer risk is typically calculated assuming a 70-year exposure period.  Therefore, analyzing cancer risks during construction is generally not applicable because emissions are typically short-term in nature.

· Questions were asked by two members regarding whether modeling for cancer risk is applicable to very small projects and what types of projects a planning department should use to determine when modeling for cancer risk should be performed.

Dr. Smith responded that, depending on the type of project, even small projects might warrant having a health risk assessment (HRA) performed to determine cancer or other health risks.  He noted that the Handbook already identified types of industrial projects that might warrant performing an HRA.  As part of the revisions to the Handbook, the information on the types of projects that emit air toxics will be updated and expanded as necessary.

· A request was also made for the SCAQMD to provide guidelines analyzing impacts from linear projects like sewer and telecommunication projects.

Dr. Smith noted that calculating impacts and determining significance for linear projects should not be markedly different than for other types of projects sited at a single location because construction would typically be expected to occur on one segment at a time, not along the entire length.  However, staff will consider guidance for these types of projects as part of the revisions to the Handbook.
· One member made a comment that city staffs often do not have training in the use of available computer models like the URBEMIS2001 model.  Sometimes there were problems matching the project information with the land use types in the URBEMIS2001 model.

Dr. Smith agreed that the URBEMIS model is relatively limited in the number of different types of land uses that can be evaluated.  However, the SCAQMD typically recommends calculating emissions for a land use that most closely matches the project under consideration.  Dr. Smith noted that the next version of URBEMIS will expand the number of land use types that can be evaluated.  Further, depending on staff availability the SCAQMD will consider organizing training sessions on models and relevant methodologies for staff at interested public agencies.
· A comment was made that it might be helpful to see an additional expanded mitigation list, which would identify mitigation measures that were reasonable, feasible, and also demonstrated a nexus between the project and each measure.

Dr. Smith responded that identifying new control measures and establishing emission control efficiencies for new and existing mitigation measures with no known control efficiencies is a high priority for the SCAQMD.  As part of revising the Handbook, the SCAQMD has a consultant working specifically on the task of identifying new mitigation measures and associated control efficiencies for the mitigation chapter in the Handbook.
· A question was asked regarding when the proposal for implementing LSTs would go before the SCAQMD Governing Board for approval.
Dr. Chang responded that the proposal is scheduled to be presented to the Governing Board in June, 2003.

· An issue was raised that, after a certain sensitive receptor distance, the LST emission numbers are higher than the regional thresholds.  For projects where the LST emission number is higher than the regional significance threshold, should the LSTs still be used?
The general consensus of the group was that comparing a project’s emissions to the LSTs even when the emissions exceeded the regional significance thresholds was useful information and should be included as part of the information provided in the CEQA document.
· One member asked if micro scale modeling should be performed if a specific land use, an auto body shop for example, was located near a residential area.

Dr. Chang responded that the emissions from the construction of a housing complex, a large church, an auto body shop or a chrome plating facility near a residential area would, in general, be relatively similar.  The scale of the construction project and its duration will determine whether or not estimated construction emissions should be compared to the LSTs or site-specific micro scale modeling should be performed.  However, in terms of operation of the facility after completion, the air quality impacts will be different depending on the type of project.  For example the emissions from an auto body shop or a chrome plating facility, would likely emit air toxics.  For these types of facilities, an HRA would be warranted.  Emissions from land use projects such as churches or residential developments are typically combustion emissions from on-road passenger vehicles and would not typically warrant preparing an HRA.  A CO hotspots analysis of intersection congestion may, however, be necessary.
· A question was asked about who is best suited to act as the lead agency for a project that must comply with the SCAQMD’s permitting requirements.  Would it be the applicable city or county within which the proposed project would be located?
Dr. Chang said that as far as permitting was concerned, the SCAQMD would require the permit applicant to comply with CEQA.  The lead agency is usually the applicable city or county because they have general land use authority (e.g., police, fire, sewer installation, etc.) and, therefore, are in a better position to enforce mitigation measures.  For projects where the city or county has no discretionary approval authority and the SCAQMD has primary discretionary approval authority over the project, the SCAQMD would assume the role of lead agency for CEQA purposes.  Dr. Smith added that even in situations where the SCAQMD has primary discretionary approval authority over a project, before assuming the role of lead agency the SCAQMD requests that the project proponent contact the city or county in which the project will be located to determine if the city or county would prefer to assume the role of lead agency.
· One of the members asked a question regarding the opportunities for public participation when SCAQMD permits are processed?

Dr. Smith said that permit application projects that will result in emission increases above specified levels in SCAQMD Rule 212 must provide notice to the public located in the vicinity of the project applicant’s site.
· A comment was made that it would be very helpful for the SCAQMD to provide outreach to local governments by establishing a list of land uses that have potential for concern.

Dr. Chang responded that the any outreach should include the planning staff at the local councils of government (COG), as well as counties and cities.  It was also suggested that the elected officials at local public agencies be included in this outreach effort so they can be more informed regarding the land use decisions they make.
· One member asked if there existed a methodology for performing a micro scale modeling analysis for NOx from diesel idling.

Dr. Smith responded that mobile sources that remain at a site continuously due to queuing, which results in idling emissions, would be treated essentially the same way as a stationary source.  As a result, standard dispersion models could be used to perform a micro scale modeling analysis.  Mr. Tom Chico added that such modeling could basically be done for any pollutant.
4.
Public Business

Dr. Chang asked the Working Group members to review the overhead presentation materials and provide the SCAQMD with any comments or suggestions within approximately two weeks, if possible.  Comments or suggestions regarding the methodology or the types of projects that would be appropriate for using the LSTs would be incorporated, as applicable, into a guidance document that staff will try to provide to members prior to the next working group meeting.
Members agreed on the date and time for the next meeting, which was scheduled for Thursday, April 3, 2003, from 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. in Room CC2 at the SCAQMD Headquarters.

Finally, Dr. Smith asked that working group members please update their e-mail addresses with him because that would be a key method of communicating with working group members.
5.
Public Comment Period

No members of the public made any comments.

6.
Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 11:43 a.m.
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