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February 24, 2005

Mr. James D. Herberg

Orange County Sanitation District

10844 Ellis Avenue, 

Fountain Valley, CA 92708-7018

Dear Mr. Herberg:

Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for Secondary

Treatment and Plant Improvement Project

Fountain Valley and Huntington Beach

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document.  The SCAQMD would also like to thank the lead agency for allowing additional time to submit comments.  The following comments are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated in the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report.  The SCAQMD would be happy to work with the Lead Agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise.  Please contact Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air Quality Specialist – CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor, CEQA Section

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment

SS: CB

ORC050111-04
Control Number

Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for the
Secondary Treatment and Plant Improvement Project: Fountain Valley and Huntington Beach
1. Cumulative Project Emissions:
Table 3.2-7 on page 3.2-11 presents estimated cumulative project air emissions during 2008.  On page 3.2-7 of the DSEIR, the lead agency explains that the table summarizes the construction phase emissions at Plant No. 1 and Plant No. 2, in 2008, “when the greatest cumulative daily air emissions would occur.”   There are three problems with this table.  First, Table 3.2-7 appears to show emissions only from Plant No. 1.  Second, the table does not adequately explain where the emission numbers came from.  The lead agency should provide footnotes to explain the table.  Third, if the emissions exclude emissions from Plant No. 2, there is a likelihood that project emissions may have been underestimated.  Please explain or correct these apparent discrepancies in the Final SEIR.  In addition, once Table 3.2-7 is corrected, please explain how the sums were derived, including which construction years were used.  Some of the columns in Table 3.2-6 are labeled with two years, e.g., 2007-2008, and some are labeled with a single year, e.g., 2008.  
2. Diesel Truck Emissions:
The lead agency notes on page 3.8-1 of the DSEIR that “existing traffic entering (plants 1 and 2) consists of chemical delivery trucks; screenings, grit, and biosolids removal trucks; and the vehicles of employees, construction workers and visitors.”  The tables in Appendix E show that 126 trucks will be servicing the two plants on a daily basis.  This comprises 46 trucks that will be delivering chemicals, 75 trucks that will be transporting biosolids from the two plants, and five trucks that will be carrying grit and screening.  The tables in Appendix E show that the trucks that will be transporting the biosolids from the two plants would generate over 1055 pounds of NOX per day.   Please identify measures to reduce these emissions.  See comment # 4 below. 

3. CO Hot Spots:
In the discussion on the level of service (LOS) on the roadways affected by the proposed project, the lead agency states on page 3.8-9 of the DSEIR that “if substantial numbers of trucks entered Ellis Avenue or Brookhurst Street during AM peak hours, intersections currently operating at LOS D levels could be reduced to unacceptable LOS.”  The lead agency does not present any tables showing the LOS at the major intersections adjacent to the two plants.  The lead agency needs to show such LOS tables in the FSEIR. 

The lead agency goes on to state on page 3.8-9 that “As part of the project, the (Sanitation) District would avoid soil haul operations during peak traffic periods whenever possible.”  The lead agency does not provide any information by which to determine whether or not traffic from the proposed project has the potential to create CO hot spots at nearby intersections during non-peak hours.  Please note that if the LOS at nearby intersections is at D, E or F during non-peak hours, the proposed project’s traffic contributions may cause CO hot spots.  Similarly, if during non-peak hours nearby intersections have a LOS rating of C or greater and traffic from the proposed project increases the LOS rating to the next higher level, CO hotspots could also be generated.  As a result, a CO hotspots analysis may be warranted.  One way to determine whether or not a CO hotspots analysis is required is for the lead agency to present tables showing the LOS at the major intersections with and without the project.  If the LOS tables show that any of the above conditions are met, the lead agency should proceed to do the CO hotspots analysis and present the results in the FSEIR.
4. Mitigation Measures:
As pointed out by the lead agency on page 3.2-12 of the DSEIR, mobile sources of emissions associated with operation of the treatment plants include chemical delivery trucks, solids haul trucks and employee worker commute.  The tables in Appendix E confirm that NOX emissions from these trucks exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds.  To reduce these emissions, the lead agency has proposed only one mitigation measure, Measure 6.5-1a, which requires contractors to maintain equipment engines in proper tune and to not operate equipment during second stage alerts.  The following measures are recommended for the lead agency to consider where applicable or feasible to further reduce NOX emissions:

· Require the use of alternative clean fuel such as compressed natural gas-powered equipment with oxidation catalysts instead of diesel-powered engines, or if diesel equipment has to be used, use particulate filters, oxidation catalysts and low sulfur diesel as defined in AQMD Rule 431.2, i.e., diesel with less than 15 ppm sulfur content.
· Restrict operation to “clean” trucks, i.e., trucks using low sulfur diesel as defined above.
· Use alternative-fueled yard tractors.

· Restrict idling emissions by using auxiliary power units and electrification.

· Enforce truck parking restrictions.
· Restrict truck traffic on some routes.
· Provide a minimum of 300-meter buffer zone between truck traffic and sensitive receptors.

· Redirect truck route to avoid residential areas or schools.

· Improve traffic flow through signal synchronization.

· Provide electrical sources for service equipment and docking of trucks.

· Install energy-efficient appliances to reduce energy consumption.

Other mitigation measures for consideration by the County can be found in Chapter 11 of the Handbook.

8.
Editorial Comment:
Most of the tables in Appendix E show POV emissions.  The acronym POV is not defined either in the foot notes to the tables or in Chapter 7 of the DSEIR which lists all the acronyms and abbreviations.  Please define this acronym in the footnotes to the tables and add it to Chapter 7 in the FSEIR. 
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