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Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition 

1.
Call to Order/Introductions

Dr. Elaine Chang welcomed Working Group members to the meeting and those present introduced themselves.  Two presentations were made.  The first presentation was made by Dr. Steve Smith and the second presentation was made by Mr. James Koizumi.
2.
SCAQMD Study of Localized Significance Thresholds (LST) Effects on Past Projects – Staff Presentation 

Dr. Smith, Program Supervisor of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Section, reported on a retrospective study performed by CEQA staff to evaluate how the application of localized significance thresholds (LST) would affect the conclusions in Negative Declarations (NDs) prepared for past projects submitted to the SCAQMD.  He reported that staff evaluated a total of 164 NDs from public agencies in all four counties of the district.  Out of the total of 164 NDs, only 55 included emission calculations.  Since the study was a retrospective study and the lead agencies did not perform a localized air quality analysis, staff assumed that sensitive receptors were located at 50m and 100m from the project site.  Of the 55 NDs that included emission calculations, 25 projects were larger than five acres and, therefore, were excluded from further analysis.  Six of the 55 NDs that included emission calculations exceeded the regional significance thresholds and were also excluded from further analysis.  

Of the remaining 30 NDs with emission calculations, 23 exceeded the applicable LSTs for receptors located 50m from the project site and nine exceeded applicable LSTs for receptors located at 100m from the project site.  Viewed another way, 18 projects were significant for CO, NOX and PM at 50 meters (for both construction and operation), and seven projects were significant at 100 meters for the same pollutants (for both construction and operation).  The major conclusion of the study was that the LST approach has the potential to increase the number of environmental impact reports (EIRs) that would be prepared instead of NDs.  One member pointed out that, depending upon available mitigation, more Mitigated NDs or EIRs would likely be prepared.

· One member of the group asked whether the study relied on the project emission estimates calculated by the lead agencies or whether the SCAQMD recalculated emissions for the project.
Dr. Smith responded that the study relied on the emission estimates calculated by the lead agencies, although staff did spot checks to ensure that calculations were correct according to the methodology used by the lead agencies.  The calculation methodologies typically used by the lead agencies were consistent with the methodologies in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Handbook).  These methodologies generally incorporate very conservative assumptions.  Other air quality calculation methodologies being considered as part of the revised Handbook may provide more accurate results, resulting in lower emission estimates for a project and, therefore, it is likely that fewer projects would exceed the LSTs than was the case for the retrospective study.
· A follow-up question was then asked regarding whether or not the emission estimates in the NDs could have been overestimated since in a number of cases the lead agencies may have assumed that all construction equipment operated continuously for eight hours a day.  The observation was made that, depending on the type of construction equipment being used, eight hours may substantially overestimate the number of hours of operation.  Some construction equipment, for example, typically only operate for a maximum of four hours or less during the day.
Dr. Smith responded that many public agencies are often unfamiliar with actual construction activities, types of construction equipment, hours of operation, etc., that would normally be expected to occur at a construction site.  Therefore, it is likely that in many cases construction equipment hours of operation were overly conservative.

· A follow-up comment was made regarding the need for lead agencies to estimate a project’s emissions as accurately as possible by listing the specific equipment that would be used and for how long each piece of equipment would be used during the construction period.  The member noted that this degree of accuracy is possible since he has been using this approach for projects he has been handling and the estimates have been reliable and accurate.  He suggested that he give a brief presentation at the next meeting demonstrating that such precision is possible using  a past hotel project in the Los Angeles area as an example.

Dr. Smith asked group members if they would be interested in such a presentation.  The response was generally positive.  Dr. Elaine Chang then asked the member to summarize his methodology at the next scheduled meeting.
· A member noted that it would be helpful to have a list of feasible mitigation measures along with their costs available for use by lead agencies. A follow-up question was asked by a second participant regarding whether or not the NDs studied included mitigation measures with control efficiencies. 
Dr. Smith responded that Appendix 11 in the Handbook already lists a number of mitigation measures.  Some of these control measures, in particular those associated with controlling fugitive dust, have control efficiencies listed.  Not all mitigation measures have control efficiencies associated with them.  Further, one of the main efforts associated with the current Handbook revision process includes identifying new mitigation measures, as well as identifying new or revised control efficiencies for existing measures and any new measures identified.  Regarding the costs of the mitigation measures, Dr. Elaine Chang remarked that including cost information in the Handbook would not be very helpful since it is variable depending on the specific characteristics of a project and, therefore, might be misused.
· A member asked if the Handbook contained mitigation measures that went beyond SCAQMD Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, requirements. 
Dr. Smith responded that mitigation measures, by definition, were measures beyond what is otherwise required by rule, ordinance, law, etc.  Further, as part of its intergovernmental review function, the SCAQMD recommends including required actions, such as complying with Rule 403, as part of the project description and, therefore, built into the analysis of impacts from the proposed project.  Once compliance with existing rules is taken into consideration, measures, including those in Chapter 11 of the Handbook, would be considered mitigation beyond what is required by Rule 403.
· In response to Dr. Smith, this member suggested that more construction industry representatives, who are familiar with the equipment used for construction projects like the ones used in the LST study, should be included in the working group to provide input to the group concerning equipment used at a typical project site.  It is important that this group be represented because contractors, who submit a bid for a project, need to base the bid on the actual costs of the project, including costs to implement mitigation measures.  If mitigation increases the cost of a project, then those costs should be reflected in the bid. Finally, it was noted that members of the Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition would invite construction industry representatives to attend the next scheduled meeting.

· A member asked how a contractor would know when a proposed project exceeds a significance threshold, thus, requiring mitigation measures.  This information is not typically included in a request for proposal so it appears that there is a “disconnect” in communication between the developer and the contractor regarding issues like mitigation measures and monitoring.
· One member responded that it is the lead agency who is ultimately responsible for implementing and monitoring any required mitigation measures.

Dr. Chang noted that it may be advisable for a project bid to be conservative and include all relative costs including mitigation, mitigation monitoring and regular monitoring of online air quality forecast information.  Dr. Chang suggested that perhaps a workshop sponsored by the SCAQMD for lead agencies and their planning staff would be helpful to assist the lead agencies in understanding mitigation and mitigation monitoring issues.

Dr. Smith also added that, ultimately, the lead agency, the project proponent, and the contractor have to be responsible for being aware that mitigation measures are part of the CEQA process and information regarding mitigation measures should be included in the request for proposal for a project.  Similarly, applicable costs should be included in project bids. 
· A member from a public agency stated that the practice of her agency was to use 500 feet as the default distance from the project site to the nearest sensitive receptor.  The LST study used distances of 50 and 100 meters.

Dr. Elaine Chang responded that the look-up tables used distances ranging from 25 to 500 meters.  This allows for a wide range of significance thresholds depending on the sensitive receptor’s actual distance from project site.  If the lead agency required more accuracy, it could ask the project proponent for additional information.

· A member asked whether the LST’s would take the place of the Screening Tables in the Handbook.

Dr. Smith responded by saying that the SCAQMD no longer supports the screening tables in Chapter 6 of the Handbook because they are based on outdated information.  Further, because of the wide range of factors that may influence emissions from a proposed project, simple screening tables, like those in the Handbook, may not be representative of air quality impacts for a variety of project types.  As a result, the SCAQMD recommends that air quality impacts for all projects be quantified.  Finally, once air quality impacts are quantified for a project, the lead agency would then compare the results to both the regional significance thresholds and the LSTs to determine significance.  When used with available modeling tools, such as the URBEMIS model, using the LSTs is not substantially more labor intensive than using the screening tables.
3.
SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds Sample Project – Staff Presentation for Discussion
Mr. James Koizumi, Air Quality Specialist in the SCAQMD CEQA Section, made the next presentation.  The sample project was developed to test whether small projects would exceed LSTs.  The sample project was comprised of 5 single family homes on 1 acre of land with receptors 25 meters downwind from the sample project.  Staff used the not-yet-released beta version of the URBEMIS2002 model to estimate emissions.   Mr. Koizumi then discussed URBEMIS 2002 model input and defaults, results of model’s analysis and discussed the sample project’s conclusions.  All construction PM10 emissions were below LSTs for receptors 25 meters downwind from the sample project.  Construction NOx emissions exceed the Central Los Angeles, East San Fernando Valley, West San Gabriel, South Central LA and Banning LSTs.  Construction CO emissions exceed the Southwest Coastal Los Angeles County, East and West San Fernando Valley and South Central Los Angeles LSTs.  All operational emissions were below LSTs.  Mr. Koizumi noted that construction emissions could be reduced below LSTs by separating the asphalt phase from the building phase.
· One member asked a question regarding what parameters and data went into the URBEMIS2002 computer model.  The concern was that the input parameters may be too generic and would not give an accurate estimate of specific project emissions.  It was pointed out that if a lead agency uses the URBEMIS model to calculate emissions, it should require the project proponent to adhere to the types of construction equipment, for example, used by the model to calculate emissions.
Dr. Smith agreed with the member and emphasized that the more site specific information that can be provided by the project proponent to the lead agency, the more accurately emissions can be estimated.  As accuracy in projected detail increases, typically the amount of emissions estimated are reduced, because default emission estimates are developed conservatively.  Dr. Smith stated that the lead agency is ultimately responsible for ensuring that the project is developed according to the assumptions and constraints used to estimate the emissions, but all parties associated with the project need to take responsibility for applying assumptions and constraints related to their portion of the development.  
· One member asked should the construction industry be involved during the planning stages and if not where does the construction industry become involved in the CEQA process?  
Dr. Smith stated that usually the construction industry is not involved in the developing mitigation measures because these are developed in the planning stages prior to approval of the project by the lead agency.  The construction industry typically becomes involved after the project is approved and proposals are sent to contractors.  One member stated that the construction industry should pay close attention to the environmental requirements within the proposal.  He said that the construction industry should review the environmental requirements and determine whether the requirements make sense.  If elements appear to be missing, the contractor should inquire whether the developer has overlooked expected mitigation.
At the conclusion of the discussion, Dr. Chang said that staff would send working group members documentation of the methodologies used to develop the LSTs for review before the next scheduled meeting.  Regarding the current schedule, Dr. Smith said that SCAQMD staff would bring the LST methodologies to the Governing Board for approval at the June 6, 2003 AQMD Governing Board Meeting.

4.
Other Business

For next month’s meeting, Dr. Smith noted that the major topic for discussion would be the LST methodology document.  To the extent possible, the LST tables would also be included with the methodology document.  Dr. Chang clarified that only the methodologies would be going before the Governing Board for approval.  The LST tables would not be part of that Board package because these tables are expected to change as air quality improves in the future.  This means that only policy changes would go to the Board, but technical updates, such as revising the tables based on the most recent air quality data, would not go to the Board.
Group members agreed to meet next on Thursday, May 1, 2003 at 1:00 p.m. at the AQMD.
· A member asked about the status of the Handbook revision. 
Dr. Elaine Chang said that the SCAQMD’s goal was to release revisions to the Handbook as they were completed and not to wait until the entire Handbook revisions were completed. The revised chapters will then be posted on the AQMD CEQA website.  The priority would be to work on the chapters including mitigation measures and sample calculations.  Older projects would also be grandfathered in the process of the Handbook being revised, so they would not be affected retroactively.
· A member asked about the SCAQMD’s willingness to make a commitment on training of lead agency planning staff on the use of the URBEMIS2002 model. 
Dr. Smith responded that training could be scheduled after release of the next update of the URBEMIS model, which should occur in the next few weeks. Training could be provided under an existing contract with the consultant working on the URBEMIS2002 model.

· Another member asked if the Governing Board action regarding the Handbook revision would be presented to the Board as an amendment to the Handbook.  

Dr. Chang said that it would be an addition to the Handbook.  Dr. Smith added that the action before the Board would involve a public hearing process and if adopted by the Governing Board, the additions would be made available on the SCAQMD’s website in the CEQA Section.

5.
Public Comment Period

No members of the public made any comments.

6.
Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 12:05 p.m.
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