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Preface

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Rule (PR) Rule
1420.2 — Emission Standards for Lead from Lead Melting Facilities. The Draft EA was released
for a 32-day public review and comment period from July 17, 2015 to August 18, 2015.
Subsequently, a Revised Draft EA, which included formatting changes to Appendix B, was
released for a 30-day public review and comment period from July 21, 2015 to August 19, 2015.
One comment letter was received on the Draft EA. The comment letter and response to comments
are included in Appendix C.

Since the June version of PR1420.2, SCAQMD staff has been working with stakeholders and has
revised some of the provisions. The approach and core provisions requiring ambient monitoring
of lead, the ambient lead concentration limits, lead point source requirements, requirements for
operating within an enclosure, housekeeping and maintenance, and requirements for a compliance
plan if certain thresholds are exceeded have not changed. In general, the revisions provided
clarifications, provided other compliance options, or reduced the frequency of implementing
specific provisions. As discussed in Chapter 2, modifications to the proposed rule will not increase
or create any new environmental impacts and in areas where the frequency of implementing certain
housekeeping measures is reduced, will lessen certain environmental impacts.

To facilitate identification, modifications to the document are included as underlined text and text
removed from the document is indicated by strikethrough. SCAQMD staff has reviewed the
modifications to PR 1420.2 and concluded that none of the modifications alter any conclusions
reached in the Draft EA, nor provide new information of substantial importance relative to the
draft document. As a result, these minor revisions do not require recirculation of the document
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15073.5. Therefore, this document now constitutes the Final EA
for PR 1420.2.

TOC-iii
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Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Proposed Rule 1420.2 — Emission Standards for Lead from Metal Melting Facilities applies to lead
melting facilities that process more than 100 tons of lead a year. The purpose of Proposed Rule 1420.2
(PR 1420.2) is to protect public health by reducing exposure to emissions of lead from these facilities
and to help ensure attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for lead.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD or District) staff is currently proposing Rule
1420.2 to reduce lead emissions from metal melting facilities by limiting the ambient lead concentration
and requiring housekeeping and maintenance provisions to reduce the amount of lead emitted into the
air from point and fugitive sources. Hence, this reduces the further accumulation of lead dust in and
around these facilities to better ensure protection of public health.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

PR 1420.2 is a discretionary action, which has the potential to result in direct or indirect changes to the
environment and, therefore, is considered a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). SCAQMD is the lead agency for the proposed project and has prepared this Revised Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) with no significant adverse impacts pursuant to its Certified Regulatory
Program. California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs
to prepare a plan or other written document in lieu of an environmental impact report or negative
declaration once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program.
SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of the Resources Agency on March 1,
1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110. Pursuant to Rule 110, SCAQMD has prepared this
Revised Draft EA.

CEQA and Rule 110 require that potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be
evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts of
these projects be identified. To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this
Revised Draft EA to address the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. The Revised Draft EA is a public disclosure document intended to: (a) provide the lead agency,
responsible agencies, decision makers and the general public with information on the environmental
effects of the proposed project; and, (b) be used as a tool by decision makers to facilitate decision making
on the proposed project.

SCAQMD’s review of the proposed project shows that the proposed project would not have a significant
adverse effect on the environment. The analysis in Chapter 2 supports the conclusion of no significant
adverse environmental impacts. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815252, no alternatives or
mitigation measures are required to be included in this Revised Draft EA. Comments received on the
Revised Draft EA during the 30-day public review period will be addressed and included in the Final
EA.

PROJECT LOCATION

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles, consisting of the four-county South
Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the
Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB). The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is
bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto
Mountains to the north and east. The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the
nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The Riverside County
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Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1

portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans
eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley. The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley
Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto
Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (see Figure 1-1Figure
1-1).

Santa
Barbara

1 San Joaqum Kern (County 3 San Bernardino County —\\

Mojave Desert 1
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San Diego Salton Sea
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Figure 1-1 Boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of PR 1420.2 are to protect public health by further reducing lead emissions from metal
melting facilities by:
e Establishing an ambient air lead concentration limit;
e Requiring air monitoring and sampling for ambient lead;
e Establishing lead reduction efficiencies for lead point sources;
Requiring total enclosures for metal melting and associated processes;
Establishing housekeeping and maintenance provisions;
Requiring submittal of compliance plans if ambient air concentration limits for lead or total
facility mass emission rate from point sources are exceeded; and
e Requiring periodic source testing of lead point source controls.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Health Effects of Lead

Lead is classified as a “criteria pollutant” under the federal Clean Air Act. It is also identified as a
carcinogenic toxic air contaminant (TAC) by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA). Chronic health effects include problems such as nervous and reproductive system disorders,
neurological and respiratory damage, cognitive and behavioral changes, and hypertension. Also,
exposure to lead may increase the risk of contracting cancer or result in other adverse health effects.
Young children are especially susceptible to the effects of environmental lead given that their bodies
accumulate lead more readily than do adults and because they are more vulnerable to certain biological
effects of lead including learning disabilities, behavioral problems, and deficits in 1Q.

During the U.S. EPA’s recent review of the lead NAAQS the U.S. EPA Administrator concluded that
the current lead NAAQS of 0.15 pug/m?® should be retained given that it provides requisite protection of
public health. However, the Administrator noted that a threshold blood-lead level with which nervous
system effects, and specifically, cognitive effects, occur in young children cannot be discerned from the
currently available studies. Further, in the U.S. EPA’s recent Policy Assessment for the Review of the
Lead NAAQS, the U.S. EPA explicitly stated “with regard to our understanding of the relationship
between exposure or blood lead levels in young children and neurocognitive effects, the evidence in this
review...does not establish a threshold blood lead level for neurocognitive effects in young children.
Furthermore, based on information provided in the U.S. EPA’s recent policy assessment document and
proposed rule, an ambient lead concentration of 0.15 pg/m? correlates to a potential 1Q decrement of
approximately two (2) points in young children exposed to elevated levels of lead. As a result,
SCAQMD staff is proposing additional measures in PR 1420.2 to reinforce the protection of public
health from significant sources of lead emissions.

The NAAQS is a national standard for lead which applies uniformly to all parts of the United States. In
contrast, PR1420.2 is a source-specific rule that requlates specific lead melting facilities. Proposed Rule
1420.2 establishes an ambient lead limit of 0.100 pug/m®, and implements other requirements to minimize
the release of point source and fugitive lead emissions from such lead melting facilities and thereby to
minimize the accumulation of lead surface and soil dust, both of which are meant to be more health
protective. The proposed level considers that communities with children live around lead melting
facilities, and it provides additional protection for the population most at-risk from lead emissions: pre-
school children under the age of five.
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Regulatory History
The metal melting industry has been subject to regulation regarding lead for more than two decades.
Below is a chronology of regulatory activity:

November 1970, CARB set the state ambient air quality standard for lead at 1.5 pg/m? averaged over
30 days.

October 1978, the U.S. EPA adopted the NAAQS for lead, requiring attainment with a lead ambient
concentration of 1.5 pg/m? averaged over a calendar quarter.

September 1992, the SCAQMD adopted Rule 1420 — Emissions Standard for Lead. The rule
incorporated the state ambient air quality standard and required control devices on lead emission
points, control efficiency requirements for lead control devices, housekeeping, and monitoring or
modeling of ambient air quality.

October 1992, OEHHA classified lead as a carcinogenic toxic air contaminant and assigned to it a
cancer potency factor and a cancer unit risk factor.

January 1993, CARB adopted the Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Emissions of Toxic Metals
from Non-Ferrous Metal Melting. The state regulation required control devices for lead and other
toxic metal emission points, control efficiency requirements for control devices, fugitive emission
control, and recordkeeping.

June 1997, the U.S. EPA adopted the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAP) from Secondary Lead Smelting. The federal regulation required lead emission
concentration limits of lead control devices, control of process fugitive emissions, monitoring,
recordkeeping, and reporting.

On July 16, 2007, EPA finalized a regulation that affects lead emissions from all lead-acid battery
manufacturing facilities that are area sources. The federal regulation required lead emission
concentration limits, testing, monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements.

On O3ct0ber 15, 2008, the U.S. EPA signed into regulation an amended NAAQS for lead of 0.15
pg/me,

November 5, 2010, the SCAQMD adopted Rule 1420.1 — Emissions Standard for Lead from Large
Lead-acid Battery Recycling Facilities. The rule established requirements for total enclosures of
areas used in the lead-acid battery recycling operation, ambient air lead concentration limits, ambient
air monitoring, and housekeeping practices. Additional rule amendments followed the initial
adoption in January of 2014, March of 2014, and March of 2015.

December 14, 2010, the U.S. EPA made final revisions to the ambient monitoring requirements for
measuring lead in the air. These amendments expand the nation's lead monitoring network to better
assess compliance with the 2008 National Ambient Air Quality Standards for lead.

January 2, 2015, the U.S. EPA proposed that the ambient lead concentration standard of 0.15 pug/m®
averaged over a rolling 3-month period remain unchanged. The 90-day comment period for this
proposal ended on April 6, 2015 and requires further action by the U.S. EPA.

The following provides additional background information about Rule 1420 and the 2008 NAAQS for
lead.

Rule 1420

Rule 1420 was adopted in September 1992 and has not been amended since its adoption. Rule 1420
applies to facilities that process or use lead-containing materials that include, but is not limited to,
primary or secondary lead smelters, foundries, lead-acid battery manufacturers or recyclers, and lead-
oxide, brass and bronze producers. Rule 1420 is based on the current state ambient air quality standard
of 1.5 ug/m®averaged over a 30-day period. The rule includes requirements for point source controls,
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monitoring, sampling, recordkeeping, and reporting. Rule 1420 requires facilities that process more
than two tons of lead per year to submit a Compliance Plan that provides information on how the facility
will conduct monitoring, air dispersion modeling, and implement requirements to install and implement
point source controls.

2008 NAAQS for Lead

Since U.S. EPA established the initial standard of 1.5 pg/m? in 1978, scientific evidence about lead and
health has expanded dramatically. More than 6,000 new studies on lead health effects, environmental
effects, and lead in the air have been published since 1990. Evidence from health studies shows that
adverse effects occur at much lower levels of lead in the blood than previously thought. As a result,
U.S. EPA amended the NAAQS for lead that now reduces the ambient air quality standard from 1.5
pg/m?® to 0.15 pg/m®. The 2008 lead NAAQS requires full attainment by each state no later than five
years after final designations for attainment status are made. Demonstration of attainment is based on
measurements using a rolling 3-month averaging form to be evaluated over a 3-year period.
Measurements are to be determined by U.S. EPA-required monitoring networks within each state which
consist of both source-oriented and non-source-oriented monitors. The SCAQMD has already
established the required monitoring network for both source and non-source-oriented lead monitors.

Further, in May of 2014, the U.S. EPA released its “Policy Assessment for the Review of the Lead
National Ambient Air Quality Standards,” reaffirming the primary (health-based) and secondary
(welfare-based) staff conclusions regarding whether to retain or revise the current standards. As a result,
in January of 2015 the U.S. EPA proposed that the ambient lead concentration standard of 0.15 pg/m?®
averaged over a rolling 3-month period remain unchanged. The 90-day comment period for this
proposal ended on April 6, 2015 and requires further action by the U.S. EPA.

Non-Source-Oriented Monitors

The SCAQMD currently operates a non-source-oriented monitoring network of 10 locations throughout
the Basin. The spatial distribution of these sites is shown below in Figure 1-2. Because the SCAQMD’s
current lead monitoring network meets the minimum requirements for the U.S. EPA non-source-oriented
monitoring network as specified in the new lead NAAQS, data from the existing monitors were used to
provide an indication of lead attainment status on a regional scale. Data values from measurements made
at non-source-oriented monitors in the Basin were reviewed for years 2007 through 2013 and showed
concentrations below the 2008 NAAQS for lead of 0.15 pg/m® and range from 0.01 pg/m?to 0.03 pg/m®.

PR 1420.2 1-6 October 2015



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1

Figure 1-2: SCAQMD Non-Source-Oriented Lead Monitoring Network
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Source-Oriented Monitors

The SCAQMD currently operates existing source-oriented monitoring networks at the following four
facilities: Trojan Battery Company in Santa Fe Springs, Quemetco, Inc. in the City of Industry, Exide
Technologies in_Vernon, and Gerdau in Rancho Cucamonga in order to meet the monitoring
requirements of the new lead NAAQS. The SCAQMD continues to operate source-oriented monitors
at the Exide and Quemetco sites, and Rule 1420.1 requires these facilities to conduct fence line
monitoring. These facilities also must meet an ambient air lead concentration of 0.100 pg/m? averaged
over any consecutive 30 days beginning January 1, 2017.

Ambient Air Monitoring at PR 1420.2 Facilities

Two PR 1420.2 facilities currently have ambient air monitors to demonstrate compliance with the
ambient air lead concentration limit of Rule 1420, or have ambient air monitors that are used by the
SCAQMD for compliance demonstration with the 2008 NAAQS for lead. These two facilities are
Trojan Battery—{which-was-discussed-abeve} and Gerdau, previously Tamco. Monitors are typically
sited based on the maximum expected ground-level concentrations of lead at or beyond the property line
of the facility. Monitoring data from these two facility types under the source category of metal melting
have exhibited high ambient air lead concentration levels over the last decade, and show the high
potential for exceedances of the 2008 Lead NAAQS.

Trojan Battery
Based on data from AER reporting years 2005 through 2007, lead emissions at Trojan Battery, a battery
manufacturer located in Santa Fe Springs, were reported as 29 Ibs/yr and sampling was conducted at
one site located adjacent to the Trojan Battery facility. The site operates on a 1-in-6 day sampling
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schedule and had multiple rolling 30-day averages greater than 0.15 pg/m3 between years 2005 and
2011 with the highest average of 0.28 pug/m? in June 2005. Additionally, in 2005 through 2007, ambient
air lead concentrations showing multiple 3-month rolling averages of greater than 0.15 pg/m3 were also
measured (high of 0.21 pg/m®). These measurements exceed the current NAAQS level for lead,
although the measurements of these high ambient air lead concentrations occurred before the most recent
version of the federal ambient air lead standard went into effect. Figure 1-3 below illustrates rolling 30-
day averages for ambient air lead concentrations monitored by SCAQMD at Trojan Battery. Reported
lead emissions data (2010 - 2013) for Trojan Battery indicate an average annual lead emissions value of
15 Ibs/year. Since 2011, ambient air lead concentration levels have appreciably decreased, however, the
lower levels coincide with the relocation of the SCAQMD monitor in October 2011. The monitor was
relocated from its original location at the request of the owner of the property, as the owner stated that
the location of the SCAQMD monitor was inhibiting business operations. As such, the lower ambient
air lead concentration levels measured by the monitor since its relocation may not reflect maximum
ground level concentrations.

Figure 1-3: 2005-2014 SCAOMD Monitoring at Trojan Battery
(Rolling 30-day Average)
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Gerdau (Fence Line and Source-Oriented Monitors — Rule 1420 & Lead NAAQS)

Gerdau North America acquired the TAMCO Rancho Cucamonga steel mini mill in October 2010. In
2012, Gerdau retained an environmental consultant to perform an environmental audit and found
discrepancies in reported lead emissions. Gerdau self-reported these discrepancies and SCAQMD staff
conducted inspections of the facility to address issues. Since 2010, Gerdau has worked with the
SCAQMD to ensure compliance with SCAQMD requlatory requirements and has invested nearly $7
million to improve emission reductions. Gerdau also has approved permits with the SCAQMD to install
a $37 million state-of-the-art evacuation system that would further improve emission reductions of lead
and other metals particulates. Gerdau currently monitors lead and other metals at the facility. Four
onsite monitors maintained by Gerdau operate on a 1-in-3 day sampling schedule to monitor the site for

PR 1420.2 1-8 October 2015



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1

compliance with Rule 1420. These monitors are generally located at four locations along the fence line
of the facility. Two additional monitors are independently operated and maintained by the SCAQMD.
As demonstrated by Figure 1-4 below, the SCAQOMD monitors are collocated with the Gerdau SA
Recycling monitor (#1) and the Gerdau south baghouse monitor (#2). Recent results of the Gerdau
monitoring efforts (Figure 1-5 below) show Gerdau as a source of lead emissions that potentially could
contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS. Fence line monitoring onsite conducted by Gerdau at one
of the four monitors measuring onsite lead in air pursuant to Rule 1420 shows multiple air lead
concentration readings (2012 to present)that are well above 0.150 pg/m? averaged over any consecutive
30 days, typically occurring during high wind events. Further, recent NAAQS modeling analysis
submitted by Gerdau to SCAQMD staff demonstrates the potential for a NAAQS exceedance near the
south baghouse at locations offsite, and hence in ambient air-

Figure 1-4: Gerdau Fence Line & Source-Oriented Monitors
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Figure 1-5: 2012-2015 Gerdau Rule 1420 Fence Line Monitoring Data
(Rolling 30-day Average)
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Facilities

Based on lead emissions inventories reported to the SCAQMD Annual Emissions Reporting (AER)
program for years 2010 through 2012 and information available from the SCAQMD permitting
database, there are approximately 13 metal melting facilities expected to be subject to PR 1420.2.
Cumulatively these facilities process more than 50,000 tons of lead annually through a combination of
metal melting furnaces. These facilities manufacture a variety of products and are classified in the
Standard Industrial Classification codes as listed in Table 1-1 below. The facilities range in size from
small to large scale operations and include both foundries and secondary melters. Table 1-2 provides an
overview of the estimated annual lead throughput and annual reported lead emissions at metal melting
facilities subject to PR 1420.2.

This proposed rule would also apply to any future metal melting facilities within SCAQMD that melt at
least 100 tons per year of lead.
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Table 1-1: Types of Facilities Subject to PR 1420.2

- # of

NAICS Code Eacility Type Eacilities
Storage Battery Manufacturing (335911) | Lead-Acid Battery 1
Secondary Smelting and Alloying of Scrap Metal Recyclers 1
Aluminum (331314) =
Iron and Steel Mills and Ferroalloy Iron and Steel Mills 9
Manufacturing (331110) =
Other Nonferrous Metal Foundries Other Lead Product Manufacturing 1
(331529) =
Other Metal Container Metal Forging and Heat Treating 1
Manufacturing Products (332439) =
Sheet Metal Work Manufacturing Metal Melting 1
(332322) =
All Other Miscellaneous Chemical Chemical Products

(o)

Product and Preparation (325998)

Table 1-2: PR 1420.2 Overview of Estimated Annual Lead Throughput at Metal Melting
Facilities 2010-2012

1000
0 to <100 100 to <500 500 to <1000  tons/year or
Value tons/year tons/year tons/year more

# of facilities based on annual
lead melted (in tons/year)
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INDUSTRY PROCESS DESCRIPTION, LEAD EMISSION POINTS AND CONTROL
STRATEGIES

The following paragraphs provide a general overview of the manufacturing processes and emission
sources for the industry source category subject to Proposed Rule 1420.2. Specifically, this
Revised Draft EA provides general operation and emissions source information for iron and steel
mills, secondary metal processing, foundries, and lead-acid battery storage production.

IRON AND STEEL MILLS (1 facility)

Background
Steel mini-mills are the largest scrap metal recyclers in the United States. The scrap metal

originates from sources such as scrapped automobiles, demolished buildings, discarded home
appliances, and manufacturing returns. Mini-mills accounted for 57 percent of the national steel
production in 2006. The applicable NAICS code for this industry is 331110, Iron and Steel Mills
and Ferroalloy Manufacturing. There is one facility in the Basin in this industry source category
for this rulemaking. The following process description also reflects the operational characteristics
at similar facilities.

Process Description

Steel is manufactured by chemical reduction of iron ore using an integrated steel manufacturing
process or a direct reduction process. In conventional integrated steel manufacturing processes,
iron from a blast furnace is converted to steel in a basic oxygen furnace (BOF). However, steel
can also be produced using an electric arc furnace (EAF) from scrap metal. BOF is typically used
for high-tonnage production of carbon steels while EAFs are used to produce carbon steels and
low-tonnage specialty steels. In the BOF process, coke making and iron making precede
steelmaking; these steps are not necessary with an EAF.

e Electric Arc Furnace (Metal Melting - Steel Production)
An EAF is a cylindrical, refractory-lined container, and when electrodes are retracted from the
furnace, its roof can be rotated aside to permit scrap metal charging (feeding) into the furnace.
The charging material is typically scrap metal that is charged by an overhead crane. Steel
production using an EAF includes stages such as charging, melting, refining, slagging, and
tapping. Each of these stages are described below.

o Charging

During the charging stage, scrap metals are fed into the EAF. The charge can also include
carbon and lime, a fluxing agent which removes chemical impurities out of the metal and
renders slag that is more liquid at smelting temperatures. The slag is a liquid mixture of
ash, flux, and other impurities. Direct reduced iron (DRI) or other iron-bearing material
can supplement the scrap metal. DRI, also known as “sponge iron”, is a type of iron created
by heating iron ore to burn off carbon and oxygen while the temperature is kept below
iron’s melting point.
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o Melting
The furnace roof is rotated back to close the furnace and carbon electrodes are lowered
through openings in the furnace roof. Electric current generates heat between the
electrodes and through the scrap to melt the scrap. Oxy-fuel burners and oxygen lances
may also be used to supply chemical energy. Oxy-fuel burners, which burn natural gas and
oxygen, use convection and flame radiation to transfer heat to the scrap metal. Oxygen is
directly injected through oxygen lances into the molten steel. Exothermic reaction with
the iron and other components provides additional energy to assist in the melting of the
scrap metal and excess carbon. Alloys may be added to achieve the desired composition.

o Refining
Refining of molten steel can take place simultaneously with melting process, especially in
EAF operations where oxygen is introduced. During the refining process, substances that
are incompatible with iron and steel are separated out by forming a layer of slag on top of
the molten metal.

o Slagging
The slag layer consists primarily of oxides of calcium, iron, sulfur, silicon, phosphorus,
aluminum, magnesium, and manganese in complexes of calcium silicate, aluminosilicates,
and aluminoferrite. The slag is typically removed by tipping the furnace backwards and
pouring the molten slag out through a slag door.

o Tappin
After completion of the EAF batch process, the tap hole is opened, and the hot steel is
poured from the EAF into a ladle for transfer to the next operation.

e Secondary Refining

o Argon Oxygen Decarburization (AOD)
AOD is a process that further refines the steel outside the EAF during the production of
certain stainless and specialty steels. In the AOD process, steel from the EAF process is
transferred into an AOD vessel, and gaseous mixtures containing argon and oxygen or
nitrogen are blown into the vessel to reduce the carbon content of the steel. Argon assists
the carbon removal by increasing the affinity of carbon for oxygen.

o Ladle Metallurgy
After initial smelting and refining of the steel in the EAF, molten steel is further refined in
a ladle furnace undergoing chemical and thermal homogenization. The molten steel may
receive alloy additions to produce the desired metallurgy.

e (Casting and Finishing

o Continuous Casting
A ladle with molten steel is lifted to the top of a continuous caster, where it flows into
a reservoir (called a tundish) and then into the molds of the continuous casting
machine. Steel passes through the molds and then is cooled and solidified into semi-
finished products such as blooms, billets, or slabs.

o Ingot Casting
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Molten steel is poured into an ingot mold, where it cools and begins to solidify. The
molds are stripped away, and the ingots are transferred to a soaking pit or reheat
furnace where they are heated to a uniform temperature. Ingots are shaped by hot
rolling into the semi-finished products such as blooms, billets, or slabs, or by forging.

o Finishing
The semi-finished products may be further processed by a number of different steps,
such as annealing, hot forming, cold rolling, pickling, galvanizing, coating, or
painting. Some of these steps require additional heating or reheating. The additional
heating or reheating is accomplished using furnaces usually fired with natural gas.

Process Emission Points and Controls

EAF

During EAF steelmaking process, metal dusts and gaseous emissions are generated from
charging scrap, smelting and refining, removing slag, and tapping steel. The amount and
composition of the particulate matter (PM) emitted can vary greatly depending on the scrap
composition and types and amount of furnace additives such as fluxes. Iron and iron oxides
are the primary components of PM. In addition, zinc, chromium, nickel, lead, cadmium, and
other metals may also be present in the PM. Transfer of slag removed from the EAF is a
potential source of fugitive lead-dust emissions, especially when cooled slag is loaded by a
front-end loader onto a truck to be transported to a different location.

Emissions from an EAF are generally captured using direct shell evacuation supplemented
with a canopy hood located above the EAF. In general, the captured gases and particulate from
the EAF are routed to baghouses for PM control. Some mini-mills have a common baghouse
through which emissions from the EAF, as well as emissions from the ladle metallurgy process
and/or continuous caster, are ducted and subsequently controlled. Fugitive dust emissions
from slag loading can be controlled by applying dust suppressants or enclosing the loading
area that has openings with overlapping flaps and venting the dust-laden air to a dust collector.

Secondary Refining

The AOD vessel, ladle furnace and ladle heater are potential source of PM and gaseous
emissions. A roof canopy hood or a side draft hood is used to capture the emissions which are
vented to a baghouse (which may be the same baghouse used for EAF emissions).

Casting and Finishing

Fugitive particulate emissions may be generated at the caster and emitted through a roof stack.
Control devices are not generally employed for these processes. Other potential sources of
emissions include reheat furnace, annealing furnaces, and other furnaces used in the finishing
processes.

Fugitive Dust

PM emissions from the processes described above can be deposited onto building surfaces and
soils nearby. Events that disturb these deposits such as winds or vehicles traveling over roads
(especially unpaved roads onsite) can resuspend this particulate matter back into the air.
Controls can include watering and/or application of chemical stabilizers, paving, reducing
vehicle speed, or other housekeeping measures.
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SECONDARY METAL PROCESSING (2 facilities)

Source Description

Secondary metal processing includes recovering and reusing metal from metal-containing
materials. Secondary metal processing, also known as metal scrap recycling, is a large industry
that processes in the U.S. alone, 56 million tons of scrap iron and steel (including 10 million tons
of scrap automobiles), 1.5 million tons of scrap copper, 2.5 million tons of scrap aluminum, 1.3
million tons of scrap lead, 300,000 tons of scrap zinc and 800,000 tons of scrap stainless steel, and
smaller quantities of other metals, on a yearly basis.

The NAICS codes for this industry are 331314 Secondary Smelting and Alloying of Aluminum;
331410 Nonferrous Metal (except Aluminum) Smelting; and 331492 Secondary Smelting,
Refining, and Alloying of Nonferrous Metal (except Copper and Aluminum).

Process Description

Specifics recovery processes vary depending on the type of metal being processed. Processes can
also vary among facilities processing the same type of metal. However, the processes used by
different industries may be grouped as described below.

e Raw Material Handling

Material handling operations include receiving, unloading, storing, and conveying the metal-
containing materials and auxiliary materials required for metal processing (i.e., scrap metals,
fluxes, fuels, alloys, and casting materials).

e Scrap Pretreatment

Scrap pretreatment involves the preliminary separation of the metal of interest from other
metals contained in the scrap and contaminants such as dirt and plastics. The most commonly
used operations include mechanical separation, solvent cleaning, centrifugation,
pyrometallurgical and hydrometallurgical cleaning, and heavy-media separation. Mechanical
separation includes sorting, crushing, pulverizing, shredding, and other mechanical means to
break scrap into small pieces.

e Metal Melting/Smelting

Melting is performed to separate the metals of interest from their metallic compounds. Melting
also allows the creation of an alloy and castings to be made from its molten metal. Smelting
in metal processing takes place in furnaces or heated crucibles. The furnaces may be heated
with fuels or through the use of electricity.

Pretreated scrap, fuels, and flux materials are charged to the furnace where melting takes place.
The mixture of the flux materials depends on the type of metal being processed. In secondary
lead processing, for example, flux materials may consist of rerun slag, scrap iron, coke,
recycled dross, flue dust, and limestone. The flux may chemically react with the scrap in the
presence of heat, breaking metallic-oxide bonds to produce pure metal. Also, the flux may
oxidize impurities in the scrap and further purify the metal.

e Metal Refining
Refining may take place in the melting furnace, or it may be performed in holding furnaces or
other heated vessels separate from the melting furnace to further purify the metal, producing
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the desired properties. These furnaces are heated with fuels or with electricity. Flux materials
are added to the molten metal in the furnace to remove impurities. Alloy materials are added
to produce desired properties of the metal.

e Metal Forming and Finishing

The metal may be formed to make bars and ingots, or it may be formed to a final product. Bars
and ingots, such as those produced in secondary lead and aluminum industries, may be sent to
another facility to make a final product. In iron and steel foundries, the metal is cast into a
final product at the melting facility.

Forming the metal into a final product requires the use of cores and molds. Cores are shapes
used to make internal voids in castings. Molds are forms used to shape the exterior of castings.
Once the formed metal is removed from the mold, it may be necessary to grind or sand off
rough edges. The metal may also be shot-blasted to remove mold sand or scale.

Emissions and Control

Particulate or hazardous air pollution emissions are likely to result from hot processes that produce
fumes (such as torching, welding, and melting in a furnace) or processes that produce dust (such
as breaking, shredding, and cutting). Exhaust systems, either stationary or portable, can capture
airborne hazardous metal at the source of emissions such as melting furnaces, shredders, and
cutters. Cyclones, electrostatic precipitators, and fabric filters are suitable to filter dust. Wet
scrubbers are also a common control method for dust and acidic gases.

FOUNDRIES (3 facilities)

Source Description

A foundry is a facility that produces metal castings. The metal casting industry sector includes
establishments that pour molten ferrous metals (iron and steel) or non-ferrous metals under high
pressure into molds to manufacture castings. Ferrous metal castings include those castings made
with gray iron, white iron, ductile iron, malleable iron, and steel. Non-ferrous metal castings are
predominantly aluminum, but might also be bronze, brass, zinc, magnesium, and titanium. Cast
metal components are used in the manufactured goods that include engine blocks, transmission
housings, and suspension parts of cars and trucks; undercarriages of farms and construction
equipment; and pipes and valves for plumbing fixtures and boilers. The applicable NAICS codes
for this industry sector are 331511 Iron Foundries; 331512 Steel Investment Foundries; 331513
Steel Foundries (except Investment); 331523 Nonferrous Metal Die-Casting Foundries; 332524
Aluminum Foundries (except Die-Casting); and 331529 Other Nonferrous Metal Foundries
(except Die-Casting).

Process Description
Foundry operations consist primarily of pattern/mold making, melting, pouring, cooling and
finishing.

e Pattern and Mold Making
Pattern making is the first stage of developing a new casting. The pattern becomes permanent
So it can be used to form a number of permanent molds. Cores are produced in conjunction
with the pattern to form the interior surfaces of the casting. Cores are formed by one of the
binding systems.
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The mold is formed in a mold box (flask), which is typically constructed in two halves to assist
in removing the metal product. The bottom half of the mold (the drag) is formed on a molding
board. Cores require greater strength to hold their form during pouring. Once the core is
inserted, the top half of the mold (the cope) is placed on top.

e Melting and Pouring
Many foundries use a high proportion of scrap to make up a charge. The charge is weighed
and introduced into the furnace. Alloys and fluxes are added to the charge to produce the
desired melt. The furnaces commonly used in the industry are described below.

Molten metal is transferred from the furnace to a ladle and held until it reaches the desired
pouring temperature. The molten metal is poured into the mold and allowed to solidify.

o Cupola Furnace

A typical cupola furnace consists of a water-cooled vertical cylinder which is lined with
refractory material. Cupolas are charged in alternating layers of scrap metal, alloying
materials, limestone, and coke through an opening in the cylinder. Air is introduced into
the cupola through tuyeres located at the base. The heat produced by the burning coke
melts the iron, which flows down and is tapped from the bottom of the cupola. Flux
combines with non-metallic impurities in the charge and forms slag, which is drawn off
through holes located above the level of the metal tap hole.

o Induction Furnace

An induction furnace is an electric melting furnace that uses heat generated by electric
induction to melt metal. These furnaces have excellent metallurgical control and are
relatively pollution free in comparison to cupola furnaces. A high voltage in the primary
coil induces a low-voltage, high current across the metal charge which acts as a secondary
coil. Because of electrical resistance in the metal, this electrical energy is converted to heat
which melts the charge. Once the metal is in its molten state, the magnetic field produces
a stirring motion. In a coreless induction furnace, the refractory-lined crucible is
completely surrounded by a water-cooled copper coil, which prevents the primary
induction coil from overheating. In a channel induction furnace, the induction coil
surrounds the inductor.

o Electric Arc Furnace
An EAF is another type of electric furnace used in larger foundries and mini-mills
steelmaking operations. The scrap metal charge is placed on the hearth and melted by the
heat from an electric arc formed between the electrodes. In a direct-arc furnace, the electric
arc comes into contact with the metal; in an indirect-arc furnace, the electric arc does not
touch the metal. EAFs are more tolerant of dirty scrap than induction furnaces and can be
used to refine metals, allowing steel to be refined from iron charge.

o Reverberatory Furnace
Reverberatory furnaces are designed and operated to produce a soft, nearly pure lead
product. Reverberatory furnaces emit high levels of lead fume during charging and tapping
lead and slag.
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o Rotating Furnace
A rotating furnace consists of a refractory-lined cylinder that rotates slowly around a
horizontal axis. The charge is heated directly from an open flame, typically fed by gas or
oil. Exhaust gases are extracted from the opposite end of the chamber. Rotating the furnace
helps to mix the charge and utilizes heat from the whole refractory surface.

o Crucible Furnace
Crucible furnaces are mostly used by smaller foundries or for specialty alloy lines. The
crucible or refractory container is heated in a furnace, typically fired with natural gas or
liquid propane.

e Cooling and Shakeout
Once the metal has been poured, the mold is transported to a cooling area. The casting needs
to cool before it can be removed from the mold. Castings may be removed manually or using
vibratory tables that shake the refractory material away from the casting. Quenching baths are
also used in some foundries to achieve rapid cooling of castings. The quench bath may contain
chemical additives to prevent oxidation.

e Sand Reclamation
A significant proportion of the waste sand is reclaimed mechanically or thermally for reuse.
Cores, metal lumps, and binders are removed by vibrating screens and extraction, and collected
in a baghouse. Thermal reclamation process heats the sand to the point where organic
materials, including the binders, are driven off. The sand is returned to an “as new” state,
allowing it to be used in core making.

e Finishing
Finishing processes such as fettling involves the removal of the casting from the gating
systems. This is accomplished by cutting, grinding, and chiseling.

Emissions and Control

Air emissions result from various operations in foundries, including metal melting, mold making,
handling foundry sand, and die-casting. A substantial amount of metal emissions come from the
metal melting operations, while most organic emissions are from handling the binder. Once the
binder is combined with the sand, there may be additional PM emissions from pouring the molten
metal into the casting and from breaking apart the cast. Handling foundry sand results primarily
in PM emissions. Fugitive particulate can be emitted from operations of unloading, storage,
transfer, and preparation.

The casting or mold pouring and cooling operations in iron and steel foundries are potentially a
source of lead emissions due to impurities in the metal. In addition, mold preparation and casting
shakeout (removal from the mold) activities are also lead emission sources.

Baghouses and wet scrubbers are common technologies used to control lead emissions from
foundry metal melting operations. Fugitive emissions from such sources are generally controlled
with local hooding or building ventilation systems that are ducted to a control device
(predominantly baghouses).
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STORAGE BATTERY MANUFACTURING (7 facilities)

Source Description

A major use of lead is in lead-acid storage batteries. The electrical systems of vehicles, ships, and
aircraft depend on such batteries for start-up, lighting, and ignition and, in some cases, batteries
provide the actual motive power. The NAICS code for this industry sector is 335911 Storage
Battery Manufacturing.

Process Description
Operations consist primarily of grid casting, paste mixing, pasting, burning, battery assembly,
formation and lead recovery.

e Grid Casting
Lead alloy ingots are melted in a gas-fired lead furnace at approximately 700 degrees F. The

furnace is often equipped with a hood to vent the fumes to an emission control device. The
molten lead flows into molds that form the battery grids. They are then ejected, trimmed, and
stacked.

e Lead Oxide Production and Paste Mixing

The paste mixing is conducted in a batch-type process to make paste for application to the
grids. A mixture of lead oxide powder, water, sulfuric acid, and an organic expander (generally
mixture of barium sulfate, carbon black, and organic fibers) are added to the mixer, depending
on whether the paste batch is for positive or negative plates. The mixture is blended to form a
stiff paste. A duct system vents the exhaust gases from the mixer and loading station to an
emission control device.

e Grid Pasting
Pasting machines force the lead sulfate paste into the interstices of the grid structure (the grids

are called plates after the paste has been applied). The freshly pasted plates are transported
through a temperature-controlled heated tunnel, where the surface water is removed. The floor
area around pasting operations must be kept clean of paste, however, since this is a potential
source of fugitive dust. After the plates are cured for up to 72 hours, they are sent to the
assembly operations where they are stacked in an alternative positive and negative block
formation.

e Lead Burning
Leads are welded to the tabs of each positive plate and each negative plate, fastening the

assembly (element) together. An alternative to this operation is the “cast-on-strap” process,
where molten lead is poured around and between the plate tabs to form the connection. Then
a positive and a negative tab are independently welded to the element. The completed elements
can go to either the wet or dry assembly lines.

e Battery Assembly

In the wet battery line, elements are placed in battery cases made of durable plastic or hard
rubber. Covers are sealed to the cases, and the batteries are filled with diluted sulfuric acid
and made ready for formation. For dry batteries, elements are formed prior to being placed in
a sealed case.
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e Formation

The inactive lead oxide-sulfate paste is chemically converted into an active electrode. Lead
oxide in the positive plates is oxidized to lead peroxide; in the negative plates, it is reduced to
metallic lead. This is accompanied by placing the unformed plates in a diluted sulfuric acid
solution and connecting the positive plates to the positive pole of a direct current (D.C.) source
and the negative plates to the negative pole of a D.C. source.

e Lead Recovery

Defective parts are either reclaimed at the battery plant or sent to a secondary lead melter for
recycling. Pot-type furnaces are generally used for reclaiming scrap lead at the battery
manufacturing plants. Emissions generally are visible only when oily scrap or floor sweepings
are charged.

Emissions and Control

Lead and other PM are generated in several operations within storage battery production. Fabric
filtration in baghouses is generally used as part of the process control (i.e., product recovery
equipment) and to collect particulate emissions from lead oxide mills. Fabric filters have become
an accepted method for controlling emissions from grid casting and lead reclamation. Specifically,
cartridge collectors and high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters can be used in grid casting,
paste mixing, lead oxide manufacturing, the three-process operation, or lead reclamation. Cyclone
mechanical collectors often precede fabric filters.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The following is a summary of the PR 1420.2 — Emission Standards for Melting Facilities. A copy
of PR 1420.2 with the specific details of the rule language can be found in Appendix A. Since the
June version of PR1420.2, SCAQMD staff has been working with stakeholders and has revised
some of the provisions. The approach and core provisions requiring ambient monitoring of lead,
the ambient lead concentration limits, lead point source requirements, requirements for operating
within an enclosure, housekeeping and maintenance, and requirements for a compliance plan if
certain thresholds are exceeded have not changed. In general, the revisions provided clarifications,
provided other compliance options, or reduced the frequency of implementing specific provisions.
As discussed in Chapter 2, modifications to the proposed rule will not increase or create any new
environmental impacts and in areas where the frequency of implementing certain housekeeping
measures is allowed, will lessen certain environmental impacts.

Applicability

PR 1420.2 applies to metal melting facilities in the SCAQMD that melt 100 tons or more of lead
annually. Based on SCAQMD staff analysis of compliance and permitting data (including AER,
permit files, available source tests, and available ambient air monitoring data), there are currently
13 facilities in the Basin that meet the applicability of the proposed rule. These facilities represent
high lead emissions from the stationary source category of reported lead emissions in the Basin
and include facilities such as scrap recyclers, iron and steel mini-mills, aerospace, and lead-acid
battery manufacturers. Additionally, as discussed in Chapter 1, data from SCAQMD monitors at
two metal melting facilities have shown the potential for this source category to exceed the
NAAQS lead limit of 0.15 pug/m? averaged over a rolling 3-month period. A minimum process
limit of 100 tons of lead melted a year was set as the threshold for rule applicability because a
facility melting a little over this amount resulted in high ambient air lead concentrations at the
fence line. PR 1420.2 is more stringent than Rule 1420, therefore facilities that are subject to PR
1420.2 would be exempt from Rule 1420 requirements.

Definitions

PR 1420.2 includes definitions of the following terms used in the proposed rule. Please refer to
subdivision (c) [Definitions] of PR 1420.2 for the definitions:

=  Ambient Air

= (Casting

= Duct Section

= Dust Suppressant

= Emission Collection System

= Emission Control Device

= Fugitive Lead-Dust

= Furnace
= Furnace, Refining, or Casting Area
= Lead

= Leeward Wall

= Maintenance Activity

= Measurable Precipitation
=  Metal

= Metal Melting Facility

= Partial Enclosure

= Point Source
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= Process
. -

= Slag

=  Smelting

= Smelting Furnace
= Total Enclosure
=  Windward Wall

Requirements

Subdivisions (d) through (1) of PR 1420.2 establish key “core” requirements including ambient air
lead concentration limits, ambient air monitoring and sampling, point source emissions controls,
total enclosures, housekeeping measures, maintenance activity requirements, source testing,
recordkeeping, and reporting. Requirements for submitting and implementing a Compliance Plan
are specified in subdivision (m) [Compliance Plan] and subdivision (0) [Exemptions] includes
exemptions.

Subdivision (d) — Ambient Air Lead Concentration Limit

Upon adoption of PR 1420.2_until March 31, 2018, metal melting facilities with an approved
ambient air monitoring plan will be required to meet an ambient air lead concentration limit of
0.150 pg/m?® averaged over any 30 consecutive days. For metal melting facilities that install a rule-
required ambient air lead monitor after adoption of Rule 1420.2, the ambient lead concentration
limit of 0.150 pg/m?® averaged over any 30 consecutive days must be met beginning 90 days from
the date the ambient air monitoring plan is approved. The 90 days provides a 30-day time period
after the ambient monitors are required to be installed before the 0.150 pug/m?® lead concentration
limit is effective.

On and after January-April 1, 2018, metal melting facilities subject to PR 1420.2 will not be
allowed to discharge into the atmosphere emissions which contribute to ambient air concentrations
of lead that exceed 0.100 pg/m? averaged over any 30 consecutive days. Measurements recorded
at any rule-required ambient air lead monitor, including any District-installed monitor, must meet
the rule limit.

The objective of the proposed requirement is to be protective of public health by limiting the lead
concentration in the ambient air. By limiting the ambient air lead concentration to 0.100 pg/m? by
2018, it will further reduce the accumulation of lead dust and reduce lead exposure from metal
melting facilities to the surrounding community. In the most recent EPA review of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Lead®, EPA decided to retain the current standard. However,
lowering the ambient air lead concentration is consistent with studies that U.S. EPA reviewed
indicating that lower ambient air lead concentrations would result in fewer impacts to children.
According to U.S. EPA, the assessment of the currently available studies continues to recognize a
non-linear relationship between blood lead and effects on cognitive function, with a greater
incremental effect (greater slope) at lower relative to higher blood lead levels.?2 Chronic health
effects include increased risk of cancer, nervous and reproductive system disorders, neurological

LEPA Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Lead; http://www.epa.gov/airquality/lead/actions.html#dec2014
2 U.S. EPA’s “Policy Assessment for the Review of the Lead National Ambient Air Quality Standards,”
Environmental Protection Agency, May 2014
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and respiratory damage, cognitive and behavioral changes, and hypertension. In addition, young
children accumulate lead more readily than adults and they are more vulnerable to certain
biological effects of lead including learning disabilities, behavioral problems, and deficits in 1Q.

Subdivision (e) — Ambient Air Monitoring and Sampling Requirements
PR 1420.2 facilities will be required to collect and analyze ambient air lead samples to determine
compliance with the ambient air quality lead concentration limits of the rule. This subdivision
provides the requirements for submittal of an ambient air monitoring plan, which includes the
number of monitors, placement of monitors, and installation of monitors.

PR 1420.2 requires that 24-hour lead samples be collected and requires that samples be collected
midnight-to-midnight at all sites, but does allow for a different sampling schedule based on
approval of the Executive Officer. Refer to PR 1420.2 for more details. Facilities will also be
required to continuously monitor wind speed and direction for the ambient air quality monitoring
system at all times to supplement data analysis of samples collected. Only personnel approved by
the Executive Officer will be allowed to conduct ambient air quality monitoring, and sampling
equipment shall be operated and maintained in accordance with U.S. EPA-referenced methods._A
provision was added to PR 1420.2 which provides a process where an operator can submit
information to the Executive Officer when there operator has information that an alleged source is
the primary cause of an exceedance.

Cleaning activities, such as wet washing and misting, that result in damage or biases to samples
collected, will not be allowed within 10 meters of any sampling site required by the rule.
Additionally, ambient air quality monitoring systems that are required to conduct daily samples
will be required to be equipped with a backup, uninterruptible power supply sufficient to power
monitors for use during a power outage. This requirement will not be required during the first year
of monitoring. Any existing ambient air monitoring network currently in use for Rule 1420 can
be used for compliance with PR 1420.2 so long as all rule requirements for sampling and
monitoring have been met.

Subdivision (f) — Point Source Emission Controls
Point sources are defined by the proposed rule as any process, equipment, or total enclosure used
at a melting facility whose emissions pass through a stack or vent designed to direct or control its
release into the ambient air. All lead emissions from lead point sources are required to be vented
to a lead control device. Proposed requirements for lead point source emission controls will be
effective beginning March 1, 2016.

PR 1420.2 requires that lead point source emission controls meet a minimum lead reduction
efficiency of 99 percent. The 99 percent lead reduction efficiency is more stringent than the 98
percent lead reduction efficiency requirement of Rule 1420. Upon review of SCAQMD-approved
source tests of lead point sources, SCAQMD staff determined that the more stringent 99 percent
lead reduction efficiency for this source category was achievable with controls available today.

PR 1420.2 previously allowsed the owner or operator of a lead melting facility, after an initial lead
reduction efficiency testing, -to demonstrate that lead point source emission rate is less than 0.080
pounds per hour in lieu of demonstrating the 99 percent lead reduction efficiency after the first
year of implementation. PR 1420.2 has since been modified to still allow a facility, after initial
lead reduction efficiency testing, to test the mass lead outlet emission rate. However instead of
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establishing a specific emission rate of 0.080 pounds per hour, the operator would use the total
mass lead outlet emission rate requisite to achieve 99% control efficiency (as calculated using the
most recent District-approved source test conducted at the inlet and outlet of the lead emission
control device) to determine compliance with the 99% control efficiency requirement. In addition,
a provision was added that will allow a facility, even during initial testing to demonstrate an outlet

mass lead emlssmn rate less than 0 0003 pounds per hour The 0.080 pounds per hour is

All filters and filter bags used in any lead control device are required to be rated by the
manufacturer to achieve a minimum of 99.97% capture efficiency for 0.3 micron particles, or made
of polytetrafluoroethylene membrane material. Any other material that is equally or more effective
for the control of lead emissions may be used if approved by the Executive Officer.

Subdivision (g) — Total Enclosures
No later than March 1, 2016, the specified areas below will be required to be located within a total
enclosure. The areas may be enclosed individually or in groups. The intent of this requirement is
to minimize fugitive lead-dust emissions generated in processing areas, specifically:
= Furnace, refining, or casting areas; and
= Lead oxide production areas.

Cross-draft conditions of a total enclosure that decrease the efficacy of the emission collection
system for any lead point emission source shall be minimized by closing any openings including,
but not limited to, vents, windows, passages, doorways, bay doors, and roll-ups during metal
melting operations._The proposed rule allows a facility to close openings when not in use, use
automatic roll-up doors, vestibules, and plastic strip curtains to meet this requirement.

Total enclosures around the above mentioned areas with negative air pressure will be required for
facilities with a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) approved by SCAQMD after January 1, 2015 that
exceeds the action risk level specified in Rule 1402 or if the ambient air monitors indicate a
concentration of more than 0.120 pg/m3 averaged over any 30 consecutive days.

Subdivision (h) — Housekeeping Requirements
The following housekeeping requirements are proposed to minimize fugitive lead-dust emissions.
All requirements will be effective within 30 days of rule adoption with the exception of the
requirement to pave, concrete, asphalt, or otherwise stabilize all facility grounds, which will be
effective 180 days after rule adoption.

e Clean by wet wash or clean by vacuum particles in a manner that does not generate fugitive
lead-dust, the following areas at the specified frequencies, unless located within a total
enclosure vented to a lead emission control device. Days with measurable precipitation in
the following areas occurring within the timeframe of a required cleaning frequency may
be counted as a cleaning.
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o Quarterly cleanings, no more than 3 months apart, of roof tops on structures < 45
feet in height that house areas that are associated with the storage, handling or
processing of lead-containing materials, excluding areas associated with the storage
of raw, unprocessed lead-containing material that does not generate fugitive lead-
dust;

o Semi-annual cleanings, no more than 6 calendar months apart, of roof tops on
structures > 45 feet in height that house areas associated with the storage, handling
or processing of lead-containing materials, excluding areas associated with the
storage of raw, unprocessed lead-containing material that does not generate fugitive
lead-dust;

o Weekly cleanings of all areas where lead-containing wastes generated from
housekeeping activities are stored, disposed of, recovered or recycled; and

o Initiate immediate cleaning, no later than one hour after any maintenance activity
or event including, but not limited to, accidents, process upsets, or equipment
malfunction, that causes deposition of fugitive lead-dust onto specified areas in the
rule. If the facility can demonstrate that delays were due to unreasonable risks to
safety posed by each cleaning or inability to reasonably obtain equipment required
to implement this requirement, immediate cleanings of rooftops shall be completed
within 72 hours.

Paving, concreting, asphalting all facility grounds, or use of dust suppressants, for the
purpose of providing a surface that accommodates ease of cleaning._A provision has been
added that facility grounds that cannot be paved or otherwise stabilized with dust
suppressants due to requirements to comply with city or other municipal permits or
ordinances, requirements of the State Water Control Board, or any other state or federal
agency requirement are not required to pave those areas.

Removal of weather caps on any stack that is a lead emissions source.

Storage of all materials capable of generating any amount of fugitive lead-dust in sealed,
leak-proof containers, unless located within a total enclosure. Examples of materials
include slag, spent filters used in lead control devices, and lead-containing waste generated
from housekeeping requirements._ A provision has been added that allows use of dust
suppressants as approved by the Executive Officer.

Transport of all materials capable of generating any amount of fugitive lead-dust emissions
within closed conveyor systems or in sealed, leak-proof containers, unless conducted
within a total enclosure. This requirement is not applicable to the transport of high
temperature material where implementation of the specified control requirements are
infeasible._A provision has been added that allows use of dust suppressants as approved
by the Executive Officer.

Facility grounds cleaning using onsite wet scrubbers or mobile vacuum sweepers or
vacuums equipped with a filter(s) rated by the manufacturer to achieve a 99.97% capture
efficiency for 0.3 micron particles. Facilities will be required to wet scrub or vacuum
sweep all facility areas subject to vehicle and foot traffic with a wet scrubber or vacuum or
an onsite mobile vacuum sweeper that complies with District Rule 1186. Wet scrubbing
or Mvacuum sweeping will be required at least once per operating shift, when lead
processing is occurring.

Post signs at all entrances and truck loading and unloading areas indicating a speed limit
of 5 miles per hour on any roadway located within 75 feet of the perimeter of a total
enclosure and 15 miles per hour or less on any roadway located at more than 75 feet from
the perimeter of a total enclosure.
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e For each of the housekeeping measures identified above, the proposed rule allows an
alternative housekeeping measure be used provided the owner or operator demonstrates
and receives written approval from the Executive Officer.

Additionally, any accidents, mishaps and/or process upsets occurring in the aforementioned areas
that result in the deposition of lead-containing material or dust shall be vacuum swept immediately,
no later than one hour after occurrence. Further, sweeping will not be required on any day where
the onsite measured rain amount is greater than 0.01 inches in any 24-hour calendar day. Facilities
may use locally recorded and reported measured rain amounts. In addition, a provision has been
added to PR 1420.2 which will allow an operator to submit an alternative housekeeping
requirement provided it meets the same objective and efficiency as the measure it is replacing (as
described in Appendix 3 of PR 1420.2).

Subdivision (i) — Maintenance Activity Requirements
The maintenance activity requirements of PR 1420.2 are effective upon rule adoption. For
purposes of the proposed rule, maintenance activity is defined as any of the following activities
conducted outside of a total enclosure that generates fugitive lead-dust:

e Building construction, demolition, or the altering of a building or permanent structure, or
the removal of one or more of its components that generates fugitive lead-dust;

e Replacement or repair of refractory, filter bags, or any internal or external part of
equipment used to process, handle, or control lead-containing materials;

e Replacement of any duct section used to convey lead-containing exhaust;

e Metal cutting or welding that penetrates the metal structure of any equipment used to
process lead-containing material, and its associated components, such that lead dust within
the internal structure or its components can become fugitive lead-dust;

e Resurfacing, repair, or removal of ground, pavement, concrete, or asphalt; or

e Soil disturbances, including but not limited to, soil sampling, soil remediation, or activities
where soil is moved, removed, and/or stored.

The owner or operator of a metal melting facility will be required to conduct any maintenance
activity that is not done in a total enclosure, inside a temporary negative air containment enclosure
that is vented to a permitted negative air machine equipped with a filter(s) rated by the
manufacturer to achieve a 99.97% capture efficiency for 0.3 micron particles. The negative air
containment shall enclose all affected areas where the potential for fugitive lead-dust generation
exists. If the maintenance activity cannot be conducted in a negative air containment enclosure
due to physical constraints, limited accessibility, or safety issues when constructing or operating
the enclosure, the facility will be required to conduct the activity under the following conditions:

e Ina partial enclosure, barring conditions posing physical constraints, limited accessibility,
or safety issues;

e Using wet suppression or a vacuum equipped with a filter(s) rated by the manufacturer to
achieve a 99.97% capture efficiency for 0.3 micron particles, at locations where the
potential to generate fugitive lead-dust exists prior to conducting and upon completion of
the maintenance activity. Wet suppression or vacuuming will also be required during the
maintenance activity barring safety issues;

e While collecting 24-hour samples at monitors for every day that maintenance activity is
occurring notwithstanding paragraphs (€)(2) through (e)(5) of the rule. For unplanned
maintenance activity, if sampling is not being conducted on the day the incident occurs,
sample collection shall begin at midnight at the end of the day on which the incident occurs;
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e Maintenance activity conducted outside a negative enclosure must stop immediately if
instantaneous wind speeds are 20 miles per hour or greater. Maintenance work may be
continued if it is necessary to prevent the release of lead emissions;

e All concrete or asphalt cutting or drilling performed outside of a total enclosure shall be
performed under 100% wet conditions; and

e Grading of soil shall only be performed on soils sufficiently wet to prevent fugitive dust.

All lead-contaminated equipment and materials used for any maintenance activity requires
immediate storage or cleaning after completion of work, by wet wash or a vacuum equipped with
a filter(s) rated by the manufacturer to achieve a 99.97% capture efficiency for 0.3 micron particles.
Storage and cleaning must be done in a manner that does not generate fugitive lead-dust.

Subdivision (j) — Source Tests
The proposed rule will require annual source tests for all lead control devices in order to
demonstrate compliance with the lead control reduction efficient for any lead point source
emission control of 99%. Initial source tests for new and modified lead control devices with an
initial start-up date on or after the adoption date of the proposed rule will be required within 60
days of initial start-up. EXxisting lead control devices in operation before the adoption date of the
rule will require a source test no later than six months after adoption of the rule. An existing source
test, for existing lead control devices, conducted on or after January 1, 2014 may be used as the
initial source test as long as the test:
Is the most recent conducted since January 1, 2014;
Demonstrated compliance with the applicable control standard;
Is representative of the method to control emissions currently in use; and
Was conducted using applicable and approved test methods.

The rule lists the following applicable test methods:
e SCAQMD Method 12.1;
e ARB Methods 12 and 436; and
e EPA Method 12.

Use of an alternative or equivalent test method will be allowed as long as it is approved in writing
by the Executive Officer, in addition to the California Air Resources Board, or the U.S. EPA, as
applicable. Facilities will be required to submit a pre-test protocol to the Executive Officer at least
60 calendar days prior to conducting the source test. Notification to the Executive Officer in
writing shall also be required one week prior to conducting the source test.

The proposed rule provides an incentive for lead control devices that demonstrate low lead
emission rate source test results. If an annual source test to demonstrate compliance with the lead
point source emission standards of subdivision (f) demonstrates a 99% or greater reduction of lead
emissions, and total facility mass lead emissions of less than 0.020 pounds per hour, then the next
test for all lead point sources can be performed no later than 24 months after the date of the most
recent test.

Subdivision (k) — Recordkeeping
PR 1420.2 will require records indicating amounts of lead-containing material melted at the
facilities to be maintained by the facility. Examples of records include purchase records, usage
records, results of lead content analysis, or other SCAQMD-approved verification to indicate
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melting amounts. Records for all rule-required housekeeping, maintenance activity, ambient air
lead monitoring, and lead control device inspection and maintenance must also be maintained. All
records shall be maintained for five years and maintained onsite for at least two years.

Subdivision () — Ambient Air Monitoring Reports

Under the proposed rule, facilities will be required to submit reports for monthly ambient air
monitoring results for lead and wind data measured at each sampling location on a monthly basis.
Beginning no later than 30 days after receiving Executive Officer approval of a Lead Ambient Air
Monitoring and Sampling Plan, reports must be submitted by the 15" of each month for the
preceding month, and must include the results of individual 24-hour samples and 30-day averages
for each day within the reporting period. Facilities that are conducting ambient air monitoring and
sampling already approved by the Executive Officer and that meets the requirements in paragraph
(e)(3), shall begin reporting no later than 30 days after rule adoption. In addition, any exceedance
of the ambient air quality concentration shall be reported to the Executive Officer (1-800-CUT-
SMOG) within 24 hours of receipt of completed sample analysis, followed by a written report to
the Executive Officer no later than three business days after the notification.

Subdivision (m) — Compliance Plan
Compliance with PR 1420.2 is primarily based on an ambient air concentration of lead at fence
line monitors. The proposed rule is designed to control lead point source emissions and fugitive
lead-dust emissions to achieve the ambient air concentration limits. Under PR 1420.2, an owner
or operator of a metal melting facility is required to submit a Compliance Plan if one or more of
the following occurs:
e the point source emission rate for all lead sources is greater than 0.080 pound per hour on
and after July 1, 2016; or
e the ambient air lead concentration is greater than 0.120 pg/m® averaged over 30
consecutive days on and after July 1, 2016; or
e the ambient lead concentration is greater than 0.100 pg/m?® averaged over 30 consecutive

days on and after January-April 1, 2018.

The purpose of this provision is to address any facilities that still may have difficulty demonstrating
compliance with the ambient air lead concentration limit even after implementation of PR 1420.2
core requirements. The Compliance Plan will identify additional measures to be implemented and
at a minimum, each Compliance Plan submittal shall include:

o A comprehensive-list of additional short-term and long-term lead emission reduction
measures to be implemented to address any reasonably foreseeable exceedance and to
ensure compliance with the applicable ambient lead concentration limitin-the-event-that
Additional lead emission reduction measures should address the areas where there are
sources that contributed to an ambient lead concentration greater than 0.070 ug/m* and
should address the following areas as applicable:must-reludebut-are-rot-limited-to:

o Increased frequency of housekeeping measures such are more frequent sweeping,
roof washing, etc.;

o More stringent housekeeping measures, such as installation and maintenance of
vehicle wet wash areas, additional areas for cleaning;

o Total enclosures with negative air pursuant to the requirements in Appendix A of
PR 1420.2;
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o Modification to lead point source control devices, including but not limited to
process and/or operational changes, and enhanced maintenance of lead point
source control devices to increase the capture and/or control efficiency;

o Installation of multi-stage lead emission control devices , including but not limited
to devices that use filter media other than a filter bag(s), such as HEPA and
cartridge-type filters rated by the manufacturer to achieve a minimum of 99.97%
control efficiency for 0.3 micron particles;

o Process changes including reduced throughput limits;

o Conditional curtailments including, at a minimum, information specifying the
curtailed processes, process amounts, and length of curtailment; and

o ldentification of lead reduction measures to be implemented relative to increasing
ranges of exceedance levels of the ambient air concentration limit. The owner or
operator is required to identify initial measures necessary to achieve the ambient
air lead concentration of 0.100 pg/m? averaged over any 30 consecutive days as
well as additional measures to be implemented in the event that subsequent
exceedences of the 0.100 pg/m®averaged over any 30 consecutive days.

It should be noted that altheugh-the-owner-or—operator-is—required—to-identify—al the control

measures listed above in the Compliance Plan, #will rotalways-be-the-case-where-a-facHity-would
berequired-to_be implemented only if the facility exceeds the triggers for implementing the

comphance plan and it would onlv mclude those measures needed to address the exceedance aH

tetal—faemty—mass—emtssten—tate—e*eeedanee The owner or operator shaII |mplement measures

based on the schedule in the approved Compliance Plan if lead emissions discharged from the
facility contribute to ambient air concentrations of lead to exceed:
e 0.150 ng/m® averaged over any 30 consecutive days on or after January 1, 2017, measured
at any monitor pursuant to subdivision (e) or at any District-installed monitor; or
e Three exceedances of 0.100 ug/m® averaged over any 30 consecutive days over a rolling

24-month period on or after Janruary-April 1, 2018, measured at any monitor pursuant to
subdivision (e) or at any District-installed monitor.

Under Proposed Rule 1420.2, the owner or operator is required to specify the implementation
schedule and categorize the measures based on the source and prioritizeation-of each lead emission
reduction measure based on how qwcklv the measure can be |mplemented As—speemed—m

may be a need |f there are subsequent exceedances of the amblent air concentration I|m|ts to
implement lead emission reduction measures prior to the completion of implementation of initial
measures. If there is information that implementation of initial measures will not ensure that a
subsequent exceedance of the applicable ambient concentration limit e£0-100-ne/m® averaged-over
any-30-conseeutive-days-will not occur, the Executive Officer may require that lead emission
reduction measures be implemented prior to completion of implementation of initial measure(s).

In specific situations where the total facility lead point source emission rate, as determined through
a source test, is greater than 0.080 pound per hour, measures to reduce lead point source emissions
must be implemented first. Please refer to subdivision (m) [Compliance Plan] for more details
regarding the implementation schedule for lead reduction measures, updating a Compliance Plan,
and other requirements.
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Subdivision (n) — Visible Emissions
Under PR 1420.2, facilities are not to discharge into the atmosphere fugitive lead-dust emissions
that exceed Ringlemann 0.5, or 10 percent opacity, for more than three minutes aggregate in any
60-minute period. This is a current requirement of Rule 1420 and is being required in PR 1420.2
since facilities subject to PR 1420.2 will be exempt from Rule 1420.

Subdivision (Ro) — Exemptions
PR 1420.2 provides exemptions to the ambient air monitoring requirements if the following are
met and the Executive Officer approves an air monitoring exemption plan containing the
following:

e Air dispersion modeling analysis that demonstrates an operational ambient air lead
concentration of < 0.070 pg/m? averaged over 30 consecutive days.

e One (1) year of ambient air monitoring data without a single day exceeding an ambient air
lead concentration of 0.070 pg/m? averaged over 30 consecutive days. This demonstration
period is only applicable to the first year of operating a District-approved ambient air
monitoring and sampling network that complies with subdivision (e) [Ambient Air
Monitoring Requirements].

e The facility’s most recent source tests approved by the District demonstrate a total facility
mass lead emission rate from all lead point sources of less than 0.040 pounds per hour.

Any violation of the ambient air lead concentration limits required by subdivision (d) [Ambient
Air Lead Concentration Limit] or any lead throughput increase of five (5) percent or more above
recent source test levels conducted pursuant to subdivision (k) [Recordkeeping] shall result in
revocation of the air monitoring relief plan. Upon revocation of the air monitoring relief plan, the
owner or operator of a metal melting facility shall comply with the requirements of subdivision (e)
[Ambient Air Monitoring Requirements] no later than 180 days after revocation of the air
monitoring relief plan.

Paragraph (ro)(2) of PR 1420.2 exempts-relives facilities with any lead point source that has an
uncontrolled emission rate of 0.005 pound per hour from subdivision (f) [Lead Point Source
Emission Controls] provided a source test pursuant to subdivision (j) is conducted for the lead
point source at least once every 24 months.

Paragraph (ro)(3) exempts facilities from PR 1420.2 that reduce their lead melting amounts to less
than 50 tons per year based on lead melting limits specified in a facility permit condition. Further,
paragraph (n)(4) exempts any metal melting facility subject to the PR 1420.2 from the
requirements of Rule 1420. PR 1420.2 is more stringent that the requirements of Rule 1420 and
effectively supersedes the requirements set forth in Rule 1420.

Appendix 1 — Total Enclosures with Negative Air (Conditional Requirement)
Appendix 1 to the rule specifies the requirements for total enclosures with negative air that are
required to be included in the Compliance Plan. As specified in Appendix A of PR 1420.2, areas
with a total ground surface area of 10,000 square feet or more require a minimum of three digital
differential pressure monitors: one at the leeward wall of the total enclosure, one at the windward
wall, and one at an exterior wall that connects the leeward and windward wall at a location defined
by the intersection of a perpendicular line between this wall and a straight line between the other
two monitors in order to account for shifts in draft direction throughout the enclosure. Each total
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enclosure is required to be maintained at a negative pressure of at least 0.02 mm of Hg (0.011
inches H.O)_averaged over any 15 minutes and an in-draft velocity of at least 360-200 feet per
minute at any opening such as vents, windows, passages, doorways, bay doors, and roll-ups. For
smaller enclosures, at least one differential pressure monitor, continuously measuring the negative
pressure of the total enclosure, is required to be installed on the leeward wall.

Digital differential pressure monitors must be capable of measuring and displaying negative
pressure in the range of 0.01 to 0.2 mm Hg (0.005 to 0.11 inches H>O) with a minimum increment
of measurement of plus or minus 0.001 mm Hg (0.0005 inches H20). Digital differential pressure
monitoring systems will also need to be equipped with a continuous strip chart recorder or
electronic recorder approved by the Executive Officer. If the facility elects to use an electronic
recorder, the recorder will need to be capable of writing data on a medium that is secure and
tamper-proof. The recorded data needs to be readily accessible upon request by the Executive
Officer. If software is required to access the recorded data that is not readily available to the
Executive Officer, a copy of the software, and all subsequent revisions, shall be provided to the
Executive Officer at no cost. If a device is needed to retrieve and provide a copy of such recorded
data, the device must be maintained and operated at the facility.

Digital differential pressure monitoring systems shall be calibrated in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications at least once every 12 calendar months, or more frequently, if
recommended by the manufacturer, and equipped with a backup, uninterruptible power supply to
ensure continuous operation of the monitoring system during a power outage.

Appendix 2 — Periodic Smoke Test
Appendix 2 to the rule specifies the requirements for facilities to conduct periodic smoke tests in
order to demonstrate that all lead emissions are being vented to the emission collection system for
any lead control device subject to the rule. The periodic smoke test requirement of PR 1420.2 will
not be required if performing such test presents an unreasonable risk to safety.

Appendix 3 —Obijectives of Housekeeping Requirements Set-Forth in Paragraph (h)
Appendix 3 to the rule lists the objectives and effectiveness of the housekeeping measures in
Subdivision (h), which will be used by an operator when submitting an alternative housekeeping
requirement to ensure that it meets the same objective and efficiency as the measure it is replacing.
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Emissions Control Technologies

Existing Controls

The facilities subject to PR 1420.2 are metal melting operations where lead-containing scrap or
ingots are processed to recover desired metals or produce lead-containing products. The process
generally involves the sorting, charging, melting, casting, and refining of lead-containing
materials. Lead, arsenic and other toxic or criteria pollutant emissions are vented directly to air
pollution control equipment, captured in building enclosures vented to air pollution control
equipment, or are fugitive emissions that do not get captured by air pollution control equipment
and come into contact with ambient air.

All of these existing facilities use baghouses or filter systems to control lead emissions from
process operations and building enclosures. Since all facilities that would be subject to the
proposed rule already have control devices constructed capable of meeting the point source
pollution control requirements in the rule, it is assumed that facilities may install additional control
devices in series as part of the compliance plan, should one be triggered. These devices include
high efficiency particulate arrestors, cyclones, and scrubbers. In the proposed rule, it is anticipated
that the facilities will have to make improvements to their housekeeping procedures to comply
with the proposed ambient concentration limit of 0.100 ug/m? in 2018.

Compliance with PR 1420.2

To meet the ambient lead concentration, point source limits and compliance plan requirements of
PR 1420.2, the-some facilities will be required to increase housekeeping requirements.are-expected
to-further-controHead-emissions._Since PR1420.2 is requlating sources that are already regulated
under Rule 1420, it is not expected that additional point source controls will be needed since Rule
1420 established a control efficiency requirement of 99 percent for particulate matter and 98
percent for lead. The following discusses the control equipment currently in place or that could
potentially be installed, if needed through a Compliance Plan or it is found that a facility is
currently not meeting the control efficiency specified in PR1420.2.—te—assistin—achieving
comphiance—with—thepropesed-lowertimits: However—tThe control of fugitive lead dust is

anticipated to be the primary method to comply with the new ambient lead concentration limits.

Emissions at the facilities are generally categorized as either point source emissions or fugitive
emissions. Point source emissions are those emissions that are vented to a stack where the stack
can be from a specific piece of equipment such as a furnace or building. Fugitive emissions are
emissions that are not contained and/or not captured in air pollution control device and are released
to the ambient air. Fugitive emissions can settle on surfaces such as roof tops and ground surfaces
and can be re-entrained in the ambient air.

Fugitive emissions can accumulate in and around process areas, from point sources, raw material
storage areas, on roof tops, and during maintenance operations to name a few. There are a variety
of housekeeping and containment strategies that can be implemented to minimize fugitive
emissions.

If the compliance plan is triggered, it is assumed that facilities will first enhance the housekeeping
and maintenance provisions already in place by increasing the frequency of those activities, before
optingto-installing additional pollution control equipment.
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Point Source Control Strateqies for Lead

The following describes lead point source control strategies. As with any type of control device,
maintenance and proper operation of the control device are important to ensure the control device
can achieve its maximum control efficiency. The following provides a description of baghouses
and filter controls, and high efficiency particulate arrestors (HEPA). Use of multistage point
source controls such as use of baghouse filters and HEPA filters can improve the capture efficiency
and provide additional protection. Although wet scrubbers and electrostatic precipitators might
also be used, based on a review of the facilities, it is assumed that these facilities would likely use
multistage baghouses and filters as their air pollution control equipment due to the lower
operational costs. Lead emissions from lead processes discussed in the previous section would be
vented to one or more lead control devices listed below:

Point source emissions from the processes discussed in the previous section can be vented to one
or more emission control devices listed below. In general for lead particulate controls, a series of
filter media and/or scrubbers can be used to control lead emissions. It is imperative that the control
of emissions, including the routing of these emissions to the appropriate emission control device,
is designed, maintained, and operated properly in order to achieve the intended level of control
described herein.

Baghouses and Filters

Baghouses operate by collecting particles on a fabric filter. Typically, they consist of fabric bags
of tubular or envelope shapes. As an air stream flows through the bags, small particles are initially
captured and retained on the fabric filter by one or a combination of the following collection
mechanisms: impaction, direct interception, diffusion, electrostatic attraction, and gravitational
settling. Once dust has accumulated on the walls of the bags, the “dust mat” acts as a sleeve to
further increase particulate matter capture. PR 1420.2 requires that filter bags be
polytetrafluoroethylene or materials that are equally as effective for control of particulate
emissions.

Baghouses are commonly used in metal melting operations. They have one of the highest control
efficiencies for particulate emissions, and the captured particulate can be recycled to recover metal.
Operating parameters of melting operations, such as exhaust stream temperature, gas stream
velocity, and particulate chemical properties must be taken into account when designing the
baghouse.

Daily maintenance and monitoring of the baghouse is necessary to ensure that it continuously
meets the required standard of efficiency. Gas volume, temperature, pressure drop, and dust load
are monitored continuously or intermittently. Baghouse shaking and sending pulses of air
backwards through the bags is done at specific intervals, or when the bags are overloaded, to
remove the captured particulate matter from the bags and drop it into a hopper below the bags.

Baghouse and filter technology combined can achieve overall particulate matter efficiencies. A
well designed baghouse can control 99 percent of lead particulate emissions. Gases and vapors
are not controlled by baghouses.

Arrays of filters are also used to collect particulate matter. They can be used after the bags in a
baghouse to further reduce emissions or can be used alone as in a spray booth. Filters are often
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used in combination with a prefilter which is replaced on a regular basis allowing the bank of filter
cartridges to last longer.

Used in conjunction with a prefilter, high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters can trap
particles as small as 0.3 pm at an efficiency of 99.97 percent or greater. Like cartridge filters,
HEPA filter elements use a pleated design. HEPA filters are generally limited to ambient
temperature (100 degrees Fahrenheit), though special applications for higher temperatures are
available. Unlike bags or cartridge filters, HEPA filters are not automatically cleaned. When a
HEPA filter element becomes loaded with particulate matter, the element is replaced and disposed
of as hazardous waste. Filters can be applied to controls such as baghouses to reduce emissions
from lower temperature exhaust streams and fugitive dust emissions collected within total
enclosures. They can also be utilized in negative air equipment or vacuums used to conduct
housekeeping activities throughout the facility. Proposed Rule 1420.2 requires filter media
including HEPA and cartridge-type filters to be rated by the manufacturer to achieve a minimum
of 99.97 percent controlled efficiency for 0.3 micron particles.

Ambient Source Control Strategies for Lead

Fugitive Lead-Dust Control

Fugitive dust at lead metal melting facilities can be a major source of lead emissions. Fugitive
lead dust can accumulate in and around process areas near lead point sources, on roof tops in and
around a facility, and near maintenance operations. There are a variety of housekeeping and
containment strategies that can be implemented to minimize fugitive lead dust. Housekeeping
activities must be implemented frequently and properly to ensure they are effective. The concept
behind many of these strategies is to either contain or remove lead dust so it cannot become
airborne. Housekeeping practices specifying adequate frequencies and locations for all cleanings
to be performed are also critical in the effectiveness to control fugitive lead-dust emissions. The
following summarizes some potential fugitive lead dust control strategies:

e Pave roadways subject to vehicular and foot traffic;

e Clean paved areas through vacuuming, vacuum sweepers, and use of wet suppression;

e Wet wash or vacuum areas where lead particulate can accumulate such as roof tops and
areas where lead-containing wastes are stored or disposed of;

e Clean (i.e. sweeping, vacuuming, dusting) areas where lead dust may accumulate due to
accidents, process upsets or equipment malfunctions;

e Store and transport all materials capable of generating any amount of fugitive lead-dust in
sealed, leak-proof containers, or stabilize using dust suppressants approved by the
Executive Officer; and

e Use enclosures or containment areas during maintenance activities and storage of lead-
containing materials.
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse
environmental impacts. This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse environmental
impacts that may be created by the proposed project.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Project Title: Proposed Rule 1420.2
Lead Agency Name: South Coast Air Quality Management District
Lead Agency Address: 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765
Rule Contact Person: Eugene Kang, (909) 396-3524
CEQA Contact Person: Cynthia Carter, (909) 396-2431
Project Sponsor's Name: South Coast Air Quality Management District

Project Sponsor's Address: 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765
General Plan Designation: Not applicable
Zoning: Not applicable
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Description of Project:

Surrounding Land Uses and
Setting:

Other Public Agencies
Whose Approval is
Required:

PR 1420.2 would protect public health by reducing lead emissions
produced by lead melting facilities. PR 1420.2 applies to metal
melting facilities in the SCAQMD that melt 100 tons or more of lead
annually. PR 1420.2 would accomplish this by limiting the ambient
lead concentration, imposing housekeeping, limiting the point source
emissions, conducting periodic source testing, and requiring ambient
air lead monitoring and sampling. Owner/operators of facilities
would be required to meet an ambient lead limit of 0.150 micrograms
per cubic meter (ug/m?3) averaged over any 30 consecutive days upon
date of adoption if the facility currently has approved ambient air
monitoring and sampling _sites.effective—September—4.—2015-
Facilities that do not currently conduct ambient air monitoring will
be required to meet the ambient limit no later than 90 days after
approval of an ambient air monitoring plan. The limit would be
further reduced to 0.100 pg/m?® effective January 1, 2018.
Improvements to building enclosures and additional control
equipment may be necessary to comply with the proposed ambient
standard_for some facilities. The proposed rule also requires
implementation of a Compliance Plan if a facility exceeds anthe
ambient air lead concentration of 0.150 pg/m® beginning January 1,
2017 and exceeds the 0.100 pug/m? three times within a rolling 24-

month period beginning April 1, 2018.er-a-tetal-facility-mass-lead
entsston—rate—ot—0.080—Ib/hr—afterJanuary—1—2018-  The

environmental analysis in the Revised Draft EA concluded that PR
1420.2 would not generate any significant adverse environmental
impacts. PR 1420.2 would affect six facilities that are on lists of
California Department of Toxics Substances Control hazardous
waste  facilities per Government ~ Code 865962.5
(http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public; accessed on July 16,
2015)

Large industrial/commercial facilities melting metal

None

PR 1420.2
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The following environmental impact issues have been assessed to determine their potential to be

affected by the proposed project.

As indicated by the checklist on the following pages,

environmental topics marked with an "v™"' may be adversely affected by the proposed project. An
explanation relative to the determination of the significance of the impacts can be found following
the checklist for each area.

M Aesthetics [0 Geology and Soils 0 Population and
Housing

00 Agricultural Resources M Hazards and O  Public Services
Hazardous Materials

M Air Quality M Hydrology and Water [0  Recreation
Quality

O Biological Resources O Land Use and M  Solid/Hazardous Waste
Planning

O  Cultural Resources 0  Mineral Resources O  Transportation/Traffic

M  Energy M Noise M Mandatory Findings
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DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

|

Date:

| find the proposed project, in accordance with those findings made pursuant to
CEQA Guideline 815252, COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no
significant impacts has been prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will NOT be significant effects in this case because revisions
in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. An
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be
prepared.

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

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” on
the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed
by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT is required, but it must analyze
only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisions or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

J'Llljan[kf}oncj

Jillian Wong, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rules, and Area Sources

July 17, 2015 Signature:

PR 1420.2
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DISCUSSION AND EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The objective of PR 1420.2 is to reduce the public’s exposure to lead that is associated with lead
emissions from metal melting facilities. PR 1420.2 would establish requirements for these
facilities. One of the key components of PR 1420.2 is reducing lead point source emissions and
the ambient air lead concentration (see Chapter 1- Project Description for a thorough discussion
on the new proposed rule requirements).

Some of the facilities already comply with the proposed rule’s key requirements including ambient
air monitors, point source emission controls, total enclosures, and housekeeping requirements. AH
Most of the facilities will be subject to new source tests. In addition, if a facility exceeds the rule’s
ambient monitoring limits, implementation of a compliance plan is triggered. The compliance plan
will include measures such as increased frequency of housekeeping measures, total enclosures
under negative air, additional air pollution control devices (APCDs) such as multi staged
baghouses and HEPA filters.

In order to comply with PR 1420.2, which includes ambient air monitoring, point source limits,
total enclosure requirements, point source control equipment, and housekeeping and maintenance
provisions, the CEQA analysis assumes a worst case scenario where facilities are expected to need
to do further actions to meet the core requirements of the proposed rule and that some facilities
could be required to implement additional controls as part of a compliance plan.

PR1420.2 anticipates that facilities would need to control their fugitive dust emissions by
implementing specific housekeeping and maintenance measures. In analyzing potential
environmental impacts, the SCAQMD staff gathered information from the 13 facilities to
understand existing practices and controls to irdentify additional controls and measures that would
be expected to be implemented to meet the requirements of PR1420.2. For the purpose of the
CEQA analysis, reasonable worst-case assumptions have been made, based on lead emissions
inventories reported to the SCAQMD AER program (i.e., for years 2010 through 2012) and
information available from the SCAQMD permitting database (including available source test
reports and available monitoring data): The analysis evaluated impacts that could potentially occur
from implementing the core requirements of PR1420.2 and measures that could be implemented
under a compliance plan. Regarding core requirements the following assumptions have been
made: all facilities would implement all housekeeping and maintenance provisions; two facilities
are not completely paved and will require paving; 12 facilities would require on-site ambient air
monitors_(Gerdau already operates on-site monitors), two facilities would need to construct total
enclosures, five facilities would increase water usage and five facilities would need to use a
different filter media for their existing pollution control devices. Based on a review of the
facilities, it is assumed that no more than 10 facilities will trigger the need for a compliance plan.
The compliance plan will identify the potential cause of the ambient monitoring violation as well
as additional measures to control those emissions. The following assumptions are used for
implementation of measures in the compliance plan: four facilities would need to retrofit an
existing building to install a negative air pressure system, and all facilities would implement
enhanced housekeeping requirements. Based on staff’s understanding of the operations at the
facilities that likely to need a compliance plan, the facilities will opt to enhance the existing
housekeeping measures by increasing the frequency (i.e. increased roof washing or vacuuming of
structures involved with the storage, handling, or processing of lead-containing materials and
increased vacuuming of on-site areas) before opting to install additional APCDs. PR 1420.2
establishes a lead point source control efficiency requirement greater than 99 percent, which is
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slightly higher than what is required under Rule 1420 which is 98 percent control efficiency for
lead and 99 percent control efficiency for particulate matter. As a result, most facilities are
expected to meet point source requirement of PR 1420.2. It is expected that some improvements
will be needed for point source controls such as increased maintenance, for those facilities that are
required to implement a compliance plan and the point source emission rate was greater than 0.08
Ib/hour. Although wet scrubbers, electrostatic precipitators, and wet electrostatic precipitators are
viable APCD options, staff assumes that the facilities will likely opt to install HEPA filters or
baghouses due to the lower operational costs. The potential environmental impacts associated with
PR 1420.2 are summarized in Table 2-1. Although the facilities could potentially utilize other
measures, that would be speculative at this time.

Of the facilities which would need to comply with PR 1420.2, one facility is expected to have an
approved HRA that exceeds the action risk level in Rule 1402 by the time Rule 1420.2 is adopted.
That facility has already secured permits to construct and operate a new baghouse. The
environmental impacts associated with the baghouse were previously analyzed in the CEQA
document prepared for that permit. This e-facility will }ikely-need to prepare a risk reduction plan
under Rule 1402. It is anticipated that the measures in the risk reduction plan will be consistent
with PR 1420.2 and will include the installation of a negative air pressure system in the total
enclosures and increased frequency of housekeeping measures such as sweeping. The analysis in
this CEQA document included the environmental impacts associated with the installation of the
negative air pressure system and increased housekeeping as part of compliance with PR 1420.2.
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Table 2-1 CEQA Summary of PR 1420.2 Requirements

Key Requirements

Facilities

Physical Actions Anticipated

Environmental Topics
to be Analyzed:

Ambient Air Monitoring
Requirements

One facility has a SCAQMD approved
ambient air monitor. Compliance with this
provision will potentially create impacts at
12 facilities.

Construction: Install monitors
Operation: Vehicle trips (Collect
Filters, Analyze samples)

Air Quality, Energy,
Transportation

Point Source Emission
Controls

All 13 facilities currently have point source
emission controls. However, five facilities
would likely need to replace the filter media
in their existing control devices.

Construction: None

Operation: Increased frequency in
filter replacement due to increased
control efficiency

Air Quality, Solid
Waste

Total Enclosures

Two facilities do not have total enclosures
and will need to construct them to comply
with this provision.

Only one facility is expected to have an
approved HRA that exceeds the action risk
level in Rule 1402 by the time Rule 1420.2
is adopted and will need to construct a total
enclosure under negative pressure.

Construction: Installation of total
enclosure; Installation of negative
air system

Operation: Blowers

Air Quality, Energy,
Transportation

Housekeeping
Requirements

Two facilities are not completely paved and
will require paving to comply with this
provision. All facilities would need to
comply with the housekeeping provisions.

Construction: Paving

Operation: Vacuum Truck, Roof
Washing, Haul waste and
wastewater, Aerial Lifts, Reduced
on-site speed limit

Air Quality, Energy,
Hazardous Material,
Hydrology, Solid
Waste, Transportation

Source Testing

All facilities will be required to have annual
or biannual source tests to comply with this
provision.

Construction: None
Operation: Vehicle trips, Analysis
of samples

Air Quality, Energy,
Transportation

PR 1420.2
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Environmental Topics
to be Analyzed:
Air Quality, Energy,
Hydrology, Solid
waste, Transportation

Key Requirements Facilities Physical Actions Anticipated

The compliance plan will include measures
such as increased frequency of
housekeeping measures, total enclosures
under negative air, additional APCD such as
adding an additional baghouse or HEPA
filters in series with the existing APCD.

Construction: APCD (foundation,
and installation for larger blower)
Operation: Blower and filter
replacement; Vehicles needed for
additional workers

Compliance Plan

PR 1420.2 is also requiring additional reporting and recordkeeping. Because these rule requirements are administrative in nature, no environmental
impacts would be expected.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

I AESTHETICS.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Would the project: Mitigation
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a O O O M
scenic vista?
b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, ([l O O M

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

c) Substantially degrade the existing O O M O
visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light ([l O M O
or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

Significance Criteria

The proposed project impacts on aesthetics will be considered significant if:

- The project will block views from a scenic highway or corridor.

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

- The impacts on light and glare will be considered significant if the project adds lighting which
would add glare to residential areas or sensitive receptors.

Discussion

I. @), b), ) & d) The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized industrial
or commercial areas. PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors,
construction of total enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity
requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. All construction
activities would occur on-site at these existing facilities within the facility boundaries. Although
most of the ambient air monitors will be located within the property boundaries, it is possible that
some monitors might be placed in an off-site location, in close proximity to the facility.  The
construction of total enclosures would occur on-site and additional lighting might be required on
the outside of the enclosure, depending on the operating schedule of the facility. However, any
new lighting is expected to be similar in character to the existing lighting on-site.

Off-site monitors may be placed around the facilities. Off-site monitors would be placed manually
without heavy construction. The off-site monitors typically consist of a two foot by eight foot
platform, two meters above the ground. The monitors are place one meter above the platform.
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The monitors are expected to appear similar to the industrial area surrounding the existing
facilities.

Since PR 1420.2 affects operations on-site at existing facilities in industrial areas, any new
construction at these facilities is expected to be similar to existing buildings or other structures,
and off-site air monitors are expected to appear similar to the surrounding industrial area, PR
1420.2 is not expected to obstruct scenic resources or degrade the existing visual character of a
site, including but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings. Further, additional
light or glare is expected to be similar to existing lighting. Therefore, PR 1420.2 is not expected
to adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

Based upon these considerations, significant adverse aesthetics impacts are not anticipated. Since
no significant aesthetics impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are necessary or required.

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES.

Would the project:

a)

b)

d)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or 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?

Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
812220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code 84526), or
timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government
Code 851104 (9))?

Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant  Significant Significant
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
O O O

No Impact

PR 1420.2
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Significance Criteria

Project-related impacts on agriculture and forest resources will be considered significant if any of

the following conditions are met:

- The proposed project conflicts with existing zoning or agricultural use or Williamson Act
contracts.

- The proposed project will convert prime farmland, unique farmland or farmland of statewide
importance as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the farmland mapping and monitoring
program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use.

- The proposed project conflicts with existing zoning for, or causes rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code §12220(g)), timberland (as defined in Public Resources
Code 84526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code §
51104 (g)).

- The proposed project would involve changes in the existing environment, which due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use.

Discussion

Il. @), b), ¢), & d) The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized industrial
or commercial areas. PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors,
construction of total enclosures, additional APCDs, and implementation of housekeeping and
maintenance activity requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas.
Ambient air monitors may be placed off-site in the surrounding industrial area.

In general, the facilities and surrounding industrial areas are not located on or near areas zoned for
agricultural use, Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
any construction of new buildings or other structures that would require converting farmland to
non-agricultural use or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.
Since the proposed project would not substantially change the facility or process at the facilities
and would occur within the existing facility boundaries, there are no provisions in PR 1420.2 that
would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations. Land use and other planning considerations
are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements relative to
agricultural resources would be altered by the proposed project.

The facilities are located in an industrial area in the urban portion of the Basin that is not near
forest land. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code §12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code 84526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined
by Government Code 851104 (g)) or result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use.

Since PR 1420.2 would not affect the placement of affected equipment near farmland, the proposed
project is not expected to result in converting farmland to non-agricultural use; or conflict with
existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract. Similarly, it is not expected
that PR 1420.2 would conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land; or result
in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Consequently, the proposed
project would not create any significant adverse agriculture or forestry impacts. Since no
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significant agriculture or forestry resources impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.

AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:

a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or

c)

d)

f)

9)

h)

contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

Diminish an existing air quality rule or
future compliance requirement resulting
in a significant increase in air
pollutant(s)?

Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment?

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy
or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

Significance Criteria
To determine whether or not air quality impacts from the proposed project may be significant,
impacts will be evaluated and compared to the criteria in Table 2-2Fable-2-2.

Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant  Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Mitigation
| O M
O O M
| O M
O O M
| O M
| O M
O O M
O O M

No Impact

PR 1420.2
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Table 2-2 SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds 2

Pollutant Construction® Operation ©
NOx 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
Cco 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs), Odor, and GHG Thresholds

TACs
(including carcinogens and non-carcinogens)

Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk > 10 in 1 million
Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas > 1 in 1 million)
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index > 1.0 (project increment)

1-hour average
annual arithmetic mean

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

GHG 10,000 MT/yr CO2eq for industrial facilities
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants @

NO2 SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or

contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards:
0.18 ppm (state)
0.03 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal)

PM10
24-hour average

10.4 pg/m? (construction)® & 2.5 ug/m?3 (operation)

1-hour average
24-hour average

annual average 1.0 pg/m®
PM2.5
24-hour average 10.4 ug/m? (construction)® & 2.5 ug/m?3 (operation)
SO2

0.25 ppm (state) & 0.075 ppm (federal — 99™ percentile)
0.04 ppm (state)

1-hour average
8-hour average

Sulfate
24-hour average 25 pug/m? (state)
CcoO SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or

contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards:
20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal)
9.0 ppm (state/federal)

Lead
30-day Average
Rolling 3-month average

1.5 pg/md (state)
0.15 pg/md (federal)

a Source: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD, 1993)

b Construction thresholds apply to both the South Coast
¢ For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholds for op

Air Basin and Coachella Valley (Salton Sea and Mojave Desert Air Basins).
eration are the same as the construction thresholds.

4 Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unless otherwise stated.

¢ Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD Rul

e 403.

KEY:  Ibs/day = pounds per day ppm = parts per million ug/m? = microgram per cubic meter > = greater than or equal to
MT/yr CO2eq = metric tons per year of CO2 equivalents > = greater than

PR 1420.2
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Discussion

The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized industrial or commercial
areas. PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors, construction of total
enclosures, additional APCDs and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity
requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. Ambient air monitors
will likely be placed within the boundaries of the facility, however, some may be placed off-site,
just outside of the facility boundary All construction activities would occur on-site at the existing
facilities.

I11. a) The SCAQMD is required by law to prepare a comprehensive district-wide Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) which includes strategies (e.g., control measures) to reduce emission
levels to achieve and maintain state and federal ambient air quality standards, and to ensure that
new sources of emissions are planned and operated to be consistent with the SCAQMD’s air
quality goals. The AQMP’s air pollution reduction strategies include control measures which
target stationary, area, mobile and indirect sources. These control measures are based on feasible
methods of attaining ambient air quality standards. Pursuant to the provisions of both the state and
federal Clean Air Acts (CAA)s, the SCAQMD is required to attain the state and federal ambient
air quality standards for all criteria pollutants, including lead. PR 1420.2 would not obstruct or
conflict with the implementation of the AQMP because lead emission reductions are in addition
to emission reductions in the AQMP. Additionally, PR 1420.2 does not include any provisions
which would conflict with the attainment of ozone and PM standards in the AQMP. The
SCAQMD adopted the 2012 Lead State Implementation Plan (SIP) for Los Angeles County on
May 4, 2012, which relies upon Rule 1420 and Rule 1420.1 for lead emission reductions. Further,
on November 5, 2010, the Governing Board approved the 2010 Clean Communities Plan (CCP).
The CCP is an update to the 2000 Air Toxics Control Plan (ATCP)® and its 2004 Addendum. The
objective of the 2010 CCP is to reduce the exposure to air toxics and air-related nuisances
throughout the district, with emphasis on cumulative impacts. The elements of the 2010 CCP are
community exposure reduction, community participation, communication and outreach, agency
coordination, monitoring and compliance, source-specific programs, and nuisance.

PR 1420.2 would reduce lead emissions and therefore, be consistent with the goals of the AQMP,
2012 Lead SIP for Los Angeles County, and the 2010 CCP._Additionally, the emissions associated
with rule compliance for both construction and operation do not exceed the SCAQMD’s CEQA
significance thresholds (see analysis in Ill.b and f). Therefore, implementing PR 1420.2 that
further reduces lead emissions would not conflict or obstruct implementation of the 2012 Lead SIP
for Los Angeles County, the AQMP or the 2010 CCP.

I11. b) and f) Criteria Pollutants

Construction Impacts

New Facilities

SCAQMD staff is not aware of any new lead melting facilities planned to be constructed in the
future; therefore, construction of new lead melting facilities is considered speculative according to
CEQA Guidelines 815145 and will not be evaluated further in this analysis. The focus of the
analysis will be on the 13 known facilities.

8 SCAQMD Air Toxics Control Plan: http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/clean-communities-
plan/air-toxics-control-plan
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Existing Facilities

The primary source of construction air quality impacts would be from the rule’s key requirements
and applicable compliance plan. The key requirements that affect air quality are for installing air
monitors, paving and constructing total enclosures, additional APCDs and implementing some of
the housekeeping requirements.

To meet the proposed final ambient lead concentration limit of 0.100 pg/m?®, improvements to
housekeeping practices are likely necessary and there will likely also be a need for additional
control equipment. Table 2-3 below summarizes potential control strategies that facilities could
implement to meet the 0.100 pg/m3. All other measures discussed in Table 2-3 will likely be
implemented to ensure the facilities can consistently meet the lower ambient lead concentration
limit of 0.100 pug/m3. Some key requirements are affecting either all or a few facilities. See
Appendix B for details.

Table 2-3 CEQA Air Quality Impacts of Key Requirements

Key Requirements Physical Actions Anticipated

Construction: Install monitors

Operation: Vehicle trips (Collect Filters, Analyze
samples)

Construction: None

Point Source Emission Controls | Operation: Increased frequency in filter
replacement due to increased control efficiency
Construction: Install total enclosure, Installation of
Total Enclosures negative air system

Operation: Blowers

Construction: Paving

Housekeeping Requirements Operation: Vacuum Truck, Roof Cleaning, Haul
waste and wastewater, Reduced on-site speed limit
Construction: None

Operation: Vehicle trips (Analysis of samples)
Construction: Install APCD

Operation: Blower and filter replacement; Vehicle
trips ; increased frequency of housekeeping
requirements

Ambient Air Monitoring
Requirements

Source Testing

Compliance Plan

For the base requirements of PR 1420.2, it is assumed that 12 facilities would need ambient air
monitors, five facilities which have existing APCDs would need to use different filter media to
meet the efficiency standards in PR 1420.2, two facilities would need to construct total enclosures,
one facility would need to install a negative air pressure system in the total enclosure, two facilities
would require paving, and all facilities would need to perform source testing and include
housekeeping provisions. Based on a review of the available information and understanding of
the operations at each facility, it is assumed that ten facilities may trigger a compliance plan.
Therefore, all ten of the facilities may need to enhance their current housekeeping measures by
increasing the frequency of the measures, such as additional street sweeping, and washing of
structures. For four of the ten facilities, the enhanced housekeeping provisions would not be
enough to demonstrate compliance and the installation of multistage add-on controls (i.e. HEPA
filters) is anticipated. The type of construction-related activities attributable to facilities that would
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be installing control equipment would consist predominantly of cranes, cutting, welding, drilling,
etc. These construction activities would not involve large-scale grading, slab pouring, or paving
activities, that would be undertaken at typical land use projects such as housing developments,
shopping centers, new industrial facilities, etc. For the purposes of this analysis, construction
activities undertaken at facilities are anticipated to entail the use of portable equipment (e.g.,
pavers, mixers, generators and compressors) and hand held equipment by small construction crews
to weld, cut, and grind metal structures.

For the purpose of the CEQA analysis, reasonable worst-case assumptions have been made: all 13
facilities will implement housekeeping and maintenance measures, twelve would need air
monitors, two would need to pave their roads, five facilities would need more efficient filters, and
two facilities would construct total enclosures. There is one facility that will be required to retrofit
their existing building to enclose it fully and install a negative air system in order to comply with
PR 1420.2. For the compliance plan, four facilities would install additional new APCDs and install
blowers for negative air pressure.

PR 1420.2 includes requirements for air monitors. Air monitors are placed on two meter height
platforms that are two feet wide by eight feet long. Other than placing the monitors on the
platforms, air monitors do not require construction. Therefore, no construction emissions are
associated with the air monitors. Emissions from the delivery of the air monitors would be
negligible and less than the peak day emissions associated with construction of the enclosures,
ducting and control systems.

Construction emissions were estimated to be completed in different phases (paving of roads,
installation of APCD for compliance plan, and total enclosures)®. In addition, criteria pollutant
emissions were calculated for all on-road vehicles transporting workers, vendors, and material
removal and delivery (see Appendix B). It is important to note that the construction emissions
associated with complying with the base requirements of PR 1420.2 will not overlap with the
construction emissions from the compliance plan, as the compliance plan will only be triggered
after the base requirements are met. However, since the compliance plan is triggered after the base
requirements are met, there is the potential for overlap between the operational base emissions and
the construction of the compliance plan. These impacts have been estimated and are discussed
below. As all phases are entirely completed before the next phase can commence, there would be
no overlap of construction phases for the construction of the key requirements. Therefore, the
emissions are not additive at each facility. One of the facilities will need to pave a portion of the
site and make modification to existing enclosures prior to the installation of the negative air
pressure system (permits have already been secured for the ventilation portion of the negative air
pressure system); one other facility which needs to be paved will not require additional
construction; another two facilities will only require construction of total enclosures. Given the
short duration of construction and the amount of time for facilities to comply with PR 1420.2, staff
assumed that the construction phases at these different facilities would not overlap. There are a
number of factors that would preclude concurrent construction activities including: availability of
construction crews, type and size of control equipment to be constructed, engineering time
necessary to plan and design the control equipment, permitting constraints, etc. Furthermore, as a
“worst-case,” the SCAQMD’s air quality impacts analysis assumes that construction could take

4 In general, no or limited construction emissions from grading are anticipated because modifications or installation
of new equipment would occur at existing industrial/commercial facilities and, therefore, would not be expected to
require digging, earthmoving, grading, etc.
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up to two months to complete. Depending on the type and size of the control equipment to be
constructed, actual construction time could be substantially less than two months. Further, some
facilities could reduce emissions through methods other than installing control equipment, thus,
eliminating construction impacts at those facilities. Construction emissions at any one facility
would not exceed any of the significance thresholds identified in Table 2-4Fable2-4. Finally,
once construction is complete, construction air quality impacts would cease. Table 2-4TFable2-4
presents the results of the SCAQMD’s construction air quality analysis. Appendix B contains the
spreadsheets with the results and assumptions used for this analysis.

The peak daily emissions vary for each pollutant depending on the construction phase. Peak daily
emissions of all pollutants are the highest for building the total enclosures phase of construction.
It was conservatively assumed that peak daily emissions are based on the largest total enclosure.
The significance determination for the construction is based on the peak daily emissions during
any construction phase, and as previously discussed construction phases do not overlap.
Therefore, all of the construction impacts from the project are not significant for criteria pollutant
emissions.

Table 2-4 PR 1420.2 Daily Peak Construction Emissions in SCAQMD for Key
Requirements

Key Requirements: CO, NOx, | PM10, | PM2.5, | VOC, SOx,
Construction Phase Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Ambient Air Monitoring N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Installation

Point Source Emission Controls N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Housekeeping: Paving of roads 19 29 1.8 1.6 1.1 0.0
Total Enclosure & Negative Air 34 80 42 38 90 0.08
System

Source Testing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Significance Threshold -

Construction, Ib/day >%0 100 150 > > 150
Exceed Significance? No No No No No No

Compliance Plan Requirement

Based on a review of the facilities that would be subject to the proposed rule, it is assumed that no
more than ten facilities will trigger the need for a compliance plan. The compliance plan is
required when the ambient monitors exceed the proposed rule’s concentration limit. The
compliance plan will identify the potential cause of the ambient monitoring violation as well as
additional measures to control those emissions. Based on staff’s understanding of the operations
at the facilities likely to need a compliance plan, the facilities will opt to enhance the existing
housekeeping measures by increasing their frequency (i.e. increased roof cleaning or vacuuming
of structures involved with the storage , handling, or processing of lead-containing materials and
increased vacuuming of on-site areas) before opting to install additional APCDs. The compliance
plan requirement will be implemented after the construction of the proposed rule’s key
requirements are completed. Therefore, there could be an overlap between construction emissions
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for the compliance plan and operational impacts, as shown in Table 2-5. When the impacts from
compliance plan construction are added to the operational impacts and compared to SCAQMD’s
operational thresholds, the impacts continue to be less than significant.

Table 2-5 PR 1420.2 Daily Peak Construction Emissions in SCAQMD for Compliance Plan

. i CO NOx PM10 | PM25 | VOC SOx

Compliance Plan: Construction Phase
Ib/day

Foundation for blower for APCD or
Blowers-Negative air pressure 19 29 18 16 11 0.0
Installation of Blowers- Negative air 10 24 10 0.9 99 0.0
pressure
Installation of APCD 12 28 1.2 1.0 2.6 0.0
Operational Emissions (From Table 2-6) 8.29 19.35 0.63 0.54 1.52 0.04
Total Worse-Case Impacts (Construction
+ Operation) 27.29 48.35 2.43 2.14 4.12 0.04
Significance Threshold - Operation, 550 55 150 55 55 150
Ib/day
Exceed Significance? No No No No No No

Operational Impacts

Total operational emissions from mobile sources (waste disposal trucks, vacuum trucks, source
testing trucks, and air sampling trips) are shown in Table 2-6. The facilities currently send
operational hazardous waste to the Nevada Landfill or their local melter for proper disposal. The
proposed project may require one additional haul truck trip per facility to the Nevada Landfill per
year. Criteria emissions are based on a 200 mile round trip from the I-15 district border to the
facilities.

PR 1420.2 would require source test events for the applicable facilities (potential of 13 source
testing events per year). Source testing would require additional gasoline-fueled vehicle round
trips to the facility on the day of source testing. It is unlikely that all the facilities would test on the
same day; therefore only one additional gasoline-fueled vehicle round trip is expected on any given
day. Air monitors would be visited every one in six days. A conservative assumption is to have
two facilities per day have their monitors checked. Assuming a total of 80 miles may be traveled
round trip to visit the air monitors. Also for this analysis, it is assumed that 4 facilities may trigger
a compliance plan. Therefore, these 5 facilities may need additional street sweeping and the air
quality impacts are analyzed in Table 2-6 and Appendix B.

As indicated in Table 2-6, operational emissions anticipated from implementing PR 1420.2 do not
exceed any significance threshold and therefore, are considered insignificant. facHities
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Table 2-6 PR 1420.2 Daily Peak Operational Emissions

Key Requirements: CO, NOX, PM10, | PM25, | VOC, SOX,
Operation Phase® Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Ambient Air Monitoring: | 4 55 | 45 | 0014 | 001 | 015 0
Mobile Sources

Point Source Emission

Controls: Mobile Sources 16 7.2 0.216 0.154 0.31 0.01
Housekeeping: Mobile 456 | 11.26 | 0.3685 | 0.3531 | 095 | 0.0325
Sources

Total Enclosures N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Source Testing: Mobile 016 | 001 | 0.0042 | 00018 | 002 | 0.0003
Sources

Compliance Plan: Mobile | ee' | 73 | 0027 | 0.0227 | 0.09 0
Sources

Total Operational

Emissions 8.29 19.35 0.6297 | 0.5416 1.52 0.0428
Slgnlflpance Threshold - 550 55 150 55 55 150
Operation, Ib/day

Exceeds Significance? No No No No No No

8 Housekeeping is the sum of haul trucks, vehicle sweeping, and aerial lifts. See Appendix B

The direct and indirect criteria emissions are totaled, in Table 2-6Fable-2-6 and are less than the
SCAQMD’s mass daily operational significance thresholds; therefore, the proposed amendments
are not expected to result in significant adverse operational criteria pollutant emission impacts.

Indirect Criteria Pollutant Emissions from Electricity Consumption

Indirect criteria pollutant and GHG emissions are expected from the generation of electricity to
operate new equipment that occurs off-site at electricity generating facilities (EGFs). Emissions
from electricity generating facilities are already evaluated in the CEQA documents for those
projects when they are built or modified. The analysis in Section VI. Energy b), ¢) and d))
demonstrates that there is sufficient capacity from power providers for the increased electricity
consumption for PR 1420.2.

Under the SCAQMD Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) program (that regulates
NOx and SOx emissions), EGFs were provided annual allocations of NOx and SOx emissions that
typically decline annually. However, the proposed project does require an increase in energy use
and that increase in emissions from generating the additional energy (See Section VI Energy for
impacts) from the EGFs would be required to offset any potential NOx and SOx emission increases
under the RECLAIM program and other pollutants under the New Source Review Project. Thus,
air quality impacts from energy generation are anticipated to be to less than significant impacts.

5 The occasional delivery and disposal of lead or filters, aerial lifts ambient monitoring, and source testing trips are expected to generate mobile
source emissions. See Appendix B for details.
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I11. ¢) Cumulatively Considerable Impacts

Based on the foregoing analysis, criteria pollutant project-specific air quality impacts from
implementing PR 1420.2 would not exceed air quality significance thresholds (Table 2-2
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance ThresholdsTable2-2- SCAQMB-Al—Quality-Significance
Fhresholds), cumulative impacts are not expected to be significant for air quality. SCAQMD
cumulative significance thresholds are the same as project-specific significance thresholds.
Therefore, potential adverse impacts from implementing the proposed rule would not be
"cumulatively considerable" as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(1) for air quality impacts.
Per CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(4), the mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused
by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s
incremental effects are cumulative considerable.

The SCAQMD guidance on addressing cumulative impacts for air quality is as follows: “As Lead
Agency, the SCAQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative
impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or EIR.” “Projects
that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be
cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific and cumulative significance
thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds
are generally not considered to be cumulatively significant.”®

This approach was upheld by the Court in Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental
Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal. App. 4th 327, 334. The Court determined that
where it can be found that a project did not exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s established air quality significance thresholds, the City of Chula Vista properly
concluded that the project would not cause a significant environmental effect, nor result in a
cumulatively considerable increase in these pollutants. The court found this determination to be
consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15064.7, stating, “The lead agency may rely on a threshold of
significance standard to determine whether a project will cause a significant environmental effect.”
The court found that, “Although the project will contribute additional air pollutants to an existing
nonattainment area, these increases are below the significance criteria...” “Thus, we conclude that
no fair argument exists that the Project will cause a significant unavoidable cumulative
contribution to an air quality impact.” As in Chula Vista, here the District has demonstrated, when
using accurate and appropriate data and assumptions, that the project will not exceed the
established South Coast Air Quality Management District significance thresholds. See also, Rialto
Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal. App. 4th 899. Here again the
court upheld the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s approach to utilizing the
established air quality significance thresholds to determine whether the impacts of a project would
be cumulatively considerable. Thus, it may be concluded that the Project will not cause a
significant unavoidable cumulative contribution to an air quality impact.

¢ SCAQMD Cumulative Impacts Working Group White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address
Cumulative Impacts From Air Pollution, August 2003, Appendix D, Cumulative Impact Analysis Requirements
Pursuant to CEQA, at D-3, http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-
Justice/cumulative-impacts-working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper-appendix.pdf?sfvrsn=4.
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I11. d) Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC)

Construction

Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) is considered a carcinogenic and chronic TAC. Since
construction is expected include less than 60 days with onsite DPM emissions, a HRA was not
conducted, consistent with OEHHA Guidance (2015). If subsequent site-specific projects have
additional details about TAC impacts, they will be evaluated under CEQA at that time. In addition,
adoption of this rule will reduce toxic impacts once implemented by controlling lead emissions.
Lead potentially affects both cancer and non-cancer health risks.

Therefore, PR 1420.2 is not expected to generate significant adverse TAC impacts from
construction.

Operation

Direct Health Risk Reductions from PR 1420.2

PR 1420.2 is expected to reduce overall TAC emissions. Therefore, PR 1420.2 is expected to have
the benefit of reducing adverse health risk impacts from the facilities to nearby sensitive receptors.

Secondary Health Risk Impacts from PR 1420.2

The operation of non-combustion APCDs, that may be needed to comply with PR 1420.2, are not
expected to generate any TAC emissions. These APCDs are expected to be powered by electricity,
S0 no new combustion emissions would be generated.

Based on the above discussion, PR 1420.2 is not expected be significant for exposing sensitive
receptors to substantial concentrations.

I11. e) Odor Impacts

It is assumed that construction is expected to occur on-site at 4 facilities. Also, the affected facility
is an industrial facility where heavy-duty diesel equipment (sweepers) and trucks already operate.
Therefore, the addition of several pieces of construction equipment and haul trucks are not
expected to generate diesel exhaust odor greater than what is already present.

Operation of the new APCDs and blowers are not expected to generate any new odors. There
would be no APCDs that include a new combustion system and would be designed to reduce TAC
emissions from lead melting facilities, which may potentially further reduce odors.

The facilities are industrial facilities where heavy-duty diesel equipment (haul/delivery) trucks
already operate.

Therefore, PR 1420.2 is not expected to generate significant adverse odor impacts.

I11. g) and h) Greenhouse Gas Impacts

Total GHG Emissions

PR 1420.2 may result in the generation of 855 amortized metric tons of CO2e construction
emissions per year and 74 metric tons of CO2e operational emissions per year. The addition of
929 metric tons of CO2e emissions is less than the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10,000
metric tons per year for CO2e from industrial projects.
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Therefore, PR 1420.2 is not expected to generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHG gases.

Conclusion
Based upon these considerations, the proposed project would not generate significant adverse
construction or operational air quality impacts and, therefore, no further analysis is required or
necessary and no mitigation measures are necessary or required.

V.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.

Would the project:

a)

b)

d)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat
modifications, on any  species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

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

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

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

Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
O O O

No Impact
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e) Conflict with any local policies or O O O M
ordinances  protecting  biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

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

Significance Criteria

Impacts on biological resources will be considered significant if any of the following criteria apply:

- The project results in a loss of plant communities or animal habitat considered to be rare,
threatened or endangered by federal, state or local agencies.

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

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

Discussion

V. a), b), ), d), e) & f) The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized
industrial or commercial areas. PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality
monitors, construction of total enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance
activity requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. Ambient air
monitors may be placed off-site in the surrounding industrial area. All construction activities
would occur on-site at the existing facilities.

In general, the facilities and the surrounding industrial areas currently do not support riparian
habitat, federally protected wetlands, or migratory corridors because they are long developed and
established foundations used for industrial purposes. Additionally, special status plants, animals,
or natural communities 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 are not expected to be
found in close proximity to the affected facility. Therefore, the proposed project would have no
direct or indirect impacts that could adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitats on
which they rely in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.

Compliance with PR 1420.2 is expected to reduce lead emissions from operations at the facilities,
which would improve, not worsen, present conditions of plant and animal life, since these lead
emissions would be captured destroyed or disposed of properly before they impact plant and
animal life. PR 1420.2 does not require acquisition of additional land or further conversions of
riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities where endangered or sensitive species may be
found.

PR 1420.2 compliance is not envisioned to conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources or local, regional, or state conservation plans because it is only expected to
affect existing lead melting facilities located in an urbanized, industrial area. PR 1420.2 is
designed to reduce lead emissions which would also reduce emissions both inside and outside the
boundaries of the facilities and, therefore, more closely in line with protecting biological resources.
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Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use
or planning requirements would be altered by the proposed project. Additionally, the proposed
project would not conflict with any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or any other relevant habitat conservation plan, and would not create divisions
in any existing communities because all activities associated with complying with PR 1420.2
would occur at existing established industrial facilities.

The SCAQMD, as the Lead Agency for the proposed project, has found that, when considering
the record as a whole, there is no evidence that the proposed project will have potential for any
new adverse effects on wildlife resources or the habitat upon which wildlife depends because all
activities needed to comply with PR 1420.2 would take place at long developed and established
facilities. Accordingly, based upon the preceding information, the SCAQMD has, on the basis of
substantial evidence, rebutted the presumption of adverse effect contained in §753.5 (d), Title 14
of the California Code of Regulations. Further, in accordance with this conclusion, the SCAQMD
believes that this proposed project qualifies for the no effect determination pursuant to Fish and
Game Code §711.4 (c).

Based upon these considerations, significant adverse biological resources impacts are not
anticipated. Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation measures are required or necessary.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact

Significant Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Would the project: Mitigation
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in O O O M

the significance of a historical resource
as defined in §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in ([l O O M
the significance of an archaeological
resource as defined in §15064.5?

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

d) Disturb any human remains, including ([l O O M

those interred  outside  formal
cemeteries?
e) Cause a substantial adverse change in O O O M
the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources
Code 8210747

Significance Criteria
Impacts to cultural resources will be considered significant if:
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- The project results in the disturbance of a significant prehistoric or historic archaeological site
or a property of historic or cultural significance, or tribal cultural significance to a community
or ethnic or social group or a California Native American tribe.

- Unique paleontological resources or objects with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe are present that could be disturbed by construction of the proposed project.

- The project would disturb human remains.

Discussion

V. a) There are existing laws in place that are designed to protect and mitigate potential impacts
to historical resources. Buildings, structures, and other potential culturally significant resources
that are less than 50 years old are generally excluded from listing in the National Register of
Historic Places, unless they are shown to be exceptionally important. Even if there are any
buildings or structures that may be affected by the proposed project and are older than 50 years,
they are generally not considered historically significant since they would not have any of the
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the
work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values.

The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized industrial or commercial
areas. PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors, construction of total
enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity requirements, such as
wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. Ambient air monitors may be placed off-site
in the surrounding industrial area. All construction activities would occur on-site at the existing
facilities. None of the facilities include any existing structures that would be considered
historically significant, that have contributed to California history, or that pose high artistic values.
Therefore, PR1420.2 is not expected to cause any impacts to significant historic cultural resources.

V. b), ¢), & d) PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors,
construction of total enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity
requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. Ambient air monitors
may be placed off-site in the surrounding industrial area. Since construction-related activities are
expected to be confined within the existing footprint of the facilities that have been fully developed
and paved, PR 1420.2 is not expected to require physical changes to the environment, which may
disturb paleontological or archaeological resources. Furthermore, it is envisioned that these areas
are already either devoid of significant cultural resources or whose cultural resources have been
previously disturbed. Therefore, the proposed project has no potential to cause a substantial
adverse change to a historical or archaeological resource, directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside a formal cemeteries. PR 1420.2 is, therefore, not anticipated to
result in any activities or promote any programs that could have a significant adverse impact on
cultural resources in the District.

V. e) PR 1420.2 is not expected to require physical changes to a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape, sacred place or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe.
Furthermore, the proposed project is not expected to result in a physical change to a resource
determined to be eligible for inclusion or listed in the California Register of Historical Resources
or included in a local register of historical resources. For these reasons, the proposed project is
not expected to cause any substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
as defined in Public Resources Code §21074.

PR 1420.2 2-26 October 2015



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

It is important to note that as part of releasing this CEQA document for public review and
comment, the SCAQMD also provided a formal notice of the proposed project to all California
Native American Tribes (Tribes) that requested to be on the Native American Heritage
Commission’s (NAHC) notification list per Public Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)(1). The NAHC
notification list provides a 30-day period during which a Tribe may respond to the formal notice,
in writing, requesting consultation on the proposed project.

In the event that a Tribe submits a written request for consultation during this 30-day period, the
SCAQMD will initiate a consultation with the Tribe within 30 days of receiving the request in
accordance with Public Resources Code 821080.3.1 (b). Consultation ends when either: 1) both
parties agree to measures to avoid or mitigate a significant effect on a Tribal Cultural Resource
and agreed upon mitigation measures shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental
document [see Public Resources Code §21082.3 (a)]; or, 2) either party, acting in good faith and
after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached [see Public Resources
Code §21080.3.2 (b)(1)-(2) and §21080.3.1 (b)(1)].

Based upon these considerations, significant cultural resources impacts are not expected from
implementing the proposed project. Since no significant cultural resources impacts were identified
for any of the issues, no mitigation measures are necessary or required.

VI. ENERGY.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Would the project: Mitigation
a) Conflict with adopted energy O O O ™M
conservation plans?
b) Result in the need for new or O O M O

substantially altered power or natural
gas utility systems?

c) Create any significant effects on local O O M O
or regional energy supplies and on
requirements for additional energy?

d) Create any significant effects on peak O O M O
and base period demands for electricity
and other forms of energy?

e) Comply with existing energy a (| (| M
standards?

Significance Criteria

Impacts to energy and mineral resources will be considered significant if any of the following
criteria are met:

- The project conflicts with adopted energy conservation plans or standards.

- The project results in substantial depletion of existing energy resource supplies.
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- Anincrease in demand for utilities impacts the current capacities of the electric and natural gas
utilities.
- The project uses non-renewable resources in a wasteful and/or inefficient manner.

Discussion

VI. a) & e) PR 1420.2 does not require any action which would result in any conflict with an
adopted energy conservation plan or violation of any energy conservation standard. PR 1420.2 is
not expected to conflict with any adopted energy conservation plans because existing facilities
would be expected to continue implementing any existing energy conservation plans.

PR 1420.2 is not expected to cause new development and will only affect existing facilities. At
this time, staff has no knowledge of new facilities.  As a result, PR 1420.2 would not conflict
with energy conservation plans, use non-renewable resources in a wasteful manner, or result in the
need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas systems.

VI. b), ¢) & d. PR 1420.2 will increase the use of electricity from the installation of APCDs,
negative air systems and total enclosures. Diesel fuel would be consumed by construction
equipment. Gasoline fuel would be consumed by the construction workers vehicles and
operational vehicles. The following sections evaluate the various forms of energy sources affected
by the proposed project.

Construction-Related Impacts

During the construction phases, diesel and gasoline fuel will be consumed in portable construction
equipment (e.g., pavers, mixers, generators and compressors) used to weld, cut, and grind metal
structures and by construction workers’ vehicles traveling to and from construction sites. To
estimate “worst-case” energy impacts associated with the construction phases of the proposed
project, the SCAQMD assumed that portable equipment used to weld, cut, and grind metal
structures would be operated up to 220 hours in a year (4 hours per day for 55 days). The reader
is referred to Appendix B for the assumptions used by the SCAQMD to estimate fuel usage
associated with the implementation of the proposed rule.

To estimate construction workers’ fuel usage per commute round trip, the SCAQMD assumed that
workers’ vehicles would get 20 miles to the gallon and would travel 40 miles round trip to and
from the construction site in one day. Table 2-7 lists the projected energy impacts associated with
the construction and installation at the two facilities at any given time.

Table 2-7 Total Projected Fuel Usage for Construction Activities

Year 2012 Total %
Fuel Projected Basin Fuel Usage® 0 Exceed
a Above .
Type Fuel Demand (mmgall/yr) . Significance?
Baseline
(mmgal/yr)
Diesel 524 0.0127 2.24x 107-3 No
Gasoline 5,589 0.0042 7.47 x10°-7 No

aFigures taken from Table 3.3-3 of the 2012 AQMP Final EIR

b Estimated peak fuel usage from the implementation of the proposed amendments. Diesel usage
estimates are based on portable construction equipment operation. Gasoline usage estimates are derived
from construction workers’ vehicle daily trips to and from work.
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The 2012 AQMP states that 524 million gallons of diesel and 5,589 million gallons gasoline are
consumed per year in Los Angeles County. An additional 12,707 gallons of diesel consumed and
4176 gallons of gasoline consumed for the year of construction is not expected to have a significant
adverse impact on fuel supplies.

Operational Energy Impacts

Electricity Use

Air monitors are expected to be powered by electricity service near where the air monitors are
placed. The air monitors typically require 16 amps of service (six amps for the monitor and 10
amps for vacuum pumps), which would be approximately 0.00152 GW-h (3 monitors/facility x 12
facilities x 16 amps x 110 voltage x 24 hr)’. SCAQMD staff estimates there will be additional
electricity usage for the new APC equipment and negative air pressure.

It was assumed that 4 additional blowers would be needed for the APCDs required under
Compliance Plans and 12 additional blowers to create negative air pressure at the facilities.
Electrical energy impacts associated with air monitors and ancillary equipment (e.g., fans, motors,
etc.) used in conjunction with the HEPA filters and are not considered significant as shown in
Table 2-8.

Table 2-8 PR 1420.2 Additional Electricity Consumption

Consumption
Energy Use (GW-h)
Air Monitors-36 0.00152
Blowers for APCD (100 bhp@ 0.001788 GW-h) x 4 0.7152
Blowers for negative air pressure 2 1456
(100 bhp@ 0.001788 GW-h) x12 '
Total Use: 2.86
SCAQMD District Electrical Demand? 113,109
Total Impact % of Capacity 0.0025
Significant? No

IAQMP 2012 TABLE 3.3-1 2011 Electricity Use GWh (Aggregated, includes self generation and renewables)

Diesel Use

One additional truck trip per day to dispose of additional hazardous material would use 20 gallons
(200 miles + 10 mpg). By assuming one truck trip per week, there will be 52 trucks/yr for all of
the facilities. The year’s total diesel use would be 1,040 gal/yr.

Sweeper Diesel Use

Of the thirteen facilities subject to PR 1420.2, two facilities currently sweep three times a day with
mobile sweepers. Diesel use was estimated for the eleven extra sweeping events that would be
required at the eleven remaining facilities, plus additional sweeping for the compliance plans.
Diesel use was estimated assuming that sweepers would be nine feet wide, sweep over the entire
outside area around the production site (i.e., not around administrative buildings) one time a day
with two feet of overlap on the return path as the sweepers travel back and forth. Assuming a ten

" Power = (A x V)/1000= (16 amps x 110 voltage)/1000= 1.76 kW x 24 hr = 42.24 KW-hr per monitor.
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mile per gallon of diesel fuel efficiency x 185 miles from sweeping, approximately 18.5 gallons
of diesel would be consumed on a peak day and 4,810 gal/yr.

Aerial Lift Diesel Use

The proposed rule requires roof washings or vacuuming on either a quarterly or semi-annual basis.
The facilities would need to use aerial lifts to reach the roofs. PR 1420.2 would require roof
cleaning events for the applicable facilities (potential of 13 roof cleaning events per year). It is
unlikely that all the facilities would roof clean on the same day. Therefore, only one additional
aerial lift diesel-fueled use is expected on any given day. For this analysis, the aerial lifts would
be used six hours per day. Diesel fuel use was estimated using a 1.4 gallon per hour fuel
consumption from ARB’s OFFROAD2007 database. The diesel fuel use from aerial lifts would
be 8.4 gallons per day. On a yearly basis, worse-case would be quarterly cleanings for all 13
facilities would consume 439 gal/yr (8.4 gal/day*4 day/yr*13 facilities).

Roof cleaning may be contracted out, so it is assumed that aerial lifts are delivered. A single
heavy-duty diesel truck round trip of 40 miles per day is expected to be required on a peak day.
Assuming a ten mile per gallon of diesel fuel efficiency approximately 8 gallons of diesel would
be consumed on a peak day. On a yearly basis, worse-case would be quarterly deliveries for all
13 facilities would consume 416 gal/yr (8 gal/day*4 day/yr*13 facilities).

Gasoline Use

Source Testing

Additional source testing would require additional gasoline-fueled vehicle trips to the facilities on
the day of sources testing. Based on a 20 mile round trip, and a 10 mile per gallon fuel efficiency,
approximately 2 gallons of gasoline would be used on the source test day; annually for all 13
facilities would use 26 gal/yr.

Air Monitoring

Two trips per day to visit air monitors, based on average of 80 miles round trip and a 16 mile per
gallon fuel efficiency, would consume approximately 5 gallons of gasoline on a peak day; annually
for all 13 facilities would use 1,300 gal/yr (5 gal/day x 5 days/week x 52 weeks).

Table 2-9 Annual Total Projected Fuel Usage for Operational Activities

Type of Equipment Diesel Gasoline
(gallyr) (gallyr)
Haul Trucks 1,040 N/A
Sweeper Vehicles 4,810 N/A
Aerial Lifts 855 N/A
Source Testing Vehicle N/A 13
Air Monitoring Vehicle N/A 1,300
Total: | 6,705 1,313
Year 2012 Projected | 524,000,000 | 5,589,000,000
Basin Fuel Demand
(gallyr)@
Total % Above Baseline | 0.0012 2.34 x 10-5
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| Exceed Significance? | No | No |
aFigures taken from Table 3.3-3 of the 2012 AQMP Final EIR

The 2012 AQMP states that 524 million gallons of diesel and 5,589 million gallons gasoline are
consumed per year in Los Angeles County. An additional 6,705 gallons of diesel consumed and
1,313 gallons of gasoline consumed per year of operation is not expected to have a significant
adverse impact on fuel supplies.

Natural Gas Impacts
No new natural gas impacts are expected.

Therefore, based on the foregoing analysis, the SCAQMD has determined that operational-related
activities associated with the implementation of the proposed amendments is necessary and will
not use energy in a wasteful manner; will not result in substantial depletion of existing energy
resource supplies; nor will significant amounts of fuel be needed when compared to existing
supplies. Thus, there are no significant adverse energy/mineral resources impacts associated with
the implementation of PR 1420.2.

Based upon these considerations, significant adverse energy impacts are not anticipated.
Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation measures are required or necessary.

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Would the project: Mitigation
a)  Expose people or structures to potential ([l O O M
substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
e Rupture of a known earthquake O O O M
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?
e Strong seismic ground shaking? (| O O M
e Seismic—related ground failure, (| O O |
including liquefaction?
b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the O O O M
loss of topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil O O O M

that is unstable or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
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potentially result in on- or off-site

landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Belocated on expansive soil, as defined O O O M

in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately O O O M
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative ~ wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?

Significance Criteria

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

criteria apply:

- Topographic alterations would result in significant changes, disruptions, displacement,
excavation, compaction or over covering of large amounts of soil.

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

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

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

- Other geological hazards exist which could adversely affect the facility, e.g., landslides,
mudslides.

Discussion

VII. a) The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized industrial or
commercial areas. PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors,
construction of total enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity
requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. Ambient air monitors
may be placed off-site in the surrounding industrial area. All construction activities would occur
on-site at the existing facilities.

Since the proposed project would result in construction activities at existing facilities located in
developed industrial settings, minor site preparation is anticipated that could adversely affect
geophysical conditions in the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD. PR 1420.2 does not cause the new
facility construction. Southern California is an area of known seismic activity and the construction
of total enclosures and installation of APCDs at existing facilities to comply with PR 1420.2 is
expected to conform to the Uniform Building Code and all other applicable state and local building
codes. As part of the issuance of building permits, local jurisdictions are responsible for assuring
that the Uniform Building Code is adhered to and can conduct inspections to ensure compliance.
The Uniform Building Code is considered to be a standard safeguard against major structural
failures and loss of life. The basic formulas used for the Uniform Building Code seismic design
require determination of the seismic zone and site coefficient, which represents the foundation
condition at the site. The Uniform Building Code requirements also consider liquefaction potential
and establish stringent requirements for building foundations in areas potentially subject to
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liquefaction. Thus, the proposed project would not alter the exposure of people or property to
geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural
hazards. As aresult, substantial exposure of people or structures to the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving the rupture of an earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground failure or landslides
IS not anticipated.

VI1. b) Currently, 11 facilities are completely paved. As part of the housekeeping requirements
in PR 1420.2, the facilities will be required to pave, concrete, asphalt, or otherwise stabilize with
dust suppressants all facility grounds. Therefore, PR 1420.2 will reduce the potential for the loss
of topsoil and soil erosion at the two facilities which will be paved.

VI1. ¢) Since the proposed project will affect existing facilities, it is expected that the soil types
present at the facilities will not be made further susceptible to expansion or liquefaction.
Furthermore, subsidence is not anticipated to be a problem since only minor grading, or filling
activities are expected occur at facilities. Additionally, the affected areas are not envisioned to be
prone to new landslide impacts or have unique geologic features since the affected equipment units
are located at existing facilities in industrial areas.

VII. d) & e) Since PR 1420.2 would affect existing facilities located in industrial zones, it is
expected that people or property will not be exposed to new impacts related to expansive soils or
soils incapable of supporting water disposal. Further, some facilities have some degree of existing
wastewater treatment systems that will continue to be used and are expected to be unaffected by
the proposed project. Sewer systems are available to handle wastewater produced and treated by
each affected facility. Each existing facility affected by the proposed project does not require
installation of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. As a result, the proposed
project will not require facility operators to utilize septic systems or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. Thus, implementation of the proposed project will not adversely affect soils
associated with a septic system or alternative wastewater disposal system.

Based upon these considerations, significant geology and soils impacts are not expected from the
implementation of the proposed project. Since no significant geology and soils impacts were
identified for any of the issues, no mitigation measures are necessary or required.

VIll. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Would the project: Mitigation
a) Create asignificant hazard to the public O O M O

or the environment through the routine
transport, use, and disposal of
hazardous materials?
b)  Create asignificant hazard to the public O O M O
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset conditions involving
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d)

f)

9)

h)

the release of hazardous materials into
the environment?

Emit hazardous emissions, or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Be located on a site which is included
on a list of 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?

For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public use airport or a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?

Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

Significantly increased fire hazard in
areas with flammable materials?

Significance Criteria
Impacts associated with hazards will be considered significant if any of the following occur:

Discussion
VIII. a) & b) The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized industrial or
commercial areas. PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors,
construction of total enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity

O M O
O 4] O
O M O
O ] O
O O |
O 4] O

Non-compliance with any applicable design code or regulation.

Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Association standards.

Non-conformance to regulations or generally accepted industry practices related to operating
policy and procedures concerning the design, construction, security, leak detection, spill
containment or fire protection.
Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentrations equal to or greater than the Emergency
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels.
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requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. PR 1420.2 is expected
to reduce the amount of fugitive lead that is currently being emitted into the atmosphere.

PR 1420.2 may increase the amount of captured lead and subsequently an increase in the amount
of lead to be disposed. The additional captured lead emissions through additional housekeeping,
air pollution control, building improvement would reduce the lead that is currently emitted into
the air. Thus, the capture of these lead emissions would reduce lead exposure to the public and
the environment.

Spent lead is already properly transported for treatment offsite and/or out of the Basin. The
additional lead captured by new air pollution control systems would be hauled off to a hazardous
landfill, which is what the facilities are currently doing. Hence, no new significant hazards are
expected to the public or environment through its routine transport, use and disposal.

Therefore, PR 1420.2 is not expected to create a significant hazard to the public or environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into
the environment.

VII1. c) One facility is located within a quarter mile of a school. However, it is expected that the
one facility near the school are taking the appropriate and required actions to ensure proper
handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances or wastes within one-quarter
mile of the existing school.

VIII. d) Government Code 865962.5 refers to hazardous waste handling practices at facilities
subject to the Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). PR 1420.2 would affect six
facilities that are on lists of California Department of Toxics Substances Control hazardous waste
facilities per Government Code 865962.5. However, compliance with PR 1420.2 is expected to
enhance current hazardous waste handling practices by requiring enclosures or use of closed
containers to store or transport lead containing material. Hazardous wastes from the existing
facilities are required to be managed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local rules
and regulations. Therefore, compliance with PR 1420.2 would not create a significant hazard to
the public or environment.

VIlI. e) PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors, construction of
total enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity requirements, such
as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. Two of the facilities are located within two
miles of a public airport. Senior Aerospace is located approximately 0.6 miles east of the Burbank
Airport but is not located within the airport influence area. Teledyne Battery Products is located
approximately 1.7 miles southeast of the San Bernardino International Airport but is not within
the alrport safetv reV|eW area. Hewever—the—msta#aﬂereef—enele&%e&e#the—addﬁren—ef—new

A ar—Therefore, PR 1420.2 is
not expected to result ina safety hazard for people re3|d|ng or Worklng in the project area even
within the vicinity of an airport.

VII1. f) Emergency response plans are typically prepared in coordination with the local city or
county emergency plans to ensure the safety of the public (surrounding local communities), and
the facility employees as well. The proposed project would not impair implementation of, or
physically interfere with any adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. It
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is expected that the existing facilities already have an emergency response plan in place, where
required. The addition of air pollution control equipment or total enclosures may require a
modification of the existing emergency response plan at the facilities. However, no environmental
impacts are expected from the emergency plan’s modifications. Thus, PR 1420.2 is not expected
to impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan.

VIII. g) The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized industrial or
commercial areas; therefore, there is no risk from wildland fires.

VI11. h) The Uniform Fire Code and Uniform Building Code set standards intended to minimize
risks from flammable or otherwise hazardous materials. Local jurisdictions are required to adopt
the uniform codes or comparable regulations. Local fire agencies require permits for the use or
storage of hazardous materials and permit modifications for proposed increases in their use. Permit
conditions depend on the type and quantity of the hazardous materials at the facility. Permit
conditions may include, but are not limited to, specifications for sprinkler systems, electrical
systems, ventilation, and containment. The fire departments make annual business inspections to
ensure compliance with permit conditions and other appropriate regulations. Further, businesses
are required to report increases in the storage or use of flammable and otherwise hazardous
materials to local fire departments. Local fire departments ensure that adequate permit conditions
are in place to protect against potential risk of upset. The proposed project would not change the
existing requirements and permit conditions.

The proposed project would also not increase the existing risk of fire hazards in areas with
flammable brush, grass, or trees. No substantial or native vegetation typically exists on or near
the facilities (specifically because such areas could allow the accumulation of fugitive lead dust),
the existing rule requires the encapsulating (paving or asphalting) of all facility grounds. So the
proposed project is not expected to expose people or structures to wild fires. Therefore, no
significant increase in fire hazards is expected at the facilities associated with the proposed project.

Based upon these considerations, significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts are
not anticipated. Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation measures are required or necessary.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Would the project: Mitigation
a) Violate any water quality standards, O O M O

waste discharge requirements, exceed
wastewater treatment requirements of
the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board, or  otherwise
substantially degrade water quality?
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b)

d)

f)

9)

h)

Substantially deplete  groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g. the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner that would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site or flooding on- or off-site?

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

Place housing or other structures within
a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map, which
would impede or redirect flood flows?

Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding
as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam, or inundation by seiche, tsunami,
or mudflow?

Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or new storm water drainage
facilities, or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new
or expanded entitlements needed?
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i) Result in a determination by the O O M O
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing
commitments?

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

apply:

Water Demand:

- The existing water supply does not have the capacity to meet the increased demands of the
project, or the project would use more than 262,820 gallons per day of potable water.

- The project increases demand for total water by more than five million gallons per day.

Water Quality:

- The project will cause degradation or depletion of ground water resources substantially
affecting current or future uses.

- The project will cause the degradation of surface water substantially affecting current or future
uses.

- The project will result in a violation of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements.

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

- The project results in substantial increases in the area of impervious surfaces, such that
interference with groundwater recharge efforts occurs.

- The project results in alterations to the course or flow of floodwaters.

Discussion

As identified in Table 2-1, some facilities with wastewater treatment systems have the potential to
increase water demand in the district to comply with the housekeeping requirements. The facilities
must treat process water and storm water before it is discharged to the publicly owned treatment
works (POTWs). The discharged water must comply with existing lead water quality standards.
The following sections discuss the water impacts in detail.

Using the assumption from facilities that already comply with similar housekeeping requirements,
the facilities may use an additional 82,372 gallons/day and an additional 82,372 for those facilities
that require a compliance plan (see Appendix B for details).

IX. a) PR 1420.2 would not alter any existing wastewater treatment requirements of the POTW
and Regional Water Quality Control Board or otherwise substantially degrade water quality that
the requirements are meant to protect. It is assumed that the facilities that choose to use water
have wastewater discharge permits and must comply with the affluent limits. Discharge
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concentrations are currently and would continue to be limited by the Industrial Wastewater
Discharge Permit.®

IX. b) PR 1420.2 would not require the use of groundwater. The facilities use potable water that
is supplied by their local utility company and then directed to the sanitary sewer. Therefore, it
would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge.

IX. ¢) & d) While most of the facilities affected by PR 1420.2 are completely paved, two of the
facilities will require paving of approximately 20.6 acres. The increased run-off from this paved
area will be collected into the existing storm drain system and no physical changes are expected
to alter the existing drainage pattern, storm water collection or wastewater treatment of their
facility.

Therefore, PR 1420.2 is not expected to have significant adverse effects on any existing drainage
patterns, or cause an increase rate or amount of surface runoff water that would exceed the capacity
of the facilities” existing or planned storm water drainage systems.

IX. e) & f) The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized industrial or
commercial areas. PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors,
construction of total enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity
requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. Ambient air monitors
may be placed off-site in the surrounding industrial area. All construction activities would occur
on-site at the existing facilities. Therefore, PR 1420.2 is not expected to result in placing housing
or structures in 100-year flood hazard areas that could create new flood hazards or create
significant adverse risk impacts from flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam or inundation
by seiches, tsunamis, or mudflows.

IX. g) The potential increase in wastewater volume generated by the proposed amendments is
well within the existing and projected overall capacity of POTWs in the district. Therefore,
wastewater impacts associated with the disposal of waterborne clean-up waste material generated
from implementing the proposed amendments are not expected to significantly adversely affect
POTW operations.

IX. h) Using the assumption from facilities that already comply with similar housekeeping
requirements® and compliance plan activities, the 13 facilities may use an additional 82,372
gallons/day and 5 facilities may use an additional 82,372 gallons/day for their Compliance Plans
(see Appendix B for details).

8 According to Los Angeles County Sanitation District- (June 28, 2013).
% Housekeeping operations include street sweeping, watering, and washing the facility.
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Table 2-10: PR 1420.2 Additional Water Consumption

Additional
Water Application Water Usage

(gal/day)
Housekeeping Measures 82,372
Compliance Plan Usage 82,372
Total: 164,744

Significance Threshold: 262,820

Exceed Significance Threshold? No

Therefore, the total additional use would be 164,372 gal/day of water, which is less than the
significance threshold of 262,820 gal/day of potable water and total water demand of more than
five million gallons per day. Therefore, sufficient water supplies are expected to be available to
serve the project from existing entitlements and resources without the need for new or expanded
entitlements. Therefore, PR 1420.2 is not expected to be significant for operational water demand.

IX. i) Staff estimates the additional water usage from the facilities’ housekeeping activities and
compliance plan activities are expected to be 82,372 gal/year from facilities that are capable of
handling the waste water from these activities. The facilities that do not have a wastewater
treatment system may choose to vacuum/sweep their facility.

If the proposed project does trigger a facilities’ wastewater discharge rate, the POTW may deem
that a secondary peak permit could be required to allow the discharge during non-peak hours.
Significance thresholds for industrial wastewater discharge are determined by its impact to the
affected sewer system.

Therefore, based on the above analysis, there would be adequate capacity to serve the proposed
project’s projected demand addition to the provider’s existing commitments.

Based upon these considerations, significant adverse hydrology and water quality impacts are not
anticipated and, therefore, no further analysis is required or necessary.

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Would the project: Mitigation
a) Physically divide an established O O O M
community?
b)  Conflict with any applicable land use O O O M

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

Significance Criteria
Land use and planning impacts will be considered significant if the project conflicts with the land
use and zoning designations established by local jurisdictions.

Discussion

X. a) The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized industrial or
commercial areas. PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors,
construction of total enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity
requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. Therefore, PR 1420.2
is not expected to physically divide an established community.

X. b) There are no provisions in PR 1420.2 that would affect land use plans, policies, or
regulations. Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and
no land use or planning requirements will be altered by PR 1420.2.

Based upon these considerations, significant land use planning impacts are not expected from the
implementation of the proposed project. Further, since no significant impacts were identified for
any of these issues, no mitigation measures are necessary or required.

XI.  MINERAL RESOURCES.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Would the project: Mitigation
a) Result in the loss of availability of a O O O M

known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents
of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a O O O M
locally-important  mineral  resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

Significance Criteria

Project-related impacts on mineral resources will be considered significant if any of the following

conditions are met:

- The project would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of the state.
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- The proposed project results in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.

Discussion

Xl. a) & b) The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized industrial or
commercial areas. PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors,
construction of total enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity
requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. There are no provisions
in PR 1420.2 that would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to
the region and the residents of the state such as aggregate, coal, clay, shale, et cetera, or of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan.

Based upon these considerations, significant mineral resource impacts are not expected from the
implementation of the proposed project. Since no significant mineral resource impacts were
identified for any of these issues, no mitigation measures are necessary or required.

XIl.  NOISE.
Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant Significant
Impact With Impact
Would the project result in: Mitigation
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of ([l O M O

permanent noise 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 O M O
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial temporary or periodic O O M O
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

d) For a project located within an airport O O O M
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public use airport or private airstrip,
would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

Significance Criteria
Impacts on noise will be considered significant if:
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- Construction noise levels exceed the local noise ordinances or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceeded, project noise sources increase ambient noise levels by more than three
decibels (dBA) at the site boundary. Construction noise levels will be considered significant
if they exceed federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) noise standards
for workers.

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

Discussion

XIl. a), b), & c) The facilities affected by PR1420.2 are currently located in urbanized industrial
or commercial areas. The existing noise environment at each of the facilities is typically dominated
by noise from existing equipment onsite, vehicular traffic around the facilities, and trucks entering
and exiting facility premises. The majority of the facilities are completely paved and large
potentially noise intensive construction equipment would not be needed to build enclosures and
install control equipment. For the two sites which have surfaces to be paved, the use of large
construction equipment is also not anticipated due to the on-site space limitations. Since the
facilities are located in industrial areas, which have a higher background noise level when
compared to other areas, the noise generated during construction will likely be indistinguishable
from the background noise levels.

PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors, construction of total
enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity requirements, such as
wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. The construction of enclosures would decrease
the noise currently being generated on-site. Pollution control devices are not typically equipment
that generate substantial amounts of noise. Due to the attenuation rate of noise based on distance
from the source, it is unlikely that noise levels exceeding local noise ordinances would occur
beyond a facility's boundaries. Furthermore, the Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) and California-OSHA (Cal/OSHA) have established noise standards to protect worker
health. Furthermore, compliance with local noise ordinances limiting the hours of construction
will reduce the temporary noise impacts from construction to sensitive receptors. These potential
noise increases are expected to be within the allowable noise levels established by the local noise
ordinances for industrial areas, and thus are expected to be less than significant.

XI1. d) Two of the facilities are located within two miles of a public airport. Senior Aerospace is
located approximately 0.6 miles east of the Burbank Airport but is not located within the airport
influence area. Teledyne Battery Products is located approximately 1.7 miles southeast of the San
Bernardlno Internatlonal Airport but is not Wlthln the airport safetv reV|eW area. lH&neHenewn#

alrport: However, compliance Wlth PR 1420 2 would not expose people re5|d|ng or Worklng in the
project area to excessive noise levels.

Based upon these considerations, significant noise impacts are not expected from the
implementation of the proposed project. Further, since no significant impacts were identified for
any of these issues, no mitigation measures are necessary or required.
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XIl. POPULATION AND HOUSING.

Would the project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
a) Induce substantial growth in an area O O O M

either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (e.g. through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

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

Significance Criteria

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

following criteria are exceeded:

- The demand for temporary or permanent housing exceeds the existing supply.

- The proposed project produces additional population, housing or employment inconsistent
with adopted plans either in terms of overall amount or location.

Discussion

XIIl. a) PR 1420.2 would require the installation of pollution control equipment, require the
placement of ambient air quality monitors, construction of total enclosures, additional APCDs,
implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity requirements, such as wet washing,
vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. The facilities may need 1 new employee each to comply
with the housekeeping and maintenance requirements in PR 1420.2. The facilities may also need
temporary construction workers during the installation of the total enclosure and the pollution
control equipment. It is expected that new permanent workers and any construction workers would
come from the local labor pool in Southern California. Any new pollution control equipment is
expected to be operated by qualified existing employees at the facilities. The proposed project is
not anticipated to generate any significant effects, either direct or indirect, on the district's
population or population distribution. Human population within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD
is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing PR 1420.2. Assuch, PR 1420.2 would not result
in changes in population densities or induce significant growth in population.

XI11. b) Because PR 1420.2 affects operations at existing lead melting facilities, PR 1420.2 is not
expected to result in the creation of any industry that would affect population growth, directly or
indirectly, induce the construction of single- or multiple-family units, or require the displacement
of people elsewhere.

Based upon these considerations, significant adverse population and housing impacts are not
anticipated. Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation measures are required or necessary.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES.

Would the proposal result in substantial Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
adverse physical impacts associated Significant Significant Significant
with the provision of new or physically ~ Impact With Impact
altered governmental facilities, need Mitigation
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) Other public facilities?

Ooood
Oo00Od
Oo00Od
NANNN

Significance Criteria

Impacts on public services will be considered significant if the project results in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities,
or the 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
time or other performance objectives.

Discussion

XI1V. a) & b) PR 1420.2 would require the installation of pollution control equipment, require the
placement of ambient air quality monitors, construction of total enclosures, implementation of
housekeeping and maintenance activity requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and
stabilizing dirt areas, all the while continuing current operations at existing facilities. The
proposed project may result in a greater demand for catalyst, scrubbing agents and other chemicals,
which will need to be transported to the facilities to support the function of toxic emissions control
equipment and stored onsite prior to use. As first responders to emergency situations, police and
fire departments may assist local hazmat teams with containing hazardous materials, putting out
fires, and controlling crowds to reduce public exposure to releases of hazardous materials. In
addition, emergency or rescue vehicles operated by local, state, and federal law enforcement
agencies, police and sheriff departments, fire departments, hospitals, medical or paramedic
facilities, that are used for responding to situations where potential threats to life or property exist,
including, but not limited to fire, ambulance calls, or life-saving calls, may be needed in the event
of an accidental release or other emergency. While the specific nature or degree of such impacts
is currently unknown, the facilities have existing emergency response plans so any changes to
those plans would not be expected to dramatically alter how emergency personnel would respond
to an accidental release or other emergency. In addition, due the low probability and unpredictable
nature of accidental releases, the proposed project is not expected to increase the need or demand
for additional public services (e.g., fire and police departments and related emergency services, et
cetera) above current levels.
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XIV. c) As noted in the previous “Population and Housing” discussion, the proposed project is
not expected to induce population growth in any way because the local labor pool (e.g., workforce)
IS expected to be sufficient to accommodate any construction activities that may be necessary at
facilities. The additional employee anticipated to be needed to implement the housekeeping and
maintenance provisions at each facility will also likely be drawn from the local labor pool.
Therefore, there will be no increase in local population and thus no impacts are expected to local
schools or parks.

XIV. d) PR 1420.2 would require the installation of pollution control equipment, require the
placement of ambient air quality monitors, construction of total enclosures, implementation of
housekeeping and maintenance activity requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and
stabilizing dirt areas. Besides permitting the equipment or altering permit conditions by the
SCAQMD, there is no need for other types of government services. The proposed project would
not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives. There will be no
increase in population and, therefore, no need for physically altered government facilities.

Based upon these considerations, significant public services impacts are not expected from the
implementation of the proposed project. Since no significant public services impacts were
identified for any of these issues, no mitigation measures are necessary or required.

XV. RECREATION.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Mitigation
a)  Would the project increase the use of O O O M

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

Significance Criteria

Impacts to recreation will be considered significant if:

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

- The project adversely affects existing recreational opportunities.
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Discussion

XV. a) & b) As discussed earlier under the topic of “Population and Housing,” there are no
provisions in P 1420.2 that would affect or increase the demand for or use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities or require the construction of new or the
expansion of existing recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effects on the
environment because the proposed project will not directly or indirectly increase or redistribute
population.

Based upon these considerations, significant recreation impacts are not expected from the
implementation of PR 1420.2. Since no significant recreation impacts were identified, no
mitigation measures are necessary or required.

XVI. SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.

Would the project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant Significant
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
a) Be served by a landfill with sufficient ([l O M O

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

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

Significance Criteria

The proposed project impacts on solid/hazardous waste will be considered significant if the

following occurs:

- The generation and disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous waste exceeds the capacity of
designated landfills.

XVl.a) Landfills are permitted by the local enforcement agencies with concurrence from the
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). Local agencies
establish the maximum amount of solid waste which can be received by a landfill each day and
the operational life of a landfill.

Construction

PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air quality monitors, construction of total
enclosures, implementation of housekeeping and maintenance activity requirements, such as wet
washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas. To comply with the proposed rule compliance plan,
additional air pollution control equipment may be required. No demolition is expected from
compliance with PR 1420.2; therefore, no solid waste will be generated during construction.

Operation
As noted in Table 2-11, operation of control equipment such as filters could have solid waste
impacts.
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This analysis of solid waste impacts assumes that safety and disposal procedures required by
various agencies in the state of California will provide reasonable precautions against the improper
disposal of hazardous wastes in a municipal waste landfill. Because of state and federal
requirements, some facilities are attempting to reduce or minimize the generation of solid and
hazardous wastes by incorporating source reduction technologies to reduce the volume or toxicity
of wastes generated, including improving operating procedures, using less hazardous or
nonhazardous substitute materials, and upgrading or replacing inefficient processes.

Filtration
Filtration includes usage of baghouse, HEPA filters. Mixed metal compounds could be captured
with the use of filtration controls at a 99.9 percent control rate.

Currently, the facilities properly send their hazardous materials to their local melter or to Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) landfill. It is estimated that the proposed rule’s
requirements of additional filters and APCDs may generate 5760 cubic yards/yr (8064 tons/yr) of
hazardous waste.

The nearest RCRA landfills are the Republic Services and US Ecology. The Republic Services La
Paz County Landfill has approximately 20,000,000 cubic yards of capacity remaining for the 50
year life expectancy (400,000 cubic yards per year). The US Ecology, Inc., facility in Beatty,
Nevada has approximately 638,858 cubic yards of capacity remaining for the three year life
expectancy (212,952 cubic yards per year. US Ecology, Inc., receives approximately 18,000 cubic
yards per year of waste, so 194,952 cubic yards per year (212,952 cubic yard/year — 18,000 cubic
yard/year) would be available

With an annual disposal of 5,760 cubic yards of filters, spent lead, and metals, the total
solid/hazardous waste impact from the proposed rule are 1.44 percent and 2.95 percent of the
available Republic Services and US Ecology landfill capacity, respectively.

The amount of hazardous waste generated by the proposed project will not require new RCRA
landfills and is not considered to be a substantial impact to existing landfill capacity. Therefore,
potential hazardous waste impacts are not considered significant.

Table 2-11 Total Solid Waste Generation

. Annual Waste per Total Waste
Control Type Potegt;\a;ilc#;SAPC Control Device Generated (cubic
(cubic yards) yards/year)
Filtration 9 640 5,760

TOTAL WASTE GENERATED FROM PROPOSED PROJECT 5,760 cubic
yards/yr or

15.7cubic

yards/day

All new enclosures and control equipment are expected to be installed within the currently
developed footprint at already existing facilities. Because the newly installed control equipment
has a finite lifetime (approximately 20 years), it will ultimately have to be replaced at the end of
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its useful life. Affected equipment may be refurbished and used elsewhere or the scrap metal or
other materials from replaced units has economic value and is expected to be recycled, so any solid
or hazardous waste impacts specifically associated with the proposed project are expected to be
minor. As a result, no substantial change in the amount or character of solid or hazardous waste
streams is expected to occur.

XVI1.b) Itis assumed that facility operators at the facilities comply with all applicable local, state,
or federal waste disposal regulations. Implementation of PR 1420.2 is not expected to interfere
with any affected facility’s ability to comply with applicable local, state, or federal waste disposal
regulations. Since no significant solid/hazardous waste impacts were identified, no mitigation
measures are required or necessary.

Based upon these considerations, significant adverse solid/hazardous waste impacts are not
anticipated. Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation measures are required or necessary.

XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Would the project: Mitigation
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, O O O M

ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?

b)  Conflict with an applicable congestion O O O M
management program, including but
not limited to level of service standards
and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
c) Resultinachange inair traffic patterns, O O O M
including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?
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d)

f)

Substantially increase hazards due to a O O O M
design feature (e.g. sharp curves or

dangerous intersections) or

incompatible  uses (e.g. farm

equipment)?

Result in inadequate emergency O O O |
access?
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or O O O M

programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

Significance Criteria
Impacts on transportation/traffic will be considered significant if any of the following criteria

app

ly:

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

An intersection’s volume to capacity ratio increase by 0.02 (two percent) or more when the
LOS is already D, E or F.

A major roadway is closed to all through traffic, and no alternate route is available.

The project conflicts with applicable policies, plans or programs establishing measures of
effectiveness, thereby decreasing the performance or safety of any mode of transportation.
There is an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system.

The demand for parking facilities is substantially increased.

Water borne, rail car or air traffic is substantially altered.

Traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians are substantially increased.

The need for more than 350 employees

An increase in heavy-duty transport truck traffic to and/or from the facility by more than 350
truck round trips per day

Increase customer traffic by more than 700 visits per day.

Discussion
XVII. a) & b)
Construction

As

noted in the “Discussion” sections of the other environmental topics, compliance with PR

1420.2 may require construction activities for control equipment. It has been estimated to need 10
delivery and/or disposal trucks and 9 construction worker trips on a peak construction day (during

the

total enclosure phases). Construction onsite is not expected to affect on-site traffic or parking.

The additional 10 construction trips are less than the significance threshold of 350 round trips,
therefore construction activities are not expected to cause a significance adverse impact to traffic
or transportation.

PR 1420.2 2-50 October 2015



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

Operation

Waste products may be generated from the use of control technologies. Waste could include dry
solids from filtration controls. The majority of wastes will likely need to be transported to disposal
or recycling facilities.

For a “worst case” analysis, SCAQMD staff assumed that for the four facilities required to install
an additional control device to comply with PR 1420.2 compliance plan, these facilities at any
given day would generate an additional 2 truck trips per day in the entire district additional for
delivery and disposal. Overall, there would be an additional 2 worker trips for collecting samples.
These potential truck trips are not expected to significantly adversely affect circulation patterns on
local roadways or the level of service at intersections near facilities. In addition, this volume of
additional daily truck traffic is negligible over the entire area of the district. Finally, the number
of waste disposal transport trips substantially overestimates the number of anticipated trips because
owners/operators at facilities may use other types of add-on control equipment that do not generate
wastes and the actual volume of wastes is expected to much less than estimated here, resulting in
fewer truck trips per day.

Table 2-12 Estimation of Vehicle Trips

Phase Worker Vehicles Delivery/Disposal Trucks
Construction 9 per day 10 per day?
Operation 2 per day 2 per day®

& A maximum of 9 worker vehicles and 10 delivery/disposal trucks per day were estimated from two facilities peak
construction
® A maximum of 2 worker trips for collecting samples. A maximum of 2 delivery/disposal trucks can travel in the
District for the 4 Facilities

XVII. ¢) Two of the facilities are located within two miles of a public airport. Senior Aerospace
is located approximately 0.6 miles east of the Burbank Airport but is not located within the airport
influence area. Teledyne Battery Products is located approximately 1.7 miles southeast of the San
Bernardmo Internatlonal Alrport but is not W|th|n the alrport safety reV|ew area. H-is-not-known

eewﬁhm—twem#e&ef—a—pulehewpert— HGWGVGFAddItIOHa”y any actlons taken by the faC|I|t|es to
comply with PR 1420.2 is not expected to change the air traffic patterns or change in location that

results in substantial safety risks.

XVII. d) & e) The proposed project does involve construction of roadways, but all of the roads
would be on-site. Thus, there will no change to current public roadway designs that could increase
traffic hazards. Thus, the proposed project is not expected to substantially increase traffic hazards
or create incompatible uses at or adjacent to the facilities. Emergency access at the facilities is not
expected to be impacted by the proposed project. Further, each affected facility is expected to
continue to maintain their existing emergency access. Since PR 1420.2 involves short-term
construction activities and involves minor delivery/haul truck trips (street sweepings are on-site),
the proposed project is not expected to alter the existing long-term circulation patterns. The
proposed project is not expected to require a modification to circulation, thus, no long-term
impacts on the traffic circulation system are expected to occur.

XVII. f) The facilities would still be expected to comply with, and not interfere with adopted
policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bicycles or buses). Since
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all of the PR 1420.2s* compliance activities would occur on-site, PR 1420.2 would not hinder
compliance with any applicable alternative transportation plans or policies.

Based upon these considerations, significant adverse transportation/traffic impacts are not
anticipated. Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation measures are required or necessary.

XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
a) Does the project have the potential to O O O M

degrade the quality of the environment,

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish

or wildlife species, cause a fish or

wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate

a plant or animal community, reduce

the number or restrict the range of arare

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 ([l O M O

individually 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, and the effects of probable

future projects)

c) Does the project have environmental ([l O M O
effects that will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

DISCUSSION

XVIII. a) As discussed in the “Biological Resources” section, PR 1420.2 is not expected to
significantly adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitat on which they rely because any
construction and operational activities associated with the facilities are expected to occur entirely
within the boundaries of existing developed facilities in areas that have been greatly disturbed and
that currently do not support any species of concern or the habitat on which they rely. PR 1420.2
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is not expected to reduce or eliminate any plant or animal species or destroy prehistoric records of
the past.

XVIII. b) Based on the foregoing analyses, PR 1420.2 would not result in significant adverse
project-specific environmental impacts. Potential adverse impacts from implementing PR 1420.2
would not be "cumulatively considerable™ as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(1) for any
environmental topic because there are no, or only minor incremental project-specific impacts that
were concluded to be less than significant. Per CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(4), the mere existing
of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial
evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects are cumulative considerable. SCAQMD
cumulative significant thresholds are the same as project-specific significance thresholds.

This approach was upheld by the Court in Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental
Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal. App. 4th 327, 334. The Court determined that
where it can be found that a project did not exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s established air quality significance thresholds, the City of Chula Vista properly
concluded that the project would not cause a significant environmental effect, nor result in a
cumulatively considerable increase in these pollutants. The court found this determination to be
consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15064.7, stating, “The lead agency may rely on a threshold of
significance standard to determine whether a project will cause a significant environmental effect.”
The court found that, “Although the project will contribute additional air pollutants to an existing
nonattainment area, these increases are below the significance criteria...” “Thus, we conclude that
no fair argument exists that the Project will cause a significant unavoidable cumulative
contribution to an air quality impact.” As in Chula Vista, here the District has demonstrated, when
using accurate and appropriate data and assumptions, that the project will not exceed the
established South Coast Air Quality Management District significance thresholds. See also, Rialto
Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal. App. 4th 899. Here again the
court upheld the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s approach to utilizing the
established air quality significance thresholds to determine whether the impacts of a project would
be cumulatively considerable. Thus, it may be concluded that the Project will not cause a
significant unavoidable cumulative contribution to an air quality impact.

Therefore, there is no potential for significant adverse cumulative or cumulatively considerable
impacts to be generated by the proposed project for any environmental topic.

XVIII. ¢) Based on the foregoing analyses, PR 1420.2 is not expected to cause adverse effects on
human beings for any environmental topic because the air quality impacts were determined to be
less than the significance thresholds (See Section 111-AQ), the energy demand, water demand and
solid waste disposal can be met utilizing existing services (See Section VI-Energy, Section IX-
Hydrology and Section XV1-Solid/Hazardous Waste) and the aesthetics, noise, hazards and public
services will not be significantly impacted (See Section I-Aesthetics, Section VII-Hazards, Section
XI1-Noise, and Section XIV-Public Services).

As previously discussed in environmental topics | through XVIII, the proposed project has no
potential to cause significant adverse environmental effects. Therefore, no further analysis or
mitigation measures are required or necessary.
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In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of Proposed Rule
1420.2 located in the October 2, 2015 Governing Board Package. The version of Proposed Rule
1420.2 that was circulated with the Draft EA released on July 17, 2015 for a 32-day public review
and comment period ending August 18, 2015 and the Revised Draft EA released on July 21, 2015
for a 30-day public review and comment period ending August 19, 2015 was “PR1420.2b” dated
June 12, 2015.

Original hard copies of the Draft EA and Revised Draft EA, which include the draft version of the
proposed rule listed above, can be obtained through the SCAQMD Public Information Center at
the Diamond Bar headquarters or by calling (909) 396-20309.
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Table B-1
Paving Emissions

Asphalt Paving of Roads
Worse-Case: 20 acres
Construction Schedule 20 days®
Equipment Type? No. of Equipment hr/day Crew Size
Pavers 1 7.0 10
Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 6.0
Rollers 1 7.0
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.0
Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors
CO NOXx PM10 PM2.5 vVOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20
Equipment Type® Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Pavers 0.526 0.810 0.056 0.052 0.143 0.001 78 0.013 0.000
Cement and Mortar Mixers 0.042 0.055 0.002 0.002 0.009 0.000 7 0.001 0.000
Rollers 0.401 0.616 0.042 0.039 0.091 0.001 67 0.008 0.000
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.374 0.498 0.034 0.031 0.073 0.001 67 0.007 0.000
Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Factors®
CO NOXx PM10 PM2.5 vVOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20

Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile  Ib/mile  Ib/mile Ib/mile
Automobile 4.12E-03 3.41E-04 1.04E-04 4.41E-05 4.50E-04 8.22E-06 0.73 2.01E-05 4.83E-06
Heavy-Duty Truck 3.98E-03 1.81E-02 5.40E-04 3.85E-04 7.84E-04 3.64E-05 3.76 3.64E-05 2.56E-04
Number of Trips and Trip Length
Vehicle No. of One-Way  One-Way Trip Length

Trips/Day (miles)

Worker 10 20
Delivery Truck® 3 40
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Table B-1 (Continued)
Paving Emissions

Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment x Work Day (hr/day) = Construction Emissions

(Ib/day)

Cco NOXx PM10 PM25 VOC SOx CcOo2 CH4 N20
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day  Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day  Ib/day
Pavers 3.68 5.67 0.39 0.36 0.1 0.00 51 0.01 0.00
Cement and Mortar Mixers 9.63 14.78 1.01 0.93 0.6 0.01 469 0.06 0.00
Rollers 0.29 0.39 0.02 0.02 0.0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2.62 3.48 0.24 0.22 0.0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
Total 16 24 1.66 1.52 0.70 0.01 520 0.06 0.00

Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Onroad Mobile Vehicles

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

CO NOXx PM10 PM25 VOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day  Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day  Ib/day
Worker 1.649 0.137 0.0415 0.0177 0.1801 0.0033 291.3421  0.0080 0.0019
Delivery 0.956 4.346 0.1297 0.0923 0.1882 0.0087 901.2773  0.0087 0.0615
Total 2.604 4.482 0.1712 0.1100 0.3683 0.0120 1192.6193 0.0168 0.0635

Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Construction Activities

CO NOXx PM10 PM25 VOC SOx CO2eq
metric
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day  Ib/day Ib/day ton/year
Emissions 19 29 1.8 16 1.1 0.0 15.7
Significance Threshold® 550 100 150 55 75 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO
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Table B-1 (Continued)
Paving Emissions

Notes:

a) Estimated construction equipment assumed to operate one eight-hour shift per day.
b) Emission factors estimated using OFFROAD2011

c¢) Emission factors estimated using EMFAC2011 for the 2015 fleet year.

d) Assumed three deliver truck trips per day.

e) SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds
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Table B-2
Foundation Emissions
Foundation
Construction Schedule 5 days®
Equipment Type? No. of Equipment hr/day Crew Size
Pavers 1 7.0 10
Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 6.0
Rollers 1 7.0
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.0
Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors
CO NOXx PM10 PM2.5 VOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20
Equipment TypeP Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Pavers 0.526 0.810 0.056 0.052 0.143 0.001 78 0.013 0.000
Cement and Mortar Mixers 0.042 0.055 0.002 0.002 0.009 0.000 7 0.001 0.000
Rollers 0.401 0.616 0.042 0.039 0.091 0.001 67 0.008 0.000
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.374 0.498 0.034 0.031 0.073 0.001 67 0.007 0.000
Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Factors®
CO NOXx PM10 PM2.5 VOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20

Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile  Ib/mile  Ib/mile Ib/mile
Automobile 4.12E-03 3.41E-04 1.04E-04 4.41E-05 4.50E-04 8.22E-06 0.73 2.01E-05 4.83E-06
Heavy-Duty Truck 3.98E-03 1.81E-02 5.40E-04 3.85E-04 7.84E-04 3.64E-05 3.76 3.64E-05 2.56E-04
Number of Trips and Trip Length
Vehicle No. of One-Way  One-Way Trip Length

Trips/Day (miles)

Worker 10 20
Delivery Truck® 3 40
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Table B-2 (Continued)
Foundation Emissions

Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment x Work Day (hr/day) = Construction Emissions

(Ib/day)

Cco NOXx PM10 PM25 VOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day  Ib/day
Pavers 3.68 5.67 0.39 0.36 0.1 0.00 51 0.01 0.00
Cement and Mortar Mixers 9.63 14.78 1.01 0.93 0.6 0.01 469 0.06 0.00
Rollers 0.29 0.39 0.02 0.02 0.0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2.62 3.48 0.24 0.22 0.0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
Total 16 24 1.66 1.52 0.70 0.01 520 0.06 0.00

Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Onroad Mobile Vehicles

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

co NOXx PM10 PM25 VOC  SOx co2 CH4  N20
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day lo/day Ib/iday Ib/day  Ib/day  Ib/day Ib/day
Worker 1.649 0.137 00415 00177 01801 0.0033 291.3421 0.0080 0.0019
Delivery 0.956 4.346 01297 0.0923 01882 0.0087 901.2773 0.0087 0.0615
Total 2.604 4.482 01712 0.1100 0.3683 0.0120 1192.6193 0.0168 0.0635

Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Construction Activities

CO NOX PM10 PM25 VOC SOx CO2eq
metric
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day ton/year
Emissions 19 29 1.8 1.6 1.1 0.0 3.9
Significance Threshold® 550 100 150 55 75 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO
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Table B-2 (Continued)
Foundation Emissions

Notes:

a) Estimated construction equipment assumed to operate one eight-hour shift per day.
b) Emission factors estimated using OFFROAD2011

c) Emission factors estimated using EMFAC2011 for the 2015 fleet year.

d) Assumed three deliver truck trips per day.

e) SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds
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Table B-3
Installation of APCD Emissions

Construction of APC

Construction Schedule 21 days

No. of Crew
Equipment Type? Equipment hr/day Size
Cranes 2 4.0 10
Forklifts 2 6.0
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.0

Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

CO NOXx PM10 PM2.5 VOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20
Equipment Type® Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Cranes 0.431 1.028 0.044 0.041 0.120 0.001 121 0.011 0.043
Forklifts 0.221 0.355 0.018 0.016 0.050 0.001 54 0.004 0.015
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.374 0.498 0.034 0.031 0.073 0.001 67 0.007 0.021

Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Factors®

CO NOXx PM10 PM2.5 VOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20

Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Automobile 4.12E-03 3.41E-04 1.04E-04 4.41E-05 4.50E-04 8.22E-06 0.73 2.01E-05 4.83E-06
Heavy-Duty Truck 3.98E-03 1.81E-02 5.40E-04 3.85E-04 7.84E-04 3.64E-05 3.76 3.64E-05 2.56E-04
Number of Trips and Trip Length

One-Way Trip

Vehicle No. of One-Way Length

Trips/Day (miles)
Worker 10 20
Heavy-duty Trucks 3 40
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Table B-3 (Continued)
Installation of APCD Emissions

Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment x Work Day (hr/day) = Construction Emissions (Ib/day)

CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 VOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Cranes 35 8.2 0.35 0.33 1.0 0.01 967 0.09 0.34
Forklifts 2.7 4.3 0.21 0.20 0.60 0.01 652 0.05 0.18
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3.0 4.0 0.27 0.25 0.58 0.01 534 0.05 0.17
Total 9.1 16.5 0.8 0.8 2.1 0.02 2,154 0.19 0.68

Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Onroad Mobile Vehicles

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

co NOXx PM10 PM25  VOC SOx co2 CH4  N20
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day  Ib/day  Ib/day  Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day  Ib/day
Flatbed Trucks 1.59 7.2 0216 0154 0314  1.45E-02 1,502 0.0146  0.1026
Water Trucks 0.96 43 0.13 0.092 019  9.00E-03 901 0009  0.062
Total 25 11.6 0.35 0.25 050  2.35E-02 2,403 0024  0.165

Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Construction Activities

(0] NOXx PM10 PM2.5 VOC SOx CO2¢eq
metric
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day ton/year
Emissions 12 28 1.2 1.0 2.6 0.0 438
Significance Threshold® 550 100 150 55 75 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO
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Table B-3 (Continued)
Installation of APCD Emissions

Notes:

a) Estimated construction equipment assumed to operate one eight-hour shift per day.
b) Emission factors estimated using
OFFROAD2011

¢) Emission factors estimated using EMFAC2011 for the 2015 fleet year.
d) Assumed three deliver truck trips per day.
e) SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds
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Enclosures

Assumptions

Table 4

Total Enclosures Construction Emissions

Largest total enclosure needed

Buildin Width, | Length, | Height, Area, Area, | Construction | Construction
g m m m ft2 acre Days Months
Total Enclosure 125 250 75 31,250 0.72 54.3 25

Example Construction Activity
Total 31,250 Square Foot Structure Duration 55 days
Enclosure
Construction Schedule Unknown
Equipment Type?P No. of hr/day Crew Size
Equipment

Forklifts 2 7.0 9
Cranes 2 8.0
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 6.0
Generator Sets 2 8.0
Electric Welders 4 8.0
Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

CO NOXx VOC SOX PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20
Equipment Type® Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Forklifts 0.232 0.516 0.069 0.001 0.028 0.026 54.4 0.006 0.006
Cranes 0.543 1.451 0.159 0.001 0.064 0.059 128.7 0.014 0.014
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.393 0.675 0.102 0.001 0.052 0.048 66.8 0.009 0.009
Generator Sets 0.329 0.644 0.096 0.001 0.040 0.036 61.0 0.009 0.008
Electric Welders N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Table 4 (Continued)
Total Enclosures Construction Emissions

Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Factors

CcO NOx VOC SOX PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Heavy-Duty Truck? 0.01195456 0.03822102  0.00304157 0.00004131 0.00183062 0.00160083 4.21120578 0.00014201 0.00001058
Worker Vehicles 0.00826276 0.00091814  0.00091399 0.00001077 0.00008698 0.00005478 1.09568235 0.00008146 0.00010753

Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length

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

Flatbed Truck® 10 40

Construction Workers 9 20

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment

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

CO NOXx VOC SOX PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Fork Lifts 3.25 7.23 0.96 0.01 0.39 0.36 762 0.09 0.08
Cranes 8.69 23.22 2.55 0.02 1.03 0.95 2,058 0.23 0.22
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4,72 8.10 1.22 0.009 0.62 0.57 802 0.11 0.10
Generator Sets 5.27 10.30 1.54 0.01 0.63 0.58 976 0.14 0.13
Electric Welders N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total 21.9 48.9 6.3 0.05 2.7 25 4,598 0.57 0.53
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Table 4 (Continued)
Total Enclosures Construction Emissions

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissions from Onroad Mobile Vehicles

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

co NOX VOC SOX PM10 PM2.5 co2 CH4 N20
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Flatbed Truck 9.56 30.6 2.43 0.0330 1.46 1.28 3,369 0.11 0.01
Worker Vehicles 2.97 0.33 0.33 0 0.03 0.02 394 0.03 0.04
Total 12,5 30.9 2.76 0.03 1.49 1.30 3,763 0.14 0.05

Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Construction Activities

CO NOXx VOC SOX PM10 PM2.5 CO2¢ CH48 N20¢
Mton/project/ Mton/project/ Mton/project/
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day 30 yrs 30 yrs 30 yrs
On-Site Emissions 34 80 9.0 0.08 4.2 3.8 7 0.001 0.000
- 10,000 10,000 10,000
f ’ ’ ’
Significance Threshold 550 100 75 150 150 55 Mton/year Mton/year Mton/year
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Notes:
a) Assumption
b) Equipment name must match CARB Off-Road Model (see Off-Road Model EF worksheet) equipment name for sheet to look up EFs automatically.

¢) SCAB values provided by the ARB, Oct 2006. Assumed equipment is diesel fueled except the welders which are powered by the generator. N20 values estimated from ratio of N20 and CH4 EF presented for on-road
vehicles

in the ARB Regulation for Mandatory Reporting of GHG Emissions.
d) 2010 fleet year. http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onroad.html. N2) values from ARB Regulation for Mandatory Reporting of GHG Emissions.
e) Assumed haul truck travels 40 miles round trip
f) SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds
g) GHG are reported in metric tons (Mton) over 30 years.
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Table B-5
Installation of Blowers Emissions

Installation of blowers

Construction Schedule 5 days

No. of
Equipment Type? Equipment hr/day Crew Size
Cranes 1 4.0 10
Forklifts 2 6.0
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.0

Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

Cco NOx PM10 PM2.5 vVOC SOx CcOo2 CH4 N20
Equipment Type® Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Cranes 0.431 1.028 0.044 0.041 0.120 0.001 121 0.011 0.043
Forklifts 0.221 0.355 0.018 0.016 0.050 0.001 54 0.004 0.015
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.374 0.498 0.034 0.031 0.073 0.001 67 0.007 0.021

Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Factors®

CO NOXx PM10 PM2.5 VOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Automobile 4.12E-03 3.41E-04 1.04E-04 4.41E-05 4.50E-04 8.22E-06 0.73 2.01E-05  4.83E-06
Heavy-Duty Truck 3.98E-03 1.81E-02 5.40E-04 3.85E-04  7.84E-04 3.64E-05 3.76 3.64E-05  2.56E-04
Number of Trips and Trip Length
One-Way
Vehicle No. of One-Way  Trip Length
Trips/Day (miles)
Worker 10 20
Heavy-duty Truck® 3 40
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Table B- 5 (Continued)
Installation of Blowers Emissions

Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment x Work Day (hr/day) = Construction Emissions (Ib/day)

Cco NOXx PM10 PM25 VOC SOx COo2 CH4 N20
Equipment Type Ib/day  Ib/day Ib/day  Ib/day Ib/day  Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Cranes 1.7 4.1 0.18 0.16 0.5 0.01 484 0.04 0.17
Forklifts 2.7 4.3 0.21 0.20 0.60 0.01 652 0.05 0.18
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3.0 4.0 0.27 0.25 0.58 0.01 534 0.05 0.17
Total 74 12.3 0.7 0.6 1.7 0.02 1,670 0.15 0.51
Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Onroad Mobile Vehicles
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Trips/Day x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissions (Ib/day)

(6{0) NOXx PM10 PM25 VOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Flatbed Trucks 1.59 7.2 0.216 0.154 0.314 1.45E-02 1,502 0.0146 0.1026
Water Trucks 0.96 4.3 0.13 0.092 0.19 9.00E-03 901 0.009 0.062
Total 2.5 11.6 0.35 0.25 0.50 2.35E-02 2,403 0.024 0.165
Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Construction Activities

Cco NOXx PM10 PM25 VOC SOx CO2eq
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day  metric ton/year
Emissions 10 24 1.0 0.9 2.2 0.0 389
Significance Threshold® 550 100 150 55 75 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO
Notes:
a) Estimated construction equipment assumed to operate one eight-hour shift per day.
b) Emission factors estimated using OFFROAD2011
c¢) Emission factors estimated using EMFAC2011 for the 2015 fleet year.
d) Assumed three deliver truck trips per day.
e) SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds
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Table B-6
Operational Emissions (Mobile Sources)
Operational
CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 VOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
8.22E- 2.01E- 4.83E-
Automobile 4.12E-03 3.41E-04 1.04E-04 4.41E-05 4.50E-04 06 0.73 05 06
3.64E- 3.64E- 2.56E-
Heavy-Duty Truck? 3.98E-03 1.81E-02 5.40E-04 3.85E-04 7.84E-04 05 3.76 05 04
Number of Trips and Trip Length
Vehicle No. of One-Way  One-Way Trip Length
Trips/Day (miles)
Automobile (Source Test) 1 20
Heavy-duty Truck 1 200
Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Onroad Mobile Vehicles
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Trips/Day x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissions
(Ib/day)
CcoO NOXx PM10 PM2.5 VOC SOx CO2 CH4 N20
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
4.83E-
Automobile (Source Test) 0.16 0.01 0.0042 0.0018 0.02 0.0003 29 0.0008 06
Haul Truck 1.6 7.2 0.216 0.154 0.31 0.0145 1,502 0.0146 0.103
Total Incremental Emissions from Operational Activities
CO NOXx PM10 PM2.5 VOC SOx CO2
metric
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day ton/year
Emissions 1.8 7.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.01 0.71
Significance Threshold® 550 55 150 55 75 150 10,000
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO NO
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Table B-7
Vehicle Sweeping Emissions
Width Linear Linear

All Eacilities Area Area of Feet Feet
(ft?) (acres) Sweeper | Traveled | Traveled
Path (ft) | (ft) (miles)
Total 1,700,000 39.0 7 242,857 46.0

Assumed sweepers are nine feet wide with two foot overlap

Descrintion CO, NOX, VOC, SOX, PM10, | PM2.5, CO2, CH4, N20,
P Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile | Ib/mile | Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
_II\_/Iri((j:tJm-DUty 0.018438 0.020625 0.002590 | 0.000027 | 0.000751 | 0.000642 | 2.732222 0.000126 0.000011
Both Facilities Roundtrip
Describtion VMT, CO, NOX, VOC, | SOX, | PM10, | PM25, co2, CH4, N20, CO2eq,
P mile/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day | Mton/year | Mton/year | Mton/year | Mton/year
.'\I_Arﬁitjm'DUty 92.0 1.70 1.90 0.24 0.0025 0.069 0.0591 41.6 0.0019 0.000161 41.6
Medium-Duty
Truck 35.4 0.65 0.73 0.09 0.0010 0.027 0.0227 16.0 0.0007 0.000062 16.0
For 5 facilities

All EF from EMFAC2007, N20 from ARB's Regulation for the Mandatory Reporting of
Greenhouse Gases,
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Table B-8
Ambient Monitoring Vehicle Emissions
Assumption: Two facilities per day
(6{0) NOx VvVOC SOX PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Gasoline Vehicles ~ 0.00826276  0.00091814  0.00091399  0.00001077  0.00008698  0.00005478  1.09568235  0.00008146  0.00010753
Descrintion VMT, Co, NOX, VOC, SOX, PM10, PM2.5, co2, CHa, N20, CO2eq,
P mile/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Mton/year | Mton/year Mton/year Mton/year
Gasoline vehicle 160 1.32 0.15 0.15 0.0017 0.014 0.0088 14.5 0.0011 0.001424 14.5
Table B-9
Aerial Lift Usage and Delivery Emissions
CcoO NOx VOC SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Aerial Lifts 0.209304495 0.360045405 0.066987904 0.000399208 0.02478674 0.02 34.7 0.0060 0.006
Usage, CoO, NOX, VOC, SOX, PM10, PM2.5, CO2, CHA4, N20,
hr/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Mton/year | Mton/year | Mton/year
6 1.26 2.16 0.40 0.002 0.15 0.14 11.3 0.0004 0.0007
CO NOx VOC SOX PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20
Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Heavy-Duty Truck 0.01195456 0.03822102 0.00304157 0.00004131 0.00183062 0.00160083 4.21120578 0.00014201 0.00001058
Descrintion VMT, Co, NOX, vocC, SOX, PM10, PM2.5, co2, CHa4, N20,
b mile/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Mton/year Mton/year | Mton/year
Heavy-Duty Truck 80.0 0.96 3.06 0.24 0.00 0.15 0.13 15.3 0.0005 0.000038
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Table B-10
Estimated Water Usage
Size of

Building Total Size Facility Size

Housing of All w/Buidlings one time

Furnaces Bldg Ht Buildings | Total Facility | Backed out per day
Facility (sq. ft) (ft) (sq.ft) | Size(sq.ft) | (sq. ft) (gpd)
A 9350 30 8350 61,194 52,844 3,801
B 47250 30 91000 159,600 68,600 9,913
C 6750 30 14575 75,000 60,425 4,658
D 4,842,500 | 1,000,000 0
E 43500 30 43500 82,775 39,275 5,141
F 50600 30 64500 169,275 104,775 10,514
G 18175 30 18175 32,175 14,000 1,998
H 4500 30 4500 151,940 147,440 9,437
| 30750 30 88100 157100 69,000 9,758
J 27000 30 107800 173250 65,450 10,761
K 12000 20 16900 53000 36,100 3,292
L 3375 20 7625 25625 18,000 1,592
M 16000 30 100675 185250 84,575 11,506

Total 1,760,484 82,372
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Table B-11
Fuel Use
Building/Installation of APCD
Schedule 21 days
No. of Op | Fuel Fuel g?]'e(_)f _Cr)rnie—Way Fuel Fuel
Equipment Type ey Time, | Economy, | Used, Vehicle P Economy, | Used,
Equipment Way, Length,
hr/day | gal/hr gal/day Trips/Day | miles mpg gal/day
Cranes 4.0 3.52 42.24 Automobile 10 20 10 40
Forklifts 6.0 0.96 11.52 Heavy-duty Truck 3 40 40 6
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 8.0 19 30.4
. . al/phase
Total Diesel Used for Phase 1767.36 gal/phase Total Diesel Used for Phase 126 galip
. al/phase
Total Gasoline Used for Phase 840 galip
Building/Installation of Blowers
Schedule 5 days
No. of Op | Fuel Fuel (l\)l(r)]'e(_)f _Cr)rnie—Way Fuel Fuel
Equipment Type o Time, | Economy, | Used, Vehicle P Economy, | Used,
Equipment Way, Length,
hr/day | gal/hr gal/day Trips/Day | miles mpg gal/day
Cranes 4.0 3.52 14.08 Automobile 10 20 10 40
Forklifts 6.0 0.96 11.52 Heavy-duty Truck 3 40 40 6
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 8.0 19 15.2
Total Diesel Used for Phase 204 gal/phase Total Diesel Used for Phase 30 gal/phase
Total Gasoline Used for Phase 200 gal/phase
PR 1420.2 B-19 October 2015
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Paving of Roads

Schedule 14 days
No. of Op | Fuel Fuel (N)(r:'e(_)f _I(?rnie-Way Fuel Fuel
Equipment Type Equi : Time, | Economy, | Used, Vehicle P Economy, | Used,
quipment Way, Length,
hr/day | gal/hr gal/day Trips/Day | miles mpg gal/day
Pavers 1 7.0 2.8 19.6 Automobile 10 20 10 40
Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 6.0 0.331 7.944 Heavy-duty Truck 3 40 40 6
Rollers 1 7.0 1.6 11.2
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.0 1.9 13.3
. . I/ph
Total Diesel Used for Phase 728.616 gal/phase Total Diesel Used for Phase 84 gal/phase
. al/phase
Total Gasoline Used for Phase 560 galip
Foundation
Schedule 5 days
No. of Op | Fuel Fuel (l\)l(r)]'e(_)f _Cr)rnie—Way Fuel Fuel
Equipment Type o Time, | Economy, | Used, Vehicle P Economy, | Used,
Equipment Way, Length,
hr/day | gal/hr gal/day Trips/Day | miles mpg gal/day
Pavers 1 7.0 2.8 19.6 Automobile 10 20 10 40
Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 6.0 0.331 7.944 Heavy-duty Truck 3 40 40 6
Rollers 1 7.0 16 11.2
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.0 19 13.3
Total Diesel Used for Phase 260.22 gal/phase Total Diesel Used for Phase 30 gal/phase
Total Gasoline Used for Phase 200 gal/phase
PR 1420.2 B-20 October 2015
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Total Enclosures

Schedule 66 days
No. of Op | Fuel Fuel (N)(r:'e(_)f _I(?rnie-Way Fuel Fuel
Equipment Type Equir;ment Time, | Economy, | Used, Vehicle Way Len%th Economy, | Used,
hr/day | gal/hr gal/day Tripé/Day miles ‘ mpg gal/day
Forklifts 2 7.0 25 35 Automobile 9 20 10 36
Cranes 2 8.0 35 56 Heavy-duty Truck 10 40 40 20
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 6.0 1.9 23
Generator Sets 2 8.0 2.8 45
Total Diesel Used for Phase 8157.60 gal/phase Total Diesel Used for Phase 1320 gal/phase
Total Gasoline Used for Phase 2376 gal/phase
Grand Total Diesel Used 11117.80 gal/project Grand Total Diesel Used 1590.00 gal/project
Grand Total Gasoline Used 4176 FeliErEoet
Diesel Use (Equipment + Vehicles)  12707.80 Fllf el
PR 1420.2 B-21 October 2015
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Final Environmental Assessment: Appendix C

INTRODUCTION

A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) was released for a 32-day public review and comment
period from July 17, 2015 to August 18, 2015. Subsequently, a Revised Draft EA, which included
formatting changes to Appendix B, was released for a 30-day public review and comment period
from July 21, 2015 to August 19, 2015. The environmental analysis in the Draft EA and Revised
Draft EA concluded that PR 1420.2 would not generate any significant adverse environmental
impacts. The SCAQMD received one comment letter regarding the environmental analysis in the
Draft EA during the public comment period.

The individual comments within the comment letter have been bracketed and
numbered. Following each comment is SCAQMD staff’s response.

PR 1420.2 C-1 October 2015
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August 19, 2015

Via First Class mail and
Via Email to: ccarter@aqmd.gov

Ms. Cynthia Carter, c/o CEQA

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1420.2

Dear Ms. Carter:
Our Rancho Cucamonga facility is one of only thirteen facilities that will be regulated by Proposed
Rule 1420.2. As such, we have first-hand knowledge regarding the regulated equipment and
activities, insight into the challenges of compliance, and potential environmental and economic
impacts. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment
prepared by the SCAQMD for Rule 1420.2. Our complete comments are attached.

Our greatest concern during the rule development process has been that the rule would contain ]
technologically or economically infeasible provisions that would not produce meaningful
emissions reductions in the community. We appreciate the time that District staff has taken to
better understand our equipment, emissions, and business. We believe that the August 5, 2015
version of the rule is better for the community as well as for Gerdau. However, the Draft EA
evaluates an earlier version of the proposed rule. If provisions of earlier versions of the rule were
to be restored, or new requirements added prior to rule adoption, the rule would very likely cause
the closure of the Rancho Cucamongafacility. In such case, the Draft EA would be deficient under
CEQA, because it fails to evaluate the substantial environmental effects of facility closure.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the draft EA. If you have any

questions regarding our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

]

Sincerely,

WO Quen

Mark Olson, Vice President/General Manager
Rancho Cucamonga Mill
Gerdau Long Steel North America
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DETAILED COMMENTS

PART I. GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Version of the Rule Reviewed -

As originally proposed, Rule 1420.2 would have had a substantial negative effect on our plant in
Rancho Cucamonga. Many of the requirements in the early versions of the rule would have been
technologically infeasible. Other early provisions would have imposed extraordinary costs of
compliance while having no or negligible benefit in reducing ambient lead concentrations in the
community. As aresult, the early versions of the rule would have caused the closure of the Rancho
Cucamonga plant.

We realize that the staff continues to fine tune details regarding the proposed rule. Some of the
issues described in our comments may be moot, with the release of the August 5, 2015 version of
the rule, and others may become moot with additional rule revisions prior to adoption. However,
to comment on the Draft EA, it is necessary to comment in the context of the version of the rule
reviewed in that document. If the adopted version of the rule excludes provisions in the June 12,
2015 version of the proposed rule for which the Draft EA is deficient, then the CEQA deficiency
may be addressed (provided the change does not implicate other potentially significant impacts).
Conversely, if the adopted rule includes provisions that were present in the earlier drafts of the rule
but not in the June 12, 205 version evaluated in the Draft EA, or if new requirements are added,
then CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 would require at a minimum that the Draft EA be revised
and recirculated for public comment prior to adoption of the rule in order to evaluate additional
adverse environmental impacts, including direct and indirect environmental impacts associated

with closure of the Ranch Cucamonga facility. —

2. The EA Should Be Revised to Evaluate the Current Proposed Rule.

As noted, the Draft EA analyzes the impacts of the June 12, 2015 version of the proposed rule.
The proposed rule has been changed in important ways since that time. In order for the EA to
achieve CEQA’s objective of informing the public and the decision-makers about the
environmental consequences of the proposed decision, the EA should be revised to include
analysis of the latest version of the draft PR 1420.2. All edits made in the August 5, 2015 draft
PR 1420.2 need to be reflected in an updated Project Description section of the EA. In addition,
the environmental analysis needs to be updated to account for additional project components as
listed in the August 5, 2015 draft proposed rule. EA revision should occur before either the EA or
the rule is presented to the Governing Board for adoption. In addition, it is expected that changes
in response to these and other public comments will disclose for the first time that the rule may
result in significant adverse environmental impacts. Therefore, a revised draft EA should be
recirculated for public comment before adoption of the EA or the rule.

1
Gerdau Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1420.2, August 19, 2015
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3. The EA Omits Impacts from the Most Significant Undertaking Required by the Rule:
Construction of Gerdau’s Meltshop/Baghouse.

The District acknowledges that Gerdau’s Rancho Cucamonga facility will not be able to meet
many of the requirements of the rule without completion of its meltshop/baghouse project. Yet
the EA omits all discussion of the impacts of constructing and operating this project. Page 2-7 of
the EA explains that the environmental analysis for the rule includes only impacts from installation
of a negative air pressure system and increased housekeeping.

The Draft EA dismisses impacts from the meltshop/baghouse project because the project was
initially proposed and permits to construct issued before Rule 1420.2 was proposed. Even so, Rule
1420.2 will fundamentally change the regulatory landscape for the company. Completion of the
project will essentially be mandated by the rule, as the only other means of compliance would be
to cease operations. CEQA precedents confirm that the change in legal status of even an ongoing
activity can cause environmental impacts that must be reviewed in an EIR. See, e.g., Lighthouse
Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal. App. 4% 1170. Adoption or amendment
of a regulation in recognition of the status quo can nonetheless require CEQA review because a
change in enforceability can result in changes in the physical environment. The environmental
impacts of a change in regulatory status are even more closely tied to the proposed rule here, where
the meltshop/baghouse project has not yet been constructed, and progress on the project has been
suspended since the District announced its intention to adopt proposed Rule 1420.2.

Omission of the impacts of the meltshop/baghouse project also creates deficiencies in detailed
analyses in the Draft EA. For example, the discussion of construction impacts (starting on pg.2-
15 of the Draft EA) implies that construction of air pollution control devices for the compliance
plan were assessed in the EA, but Gerdau’s construction was omitted. Also, the EA states that
construction impacts will not overlap between facilities: “Given the short duration of construction
and the amount of time for facilities to comply with PR 1420.2, staff assumed that the construction
phases at these different facilities would not overlap (pg. 2-17).” However, this assumption does
not take into account the lengthy construction schedule for the Gerdau’s meltshop/baghouse
project. In Appendix B of the Draft EA, the construction phase of the air pollution control devices
is listed as only 21 days. Thus, it is quite possible that, on a peak-day, construction of the
meltshop/baghouse project will overlap with construction by other facilities subject to proposed
Rule 1420.2. The schedule that Gerdau has previously submitted to the District shows that
construction of the meltshop/baghouse project will take approximately two years, not a few days.

Similarly, the EA analyzes only 54 days of construction of a total enclosure, while Gerdau’s
construction will require additional months following completion of the new baghouse. The EA
also severely underestimates the size of the assumed enclosure, analyzing only 31,250 square feet
of enclosure compared to the 285,000 feet proposed for Gerdau’s project.

—

If the District continues to exclude Gerdau’s meltshop/baghouse project from the proposed Rule
1420.2 impact analysis, at a minimum the project must be included in the cumulative impacts
analysis for both air quality and greenhouse gas impacts. Gerdau’s meltshop/baghouse project
will overlap with implementation of other construction required to comply with Rule 1420.2. As

2
Gerdau Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1420.2, August 19, 2015
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noted above, the cumulative impacts would be significant for air quality and require preparation '

of Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

4. The EA Must Evaluate Environmental Impacts Resulting from Economic Impacts. ]

CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 provides:

Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on
the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed
decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from
the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.
The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail
greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the
analysis shall be on the physical changes.

As explained above, the pre-June 12, 2015 versions of the rule contained provisions that would
have been technologically or economically infeasible, and would have resulted in the closure of
the Rancho Cucamonga facility. For example, it likely would be technologically infeasible to
achieve the point source control efficiency required by Subsection (f) for small point sources with
low concentrations of lead in the exhaust. Even if achievable, this requirement would have resulted
in no measurable benefit in the community, at great expense. Similarly, pre-June versions of the
rule would have required total enclosure of handling and storage of lead-containing materials,
including slag. For Gerdau, this would have required construction of total enclosure for our lead
handling and slag storage area, which currently spans approximately 12.4 acres. The cost of
construction of such an enclosure would have been many millions of dollars, and it could not have
been completed within the time frame specified. Testing has shown that our slag has a lead content
within the range of naturally occurring soils in California, so this expense would not have produced
a meaningful reduction in lead concentrations in the community.

The June 12, 2015 version of the rule likewise contained a number of provisions that were
technologically, economically or legally infeasible. If adopted, these provisions would result in
the closure of the Rancho Cucamonga plant. This consequence will be discussed in greater detail
in our comments on the proposed rule and the Draft Socio-economic Report.

CEQA does not require the EA to discuss the direct economic impact to the company or the
community from the closure. But facility closure would cause substantial environmental effects
in the immediate vicinity, in the region, and beyond. These impacts must be discussed in the EA
if any of the above-listed provisions is contained in the final rule as adopted.

The Rancho Cucamonga facility is a major employer and contributor to the local economy, and its
closure could set in motion localized environmental impacts considered blight or urban decay.
Vacancy of a major business or structure can trigger a downward spiral of other business closures
and long-term vacancies. In CEQA, “urban decay” is generally defined as visible symptoms of
physical deterioration that invite vandalism, loitering, and graffiti. Urban decay may include
boarded doors and windows, deferred maintenance of structures, unauthorized use of buildings
and parking lots, littering, dead or overgrown vegetation, and third party dumping of refuse. Thus,

3
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a deteriorating economic condition may cause deterioration of the physical conditions. These
changes in the physical environment would be adverse environmental impacts that must be
evaluated under CEQA.

The Draft EA would also need to evaluate the alternative scenario of removal of the facility to
avoid blight. There would be substantial environmental impacts associated with dismantling the
facility. These include engine emissions from demolition equipment and off-road and on-road
motor vehicles, including vehicles removing waste from the site. It also would include fugitive
emissions associated with demolition and vehicular travel on the site.

Many of our employees are highly skilled and highly compensated workers. But the Rancho
Cucamonga facility is the last remaining steel mill in California; therefore, their skills may not
match the requirements of other employers in the immediate vicinity. Closure of the plant may
initiate an extended period during which the employees drive substantial additional miles looking
for new employment. An increase in vehicle miles traveled translates into additional traffic and
air quality impacts that would need to be quantified and evaluated in the Draft EA.

On the regional, statewide and global levels, closure of the Rancho Cucamonga facility would
affect major market chains, including waste management, metals recycling, and the production of
seismic rebar, with consequential environmental impacts. The Rancho Cucamonga facility
receives scrap metal from sources throughout Southern California. (Approximately 90% comes
from sources within 75 miles of the plant, 6% from sources between 75-125 miles, and the
remainder from sources more than 125 miles, including small amounts from Arizona and Nevada.)
The plant recycles the scrap metal to produce seismic rebar needed for construction in California.
Loss of this facility would cause dislocation in construction, demolition, and metals recycling,
manufacturing and supply.

These dislocations would directly cause environmental impacts. Scrap metal would have to be
hauled longer distances. Because there is no other steel mini-mill in California, the scrap metal
would have to be hauled out of state or out of the country. Given our knowledge of the metals
industry, we believe the most likely outcome is that the scrap metal would be hauled by truck or
train to the Ports of Los Angeles or Long Beach, transshipped onto marine vessels, and transported
to Asia. There, it would be recycled into new steel products. This may or may not include seismic
rebar, depending upon the market interests of the scrap purchaser or recycler. In any event,
California's need for seismic rebar would need to be met by manufacturers outside California.
Thus, the CEQA analysis would need to include the substantial traffic, transportation, air emissions
and other impacts associated with transporting the scrap out of California, and transporting seismic
rebar into the state. In addition, given California's groundbreaking regulation of greenhouse gas
emissions, it is most likely that recycling the scrap metal and manufacturing the seismic rebar
outside the state will produce much greater greenhouse gas emissions than baseline emissions for
these same activities.

Our air quality expert, Joseph Hower of Ramboll Environ US Corporation, prepared a simple air
quality analysis assuming that the work and the Rancho Cucamonga facility would shift to an
existing facility in Arizona. Even under this scenario, air emissions impacts of closing the Rancho
Cucamonga facility would be significant, as shown in Table 1 below:

4
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Table 1. Emissions Increase due to Transportation of Scrap Metal and Final Product
in the event of Shutdown of the Gerdau TAMCO Facility
Detl(:v:ﬁ z::gks Delivery Trucks Increase from
Parameter Nucor Plant in to and from TAMCO Steel
. TAMCO Mill Shutdown
Arizona
Vehicle Miles Travelled (miles/day)!
Total VMT | 141,823 i 44,738 | 97,085
| Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions (Ib/day)?
NOx 1,934 610 1,324
CO 382.3 120.6 261.7
PMj 60.6 19.1 41.5
PM; 5 39.1 12.3 26.7
SOx 52 1.6 3.5
VOC 75.2 23.7 51.5
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (MT/yr)?
CO, 85,215 26,881 58,334
CH4 0.6 0.2 0.4
N20 2.9 0.9 2.0
Total GHG* 86,127 27,169 58,958
Notes:

! Project VMT were estimated by multiplying the 2013 VMT by the production rate

scaling factor.

2 Criteria pollutant emissions were estimated using the VMT in SCAB.

3 Greenhouse gas emissions were estimated using the VMT in California.

4 Calculated using the following global warming potentials from the

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Second Assessment Report. Available
at http://www.ipcc.ch/publications and _data/ar4/wgl/en/ch2s2-10-2. html#table-2-
14, Accessed August, 2014.

As noted above, the more likely outcome would be a shift in the scrap and manufacturing to Asia,

resulting in air emissions far greater than those in Table 1.

Given the magnitude of all these impacts, a full environmental impact report would likely be

required.

5. The Draft Relies Excessively on Unsubstantiated Assumptions.

Gerdau Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1420.2, August 19, 2015
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Many conclusions in the Draft EA are based on nothing more than staff impressions with no

supporting information. There are several variations on unsupported conclusions:

1-10

e For some impact topics, where the rule allows two or more compliance options, the Draft
EA analysis seems to assume only one of the options will be followed, and ignores the
impacts associated with the other option(s). For example Subsection (h)(5) of the rule
requires that all materials capable of generating any amount of fugitive lead dust, including
slag, be stored in sealed, leak-proof containers, located within a total enclosure, or
stabilized using dust suppressants. The Draft EA does not appear to evaluate any impacts
(e.g., construction air emissions, conflict with land use zoning and other restrictions,
stormwater runoff from additional impermeable surfaces) associated with fully enclosed
storage of slag. If the analysis in the Draft EA is based on the assumption that all regulated
companies will use the dust suppressant compliance option, this assumption should be
clearly stated. Alternatively, the Draft EA should evaluate the impacts associated with
construction and operation of full enclosure of slag.

e For some impact topics, where there is a potential exemption from the rule, the analysis |
appears to assume that the exemption will apply to all companies and their activities that
would otherwise be regulated, and the Draft EA does not discuss the impacts of any 1-11
compliance actions whatsoever. For example, the Draft EA appears to assume that all slag
handling will be exempt from the sealed container requirement in Subsection ___, because
it does not consider construction or operational impacts associated with totally enclosed
slag conveyance systems handling hot slag. |

e Some assumptions are articulated but the basis for the assumptions are not documented, or
the assumptions are not supported with references to relevant data or technical references
demonstrating the reasonableness of the assumptions. The Draft EA makes broad and
unsubstantiated assumptions regarding zoning, land use, and noise ordinances, among
others. In many cases, it would be fairly simple to obtain accurate information or data
rather than making broad, unsupported assumptions, yet the Draft EA makes no effort to
do so. For example, the discussion of Questions XII. d) and XVIL. ¢) in the Checklist state 1-12
that it is not known whether the regulated facilities are in an airport land use plan or within
two miles of a public airport. The District expects the rule to affect thirteen known facilities
at thirteen known locations. (DEA, p. 1.6). Given the known locations of the facilities and
of the region’s airports, it would be a straightforward task to locate this information.
Similarly, it would be a simple matter to determine how the requirements of the rule would
be treated under local zoning, land use and other ordinances regulating landscaping,
aesthetics, building heights, noise and other parameters in the relevant cities and counties.
The Draft EA fails to do so.

Given the very small number of sources regulated by the rule, the Draft EA’s failure to provide
meaningful detail is contrary to CEQA's requirements for public disclosure and opportunity to
comment.

PART II. DETAILED COMMENTS

6
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Page

Comment

1-2

Introduction: The text states that the rule will reduce “the further accumulation of lead
dust in and around these” metal melting facilities. The Draft EA does not provide any
evidence that accumulation has occurred or is occurring in and around these facilities.
Therefore, the Draft EA should not take credit for such reductions in evaluating the
effects of the rule.

1-2

Project Location:

The text following this heading describes the entire South Coast Air Basin and
portions of the Salton Sea and Mojave Desert Air Basins. The inference is that this
entire area is the Project Location. This is misleading in that the rule affects specifically
13 facilities that have been identified by the SCAQMD. As summarized in EPA’s
Integrated Science Assessment (ISA; see 78 Fed.Reg. 38318, June 26, 2013), “Since
the phase-out of Pb in on-road gasoline, Pb is widely recognized as a source-oriented
air pollutant. Variability in air Pb concentrations is highest in areas including a Pb
source, with high concentrations downwind of the sources and low concentration at
areas far from sources.” (80 Fed.Reg. 278, 283, January 5, 2015.) This means that
lead emission reductions from the rule will have an effect near the source but there will
be no measurable change in the SCAB as whole.

Presenting the project area as the entire SCAB and portions of two more basins
causes deficiencies in the EA. The Draft EA fails to present relevant information about
the existing environment in the vicinity of the 13 regulated facilities. The SCAQMD’s
network of ten non-source oriented monitors shows ambient concentrations in 2007 to
2013 “well below the 2008 NAAQS for lead of 0.15 pg/m”,” ranging from 0.01 to 0.03
ng/m®.  (Preliminary Draft Staff Report dated April 2015, p. 1-7.) Information is
presented in the April 2015 Staff Report regarding fence-line monitoring for the
Gerdaw/Tamco facility, but even for this facility there is no information presented in
the Staff Report or the Draft EA about ambient lead levels in the surrounding
community. Information is presented in the Draft Staff Report about Trojan Battery,
but it the text does not disclose whether the measurements are taken at the fenceline or
in the community. Without relevant information regarding the environmental setting,
it is impossible to accurately assess the effects of the rule.

7
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Page

Comment

1-4

Health Effects of Lead: The Draft EA references and quotes a few selective phrases
from U.S. EPA documents to create the misleading impression that there is substantial
doubt and uncertainty regarding a health protective lead exposure level to ensure young
children do not experience nervous system effects including cognitive effects.
Selective quotes suggest that the federal NAAQS of 0.15 pg/m? is not health protective
for young children. In fact, EPA’s January 5, 2015 Federal Register Notice clearly
explains that the agency proposes to retain the 0.15 pg/m> primary NAAQS because it
will protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects associated
with the presence of lead in the ambient air, including an adequate margin of safety to
address uncertainties and a reasonable degree of protection against hazards that
research has not yet even identified. (80 Fed.Reg. 278 ef seq.) EPA also stated that
when a standard of a particular level is just met at a monitor sited to record the highest
source-oriented concentration in an area, the large majority of children in the
surrounding area would likely experience exposures to concentrations well below that
level. (80 Fed.Reg at 287.) The misleading presentation of EPA’s research and
conclusions taints the Draft EA’s discussion of the environmental and regulatory
setting, as well as the policy decisions reflected in the rule. The EPA’s work should be
presented more fully and accurately in the EA.

Table 1-1: The SIC codes presented in this table do not correspond to the NAIC codes
used on pages 1-8 to 1-16, making it difficult for the reader to follow the descriptions
of the regulated companies and the Project Description. References should be
standardized. Both Table 1-1 and the discussion on pages 1-8 to 1-16 would be
improved by identifying the facilities by name. Naming the facilities would also aid
the reader in reviewing assumptions regarding construction and other actions required
for compliance, to confirm the accuracy of emissions estimates and other impact
analyses.

1-10

Process Emission Points and Controls: Gerdau strongly disagrees that transfer,
handling and storage of slag can be a source of fugitive lead dust emissions. Gerdau
has submitted test data to the District showing that the lead content of its slag is within
the range of lead concentration present in native soils in California. The EA does not
present any data supporting its statement that slag is a source of lead emissions. As
such, the EA misrepresents the environmental setting for the project. This in turn
results in the EA attributing emissions benefits to implementation of the rule.

8

‘Gerdau Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1420.2, August 19, 2015

LEGAL02/35807124v1

1-17

1-18



ccarter
Polygonal Line

ccarter
Polygonal Line

ccarter
Polygonal Line

ccarter
Text Box
1-18

ccarter
Text Box
1-17

ccarter
Text Box
1-16


Page

Comment

1-17

Applicability: The EA states that data from SCAQMD monitors at two metal mantling
facilities have shown the potential for this source category to exceed the NAAQS lead
limit of 0.15 pg/m> averaged over a rolling 3 month period. This statement does not
accurately reflect the data. At least with respect to data gathered at TAMCO/Gerdau,
monitoring occurred on the grounds of the facilities, near the fenceline. Monitoring
did not occur in the ambient air as defined for purposes of compliance with the federal
NAAQS. By overstating data regarding the lead concentrations in the existing setting,
the EA in turn attributes environmental benefits to implementation of the proposed rule.
In this regard, it also should be noted that the definition of ambient air in the proposed
rule does not conform to federal definitions. This should be fully explained in the EA
so that the public is not misled by quotes from federal documents taken out of context.

2-6

Discussion and Evaluation of Environmental Impacts: Paragraph 3 states that the
CEQA analysis assumes a worst case scenario where facilities are expected to do
further actions to meet the core requirements of the proposed rule, or additional controls
as part of a compliance plan. However, as noted in Part I of these comments, the
analysis omits all impacts associated with Gerdau’s construction and operation of its
meltshop/baghouse project. In addition, the analysis omits impacts associated with the
potential closure of the Gerdau facility if the rule as analyzed in the EA were to be
promulgated. As such, the EA fails to evaluate all impacts associated with the proposed
rule.

2-7

Discussion and Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:

The text at the top of the page suggests that most facilities are expected to meet
point source requirements in the rule. Table 2-3 on page 2-16. In fact, the EA assumes
that no construction of point source controls will be required, and so attributes no
impacts to this portion of the rule. The EA should be more explicit in stating the
assumptions underlying its analysis and conclusions. The EA also should explain the
basis for assuming that no additional point source controls will be required. For
example, the EA might explain that point sources not already equipped with air
pollution control devices are expected to be exempt through other provisions of the
rule.

In addition, the proposed rule contains many requirements that are not
addressed in the assumptions presented on pages 2-6 to 2-7. For example, the
explanation of assumptions does not address the requirements for total enclosure of
materials storage areas, including slag storage. If the EA is based on the assumption
that no construction or operation is required because all regulated facilities will use
dust suppressants on slag piles and handling of hot slag will be exempt this must be
stated clearly in the EA.
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2-8/9

Table 2-1: The table does not list Transportation as an Environmental Topic to be
Analyzed for Total Enclosures or Compliance Plan. Because Total Enclosures will
need to be constructed for two facilities and the Compliance Plan requirement of the
PR 1420.2 is expected to result in construction of new air pollution control devices,
construction activities will involve additional vehicle trips to the applicable site. This
should be captured in the transportation analysis and listed in the Environmental Topic
to be Analyzed column of Table 2-1.

2-10
to
2-11

Aesthetics: The Draft EA dismisses the topic of aesthetic impacts with the observation
that the 13 regulated facilities are located in urbanized industrial or commercial areas.
This is not sufficient under CEQA. Aesthetic issues can be of particular interest to
neighbors in highly urbanized settings. In addition, requirements for total enclosure of
slag handling and storage could result in the construction of new conveyor systems and
tall new walls that would be visible from a distance. There are only 13 regulated
facilities. The EA should more specifically describe the setting of the 13 facilities, and
provide a meaningful, supported explanation for the conclusion that there will be no
significant aesthetic impacts.

2-13
to
2-23

Air Quality: See Part 1, General Comments. The air quality analysis fails to consider
the construction and operational emissions associated with the Gerdau
meltshop/baghouse project. :

2-14

ITI. a): The Draft EA concludes that there would be no adverse impact related to
inconsistency with an air quality plan because the proposed rule is consistent with the
plan. This reasoning improperly equates the Project and Project Objectives with the
Project impacts. The Draft EA must discuss whether the emissions associated with the
construction and operational actions needed to achieve compliance will conflict with
an approved air quality plan.

2-17

The text at the top of the page presents very limited actions required to comply
with the requirements of the rule. This picture is not accurate with respect to
construction of total enclosure of slag handling and storage. If the EA is premised on
the assumption that no facility will need to construct enclosed conveyors and storage
enclosures, this assumption should be disclosed and explained. In the same vein, there
is no support for the assumption in footnote 4 that no grading would be required,
particularly if Gerdau is required to construct enclosed slag conveyors and total
enclosures for slag storage.

The last paragraph states that staff assumed construction periods for the various
facilities will not overlap. See Part 1, General Comments, with respect to the long
construction schedule required to complete the Gerdau meltshop/baghouse.

2-19

Operational Impacts: The EA assumes that a round trip distance of 200 miles to
transport hazardous waste. The EA does not contain sufficient information regarding
the location of the regulated facilities or the waste disposal sites to substantiate this
assumption.
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Page

Comment

2-21

III. d) Toxic Air Contaminants: See comments above regarding construction
schedule assumptions. Twenty-one days is insufficient time to construct the Gerdau
meltshop/baghouse. It also is insufficient time to construct enclosed conveyors for slag
handling, total enclosures for slag storage, site paving the large Gerdau site, and other
requirements of the rule. Ifthe EA is premised on the assumption that compliance with
these standards will not be required due to use of other compliance options or
exemptions, the assumptions should be disclosed and explained.

2-22

Greenhouse Gas Impacts: See comments above. In the same manner that the EA
underestimates construction and operational emission of criteria pollutants, so too it
underestimates emissions of greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, as described in
Part I, General Comments, closure of the Rancho Cucamonga facility would cause
major disruptions and shifts in scrap metal hauling and recycling and the manufacture
of seismic rebar for the California market. These shifts would result in a substantial
increase in greenhouse gas emissions that must be evaluated in the EA, if the proposed
rule retains any provisions that would result in the closure of the Rancho Cucamonga
facility.

2-23
to
2-25

Biological Impacts: The EA dismisses impacts to biological resources because the
regulated facilities are within urban areas. This is not sufficient analysis under CEQA.
The June 2015 version of the rule evaluated in the EA would require elimination of
nearly all landscaped areas at the Gerdau plant. The same may be true of other
regulated facilities. Within an urban environment, even non-native vegetation can be
important in connecting habitats of sensitive species. Moreover, CEQA requires
analysis of impacts to migratory birds regardless whether a specific species is listed as
threatened or endangered.

2-24

Biological Impacts: The EA suggests that the proposed rule would have a beneficial
impact “more closely in line with protecting biological resources” because it is
designed to reduce lead emissions. Implicit in this claimed environmental benefit is
the assumption that current levels of lead in the environment are harming biological
resources. The EA must provide support for this assumption or delete the
unsubstantiated claim of environmental benefit to biological resources.

|

2-26

Cultural Resources Discussion, V. a): The EA states that none of the facilities
include any existing structures that would be considered historically significant, that
have contributed to California history, or that pose high artistic values. The EA
provides no substantiation for this conclusion in the form of cultural resources surveys
or even site visits by trained historians or architects.

| L

2-27
to
2-31

Energy: The Draft EA fails to quantify and evaluate the following energy (gas,
electricity, gasoline and diesel) requirements of compliance with the proposed rule:
construction and operation of enclosed slag conveyors; construction of enclosed slag
storage; construction and operation of the Gerdau meltshop/baghouse, including three
new 1,500 hp exhaust fans; 1-in-3 day air monitoring.
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Page

Comment

2-33

Geology and Soils, VIL. b): The EA fails to evaluate any impacts on soil erosion or
loss of topsoil associated with removing landscaping, grading and paving the site. If it
is assumed that no facility will be required to take these actions due to other compliance
options or exemptions, the EA should clearly state the assumptions and the underlying
support for the assumptions.

2-41

Land Use and Planning, X. b): The Draft EA summarily dismisses this topic because
the regulated facilities are located in urbanized, industrial or commercial areas. This is
inadequate under CEQA. Rule requirements implicating the zoning, planning and other
land use controls of local governments include the construction of tall walls or
buildings, installation of enclosed conveyors, removal of landscaping, to illustrate just
a few. The EA must be revised to include a meaningful discussion of potential land
use impacts.

2-43

Noise, XII. a), b), and ¢): The Draft EA omits discussion of the potential noise impacts
associated with the construction and operation of enclosed slag conveyors. If it is
assumed that no facility will be required to construct and operate enclosed slag
conveyors due to other compliance options or exemptions, the EA should clearly state
the assumptions and the underlying support for the assumptions.

2-43

Noise, XIL. d): The Draft EA states that it is not known whether existing facilities are
located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport. Only 13
facilities are regulated by the rule. This information is readily available and should be
disclosed in the Draft EA.

| [

2-47
to
2-49

Solid and Hazardous Waste:

The Draft EA states that no demolition is expected as a result of the proposed
rule. See comments above regarding the EA’s failure to evaluate Gerdau’s substantial
meltshop/baghouse construction, which will include generation of demolition waste.

In addition, cities and counties are required by state law to reduce the amount
of waste, including construction waste, going to landfills. In the event that onerous or
infeasible requirements are restored or added to the rule, causing closure of the Rancho
Cucamonga facility, then either cities and counties will struggle to meet their diversion
requirements under state law, or the scrap metal currently processed at the Rancho
Cucamonga facility will need to be transported to out of state or out of country facilities,
causing environmental impacts described elsewhere in these comments.

2-49
to
2-51

Transportation and Traffic: See Part I, General Comments. In the event that onerous
or infeasible requirements are restored or added to the rule, causing closure of the
Rancho Cucamonga facility, then the scrap metal currently processed at the Rancho
Cucamonga facility will need to be transported to out of state or out of country facilities,
causing environmental impacts described elsewhere in these comments.

[
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PART II. LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

Federal Register

78 Fed. Reg. 38318, June 26, 2013.

80 Fed. Reg. 278, January 5, 2015 (National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Lead, Proposed
Rule).
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 50
{EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0108; FRL-0015-57—
OAR]

Information (CBI) or other information
whose disclosure is restricted by statute.
Do not submit information that you
consider to be CBI or otherwise
protected through www.regulations.gov
or email. The www.regulations.gov Web
site is an “anonymous access” system,
which means the EPA will not know
your identity or contact information
unless you provide it in the body of
your comment. If you send an email
directly to the EPA without

RIN 2060-AQ44

National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for Lead

AGENCY: Envir 1 Pr
Agency.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

going through www.regulations.gov,
your email address will be

SUMMARY: Based on the Environmental
Protection Agency's (EPA’s) review of
the air quality criteria and the national

bient air quality dards (NAAQS)
for lead (Pb), the EPA is proposing to
retain the current standards, without
revision.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before April 6, 2015.

Public Hearings: If, by January 26,
2015, the EPA receives a request from a
member of the public to speak at a
public hearing concerning the proposed
decision, we will hold a public hearing,
with information about the hearing
provided in a subsequent notice in the
Federal Register.
ADDRESSES: Submit your

ically captured and included as
part of the comment that is placed in the
public docket and made available on the
Internet. If you submit an electronic

the EPA ds that

you include your name and other
contact information in the body of your
comment and with any disk or CD-ROM
you submit. If the EPA cannot read your
comment due to technical difficulties
and cannot contact you for clarification,
the EPA may not be able to consider
your comment. Electronic files should

materials are available either
electronically in www.regulations.gov or
in hard copy at the Air and Radiation
Docket Information Center, EPA/DC,
W]JC West Building, Room 3334, 1301
Constitution Ave. NW., Washington,
DC. The Public Reading Room is open
from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday
lhmugh Friday, axcludmg lagnl
The ber for the
Public Randing Room is (202} 566-1744
and the telephone number for the Air
and Radiation Docket Information
Canter is (202) 566-1742.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
Deirdre L. Murphy, Healtb and
Environmental Impacts Division, Office
of Air Quality Planning and Standards,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Mail Code C504—06, Rasearch Triangle
Park, NC 27711; telephone: {819) 541—
0729; fax: {819) 541-0237; email:
murphy.deirdre@epa.gov. To request a
public hearing or information pertaining
to a public hearing on this document,
contact Ms. Eloise Shepherd, Health and

avoid the use of special ch , any
form of encryption, and be free of any
defects or viruses. For additional
information about the EPA’s public
docket, visit the EPA Docket Center
homepage at http//www.epa.gov/

b Idockets htm

identified by Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0108 by one of the following
methods:

o Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov: Follow the on-line
instructions for submitting comments.

¢ Email: a-and-r-Docket@epa.gov.
Include docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0108 in the subject line of the
message.

e Fax: 202-566-9744.

* Mail: Docket No. EPA-HQ-OAR~
2010-0108, Environmenta) Protection
Agency, Mail Code 28221T, 1200
Pennsylvania Ave. NW., Washington,
DC 20460,

* Hand Delivery: Docket No. EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0108, Environmental
Protection Agency, EPA WJC West
Building, Room 3334, 1301 Constitution
Ave. NW., Washington, DC. Such
deliveries are only accepted during the
Dockset's normal hours of operation, and
special arrangements should be made
for deliveries of boxed information

" Public Hearing: To request a public
bearing or information pertaining to a
public hearing on this document,
contact Ms. Eloise Shepherd, Health and
Environmental Impacts Division, Office
of Air Quality Planning and Standards
{C504—02), U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Research Triangle
Park, NC 27711; telephone number {919)
541-5507; fax number (919) 541-0804;
email add gov.
See the SUPPLEHENTARV INFORHATDN for
further information about a possible

Envi 1 Img Division, Office
of Air Quality Planning and Standards
(C504-02), U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Research Triangle
Park, NC 27711; telephone number (919)
541-5507; fax number {919} 541-0804;
email address: shepherd.eloise@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

General Information

Preparing Comments for the EPA

1. Submitting CBI. Do not submit tbis
information to the EPA througb
www.regulations.gov or email. Clearly
mark the part or all of the information
that you claim to be CBI. For CBI
information in a disk or CD-ROM that
you mail to the EPA, mark the outside
of the disk or CD-ROM as CBI and then
identify electronically within the disk or
CD—ROM the specific information that
is claimed as CBI. In addition to one

public hearing.
Docket: All documents in !ha docket
are listed on the www.regul gov

version of the comment that

Web site. This includes d

the rulemaking docket (Docket ID No
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0108) and a

sepamte doc.ket eslnbhshed for the

for this

review (Docket ID No EPA-HQ-ORD-

2011-0051) that has been incorporated

by ref into the rulemaking docket.

Instructions: Direct your to
Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0108. The EPA’s pohcy is that all

ived will be included in
the public docket without change and
may be made available online at
www.regulations.gov, including any
personal information provided, unless
the comment includes information
claimed to be Confidential Business

All d in these dockets are
listed on the www.regulations.gov Web
site. Although listed in the index, some
information is not publicly available,
e.g., CBI or other information whose
disclosure is restricted by statute.
Certain other material, such as
copyrighted material, is not placed on
the Internet and may be viewed, with
prior arrangement, at the EPA Docket
Center. Publicly available docket

includes information claimed as CBI, a
copy of the comment that does not
contain the information claimed as CBI
must be submitted for inclusion in the
public docket. Information so marked
will not be disclosed except in
accordance with procedures set forth in
40 CFR part 2.

2. Tlps for Pmparmg Your Comments

hen

ing

to:

o Identify the rulemaking by docket
number und other 1demifying

on Federal

Register dnte and page number).

+ Follow directions—the agency may
ask you to respond to apecxﬁc guestions
or by nga
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Code of Federe! Regulations (CFR) part
or section number.
« Explain why you agree or disagree,
suggaat alternatives, and uubuﬁlula
for your

1. Background
A LoPllndve Requirements
B. Related Lead Control Programs
C. Review of the Mr in]ity Criteria and
Smndan'ls fur

« Describe any assumptions and
provide any technical information and/
or data that you used.

* Provide specific examples to
illustrate your concerns, and suggest
alternatives.

. F.xplnin your views as clearly as

g the use of profanity
or personal !.hmat!

¢ Make sure to submit your
comments by the comment period
deadline identified.

availability of Inf
This Action

A number of the documents that are
relevant to this action are available
through the EPA's Office of Air Quality
Planning and Standards (OAQPS}
Technology Transfer Network (TTN)
Web site at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/
naaqs/standards/pb/s_pb_index.html.
These documents include the Plan for
Review of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards for Lead (USEPA,
2011a), available at http://www.epa.gov/
ttn/naaqs/standards/pb/s_pb_2010_
pd.htmi, the Integrated Science
Assessment for Lead (USEPA, 2013a),
available at http.//www.epa.gov/ttn/
naaqs/s!nndards/pb/s _pb_2010_
isa.html, the Review of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for
Lead: Risk and Exposure Assessment
Planning Document (USEPA, 2011b),
available at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/
naagqs/standards/pb/s_pb_2010_

Related to

D. M ‘ thway Aspects of
Lead
E. Air Quality Monitoring
11. Rationale for Proposed Decision on the

P!

1. Approach in the Last Review

2. Approach for the Current Review

B. Health Effects Information

1. Array of Effects

2. Critical Periods of Exposure

3. Nervous System Effects in Children

4. At-Risk Populations

5. Potential Impacts on Public Health

C. Blood Lead as a Biomarksr of Exposure
and Relationships With Air Laad

D. Summary of Risk and Exposure
Assessment Information

1. Overview

2. Summary of Design Al

3. Key Limitations and Uncertainties

4. Summary of Risk Estimates and Key
Observarions

K. Determination Under Section 307(d)
References

1. Background
A. Legislative Requirements

Two sections of the Clean Air Act
(CAA or the Act) govern the
establishment and revision of the
NAAQS. Section 108 (42 U.S.C. 7408}
directs the Administrator to identify and
list certain air pollutants and then to
issue air quality cnlerls for those
is to list

those air pollutants that in her
*judgment, cause or contribute to air
pollution which may reasonably be
anticipated to endanger public health or
welfare;"” 'the presence of which in the
ambient air results from numerous or
diverse mobile or stationary sources;"
and “for which . . . [the Admlmutralor]
plans to issue air quality criteria .

Air quality criteria are intended to
*“accurately reflect the latest scientific
knowledge useful in indiceting the kind

E gﬁo:ld;yds‘?:;g::d’qm’ of the Current g d extent of all identifiable effects on
1. Evidence-Based Consid In the public hs;l‘t)lllno;hv:slfam whi:):h[:imy be
Pouq rorR ml,anu!sed id in 1l in the ambient air. . .” 42
!ha Policy Assessment U S.C. 7408(b). Section 109 (42 U S.C.

3. CASAC Advice

4. Administrator’s Proposed Conclusions
on the Adequacy of the Current Primary
Standard

IIL Rationale for Proposed Decision on the

Secondary Standard

A. Gemeral Approach

1. Approach in the Last Review

2. Approach for the Current Review

B. Welfare Effects Information

C. Summary of Risk Asseasment
Information

D. Conclusions on Adequacy of the Current

pd.html, and the Policy A for
the Review of the Lead National

Ambient Air Quality Standards (USEPA,

2014), available at http://www.epa.gov/
ttn/naaqs/standards/pb/s_pb_2010_
pa.htm!. These and other related
documents are also available for
inspection and copying in the EPA
docket identified above.

Information About a Possibie Public
Hearing

To request a public hearing or
information pertaining to a public
hearing on this document, contact Ms.
Eloise Shepherd, Health and
Environmental Impacts Division, Office
of Air Quality Planning and Standards
{C504-02}, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Reaeun:h Trhmgls
Park, NC 27711; tel

y
1. Evidence- and Risk-Based
Considerations in the Policy Assessment
2. CASAC Advice
a.

7409) directs the Administrator to
propose and promulgate “primary” and
“secondary” NAAQS for pollutants for
which air quality criteria are issued.
Section 109(b}(1) defines a primary
standard as one “the attainment and
maintenance of which in the judgment
of the Administrator, based on such
criteria and allowing an adequate
margin of safety, are requisite to protect
the public health.” * A secondary
standard, as defined in section
109(b}(2}, must “specify a level of air
quality the attainment and maintenance
of wh)ch in the judgment of the

Ad

s Proposed Concl
on the Adequacy of the Current Standard
IV. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Planning and Review and Executive
Order 13563: Improving Regulation and

perw

c Regulatory Flexibility Act

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
E. Executive Order 13132: Federal

, based on such criteria, is
requisite to pmtocl the public welfare
from any known or anticipated adverse
effects associated with the presence of
[the] pollutant in the ambient air.” 2
The requirement that primary
standards provide an adequate margin
of safety was intended to address
uncertainties associated with

F. Executive Order 13175: Ci
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
and Safety Risks

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions That
Signiﬁunlly Aﬁuct Enurgy Supply,

19)
541-5507; fax numbm' (919) 541—0804

1 Nndonll Technology Transfer and

Act
J. Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions
To Addmn Enwmnmcnnl Justice in

Minod and Low-I

email add 2 pa.gov.
Table of Contents
The following topics are di d in
this preamble: Populltltml

1The legi history of section 109 indicates
that s primary standard is 10 he set ai “the
maximum permlssible ambient air fevel . . . which
will protect the health of any [sensitive] group of
the population,” and that for this purpose
“reference should be made to a representative
sample of persons comprising the sensitive group
rather than o a single parson in such a group.” See
S. Rep. No. 91-1186, 01t Cong., 2d Sess. 10 [1870).
2 Walfare effects as defined in section 302(h) (42
U.S.C. 7802(h)) include, but are not limited to,
“'offacts on soils, water, crops, vegetation, man-
made materials, animals, wildlife, weather,
visibility and climate, damags to and deterioration
of property, and hazards to transportatian, as wall
as effects on. -mnmnlc vnluo' and on psrsonal
comfort and well-bei
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inconclusive scientific and technical
information available at the time of
standard setting. It was also intended to

See generally, Whitman v. American
Trucking Associations, 531 U.S. 457,
465-472, 475-76 (2001). L\kuwlse

provide a reasonable degree of ‘‘[a]ttainability and tech:
against h is that h  fe lity are not relevant
hnu not yet identified. See Lead ions in the Igation of

Industries Association v. EPA, 847 F.2d
1130, 1154 (D.C. Cir 1980), cert. denied,
449 U.S. 1042 {1980); American
Petroleum Institute v. Costle, 665 F.2d
1176, 1186 (D.C. Cir. 1981), cert. denied,
455 U.S. 1034 [1982); American Farm
Bureau Federation v. EPA, 559 F.3d
512, 533 {D.C. Cir. 2009); Association of
Battery Recyclers v. EPA, 604 F.3d 613,
617-18 (D.C. Cir. 2010). Both kinds of
uncertainties are components of the risk
associated with pollution at levels
below those at which human health
effects can be said to occur with
reasonable scientific certainty. Thus, in
selecting primary standards that provide
an adequate margin of safety, the
Administrator is seeking not only to
prevent pollution levels that have been
demonstrated to be harmful but also to
prevent lower pollutant levels that may
pose an unacceptable risk of harm, even
if the risk is not precisaly identified as
to nature or degree. The CAA does not
require the Administrator to establish a
primary NAAQS at a zero-risk level or
at background concentration lavels, see
Lead Industries v. EPA, 647 F.2d at 1156
n.51, but rather at a level that reduces
risk sufficiently so as to protect public
health with an adequate margin of
ufsty

for an

nalional ambient air quality standards.”
American Petroleum Institute v. Costle,
665 F.2d at 1185,

Section 109(d}(1) requires that “not
later than December 31, 1980, and at 5-
year intervals thereafter, the
Administrator shall complete a
thorough review of the criteria
published under section 108 and the
national ambient air quality standards

. and shall make such revisions in
such crllerla and standards and

gate such new dards as may

bs appmprlala . ." Section 109(d)(2)
requires that an independenl scientific
review committee “shall complete a
review of the criteria. . . and the
national primary and secondary ambient
air quality standards . . . and shall
recommend to the Administrator any
new . . .standards and revisions of
existing criteria and dards as may be

emission standards for hazardous air
pollutants (NESHAP) under sections
129 {42 U.S.C. 7429} and 112 (42 U.S.C.
7412) of the Act, respectively.

Tbe EPA has taken a number of
actions associated with these air
pollution control programs since the last
review of the Pb NAAQS, including
completion of several regulations which
will result in reduced Pb emissions from
stationary sources regulated under the
CAA sections 112 and 129. For example,
in January 2012, the EPA updated the
NESHAP for the secondary lead
smelting source category (77 FR 555,
January 5, 2012). These amendments to
the original maximum achievahle
control tachnology standards apply to
facilities nationwide that use furnaces to
recover Pb from Pb-bearing scrap,
mainly from automohile batteries (15
existing facilities, one under
construction). By the effective date in
2014, this action is estimated to result
in a Pb emissions reduction of 13.6 tons
per year {tpy) across the category (a 68%
reducﬂon) Somewhat lesser Ph

appmpnate " Since the surly
19808, this ind dent review

reductions are also expected
from reguiations completed in 2013 for
ial and industrial solid waste

has been perfonnad by the Clean Air
Scientific Advisory Committee
(CASAC).

B. Related Lead Control Programs
States are primarily responsible for

incineretion units {78 FR 9112, Fehruary
7, 2013), as well as several other
regulations since 2007 (72 FR 73179,
December 26, 2007; 72 FR 74088,
Decembar 28, 2007; 73 FR 225,

ensuring attainment and maintenance of
the NAAQS. Under section 110 of the
Act (42 U.S.C. 7410) and related

g the
adequale mnrgm of sufety the EPA
considers such fectors as the nature and
severity of the health effects involved,
the size of sensitive population(s} at
risk,? and the kind and degree of the
uncertainties that must be addressed.
Tbe selection of any particular approach
to providing an adequate margin of
safety is a policy choice left specifically
to the Administrator’s judgment. See
Lead Industries Association v. EPA, 647
F.2d at 1161-62.

In setting primary and secondary
standards that are “requisite” to protect
public health and welfare, raspectively,
as provided in section 109(b), the EPA’s
task is to establish standards that are
neither more nor less stringent than
necessary for these purposes. In so
doing, the EPA may not consider the
costs of implementing the standards.

3 As used hore and similarly this

provisions, states are to suhmit for EPA
1, state impl ion plans
(SlPs) that pmwde for the attainment
and maintenance of such standards
through control programs directed to
sources of the pollutants involved. The
states, in conjunction with the EPA, also
administer the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration program (42 U.S.C. 7470—
7479} for these pollutants.
The NAAQS is only one

20, 2008; 78 FR 10006,
February 12, 2013; 76 FR 15372, March
21, 2011; 78 FR 7138, January 31, 2013;
74 FR 51368, October 6, 2009; Policy
Assessment, Appendix 2A).
The presentation below brlefly
rizes
activities that, al(hough not dxrectly
pertinent to the review of the NAAQS,
are associated with controlling
environmental Pb levels and human Pb
exposures more broadly. Among those
idanliﬁed are the EPA programs
d to

of the EPA's programs to address Pb in
Federal p

in other countries.
Reducing Pg-expoaum has long been

the envi

additionally provide for nationwide
reductions in air emissions of these and
other air pollutants through the Federal

gnized as a faderal priority as
anvxmnmsmnl and public health
agencies continue to grapple with soil
and dust Pb levels from the historical

Motor Vehicle Control program under use of Pb in paint and gasoline and from
Title 11 of the Act {42 U.S.C. 7521—7574) other sources {Alliance to End
whicb invol 1s for Childhood Lead Poisoni

truck, bus, motorcycle, nonroad engine,
and aircraft emissions; the new source
parformance standards under section
‘l‘l‘l Dfﬂlﬂ Act (42 US.C. 7411);

notice, the term population lor group) rvlun to

dards for solid waste
units and the national

persons having a quality or
common, such ss a specific pre-existing illne- or
a specific age or lifs stage. As discussad mora fully
in section IL.B.4 halow, tha identification of
sensitive groups (called at-risk groupe or at-risk
populations) involves consideration of
suscoptibility and vulnerability.

4Lists of CASAC members and of members of the
CASAC Load Review Panel are availabla at: hitp//
yosemits.opa. naf/WebCASAC/

g, 1991; 62 FR
19885, April 23, 1997; 66 FR 52013,
October 11, 2001; 68 FR 19931, April
23 2003). A broad range of federa}
beyond those that focus on air
pollulion comml provide for
nulionw‘lda reductions in environmental
and human For
exampls, pursuant to section 1412 of the
Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), the
EPA regulates Pb in public drinking
water systems through corrosion control
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and other utility actions which work
together to minimize Ph levels at the tap
(40 CFR 141.80-141.91). Under section
1417 of the SDWA, pipes, fittings and
fixtures for potable water applications
may not ba used or introduced into
commerce unless they are considered
“lead free” as defined by that Act (40
CFR 141.43).5 Additionally, federal Pb
abatement programs provide for the
mducﬂon in human exposures nnd

renovators and maintenance
professionals who perform RRP
activities in housing and child-care
facilities built prior to 1878. To foster
adoption of the rule’s measures, the EPA
has been conducting an extensive
education and outreach campaign to
promote awareness of these new
requirements among both the regulated
entities and the consumers who hire
them (http://www2.epa.gov/lead/

. et

envi from i
materials containing Pb (e.g., Pb—basad
paint, urban soil and dust, and
contaminated waste sites). Federal
regulations on disposal of Pb-based
paint waste help facilitate the removal
of Pb-based paint from resid (68

+ [ o
program). In addition, the EPA is
investigating whether Pb hazards are
also created by RRP activities in public
and commercial buildings, in which
case the EPA plans to issue RRP

FR 36487, June 18, 2003).

Federal programs to reduce exposure
to Pb in paint, dust, and soil are
specified under the h

where appropriate, for
this class of buildings (79 FR 31072,
May 30, 2014).

s associated with tha
G ive Envi

'..--;

federal regulatory fr

under the Residential Lead-] Bued Paint
Hazard Reduction Act (Title X). Under
Title X (codified as Title IV of the Toxic
Substances Control Act [TSCA]), the
EPA has established regulations and
associated programs in six categories:
(1) Training, certification and work
practice requirements for persons
engaged in Pb-based paint activities
{abatement, inspection and risk
assessment}; accreditation of training
providers; and authorization of state and
tribal Pb-based paint programs; (2}
training, certification, and work prwmce

and Liability
Act (CERCLA or Superfund) and
Resource Conservation Racnvary Act
(RCRA) also impl

EPA and consumer electronics
manufacturers and retailers; http.//
www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/
recycle/electron/crt.htm#crts), and
activities to reduce the practice of
backyard lruuh bummg (htfp //
wWw.epa. /pubs.htm).
The EPA’s research progmm
identifies, encourages and conducts
research needed to locate and assess
sertous risks and to develop methods
and tools to characterize and help
mduce nsks rolated to Pb exposure. For
e EPA’s I
Upmke Bmhnelic Model for Lead in
Children (IEUBK model) is widely used
and accepted as a tool that informs the
evaluation of site-specific data. More
recently, in recognition of the need for
a single model that predicts Pb
concentrations in tissues for children
and adults, the EPA has been
developing the All Ages Lead Model
(AALM] to provide researchers and risk
asgessors with a pharmacokinetic model
pable of estimating blood, tissue, and

programs, reducing exposures to Pb and
other pollutants. For example, the EPA
determines and implements protective
levels for Pb in soil at Superfund sites
and RCRA corrective action facilities.
Federal programs, including those
implementing RCRA, provide for
management of hazardous substancas in
hazardous and municipal solid waste
(e.g.. 66 FR 58258, November 20, 2001}.
Faderal regulatlom concerning batteries

for p d in
home renovation, repair and pa painting
{RRP) activities; accreditation of RRP
training providers; and authorization of
state and tribal RRP programs; (3)
ensuring that, for most housing
constructed before 1978, information
about Pb-based paint and Pb-based paint
hazards flows from sellers to
purchasers, from landlords to tenants,
and from renovators to owners and
occupants; {4) establishing standards for
identifying dangerous levels of Pb in
paint, dust and soil; {5) providing grant
fundi (] blish and intain state

g t

and tribal Pb-based peint programs; and
(8) providing information on Pb hazards
to the public, including staps that
pecple can take to protect themselves
and their families from Pb-based paint
hazards. The most recent rule iasued
under Title IV of TSCA is for the Lead
Renovation, Repair and Painting

(73 FR 21602, April 22, 2008},
which became fully effective in April
2010 and which applies to compensated

bone concentrations of Pb based on
estimates of exposure over the lifetime
of the individual (USEPA, 2008a,
sections 4.4.5 and 4.4.8; USEPA, 2013a,
section 3.6). The EPA’s research
activities on substances including Pb,
such as those identified here, focus on
1mprovmg our charactennuon of health
and envi 1 effects,

and control or management of
environmental releases (see http://

icipal solid waste facilitata the ~ www.epa.gov/research/). .
collectlon  and recycling or proper Other federal agencies also participate
disposal of batteries g in programs intended Io reduce Pb
Similarly, federal progr ide for For gr of the

the reduction in envn'onmenlal roleases
of hazardous substances such as Pb in
the management of wastewater (http://
www.epa. .gov/owm/}.

A variety of federal nonregulatory
programs also provide for reduced
environmental release of Pb-containing
materials by encouraging pollution
prevention, promotion of rense and
recycling, reduction of priority and
toxic chemicals in products and waste,
and conservation of energy and

Centers for Diseasa Control and
Prevention (CDC} provide for the
tracking of children’s blood Pb levels in
the U.S. and provide guidance on levels
at which medical and environmental
case management activities should be
implemented (CDC, 2012; ACCLPP,
2012). As a result of coordinated,
intensive efforts at the national, state
and local levels, including those
programs describad above, biood Pb
levels in all segments of the population
have d to decline from levels

materials. These include the “R
Conservation Challenge™ (http://
www.epa.gov/epaoswer/osw/conserve/
index.htm), the “National Waste
Minimization Program™ (http://
www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/
minimize/leadtire.htm), *“‘Plug in to
eCycling” (a partnership batween the

. Son eg. lmplcm-nl-tlon of the Mercury-
G Battery

3 Effoctivs in January 2014, the amount of Pb Act” ut http. P

rmitted In pipes, Fttings, and fixtures was y.pdf and ipal Solid Waste
rl:vtlnd [ of the of Lead G nd Disposal in the Unlted
in Drinking Water Act and Froquently Asked States; Facts and F!gnm for 2005 http://
Questions™ at hitp: www.epa g I p
index.cfm). maw-2005.pdf.

observed in the past. For example, hlood
Pb levels for the general population of
children 1 to 5 years of age have
dropped to a geometric mean leve! of
1.17 pg/dL in the 2008-2010 National
Health and Nutrition Examination
Survey {(NHANES) as compared to the
geometric mean in 1999-2000 of 2.23
pg/dL and in 1988-1981 of 3.6 pg/dL
(USEPA, 2013a, section 3.4.1; USEPA,
2006a, AX4-2). Similarly, hlood Pb
levels in non-Hispanic black, Mexican
American and lower sociceconomic
groups, which are generally higher than
those for the genera! population, have
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also declined (USEPA, 2013a, sections
3.4.1,5.2.3 and 5.2.4; Jones et al., 2009).
The EPA also participates in a broad
range of international programs focused
on reducing environmental releases and
human exposures in other countries. For
example, the Partnership for Clean
Fuels and Vehicles program engages
governments and stakeholders in
developing countries to eliminate Pb in
gasoline globally.” From 2007 to 2011,
the number of countries known to still
be nsing leaded gasoline was reduced
from just over 20 to six, with three of
the six also offering unleaded fuel. All
8ix were expected to eliminate Pb from
fuel in the near future {USEPA, 2011c).
The EPA is a contributor to the Globel
Alliance to Eliminate Lead Paint, a
cooperative initiative jointly led hy the
World Health Organization and the
United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP) to focus and
catalyze the efforts to achisve
international goals to prevent children’s
Pb exposure from paints containing Pb
and to minimize occupational exposures
to Pb paint. This alliance has the broad
objective of promoting a phase-out of
the manufacture and sale of paints
containing Pb and eventually to
eliminate the risks that such paints
pose. The UNEP is also engaged on the
of ing wastes
Ph. including Pb-containing batteries.
The Governing Council of the UNEP, of
Which lhs U S isa mamber has
n p

d o
the envi lly sound

C. Review of the Air Quality Criteria and
Standards for Lead

Unlike pollutants such as particulate
matter and carbon monoxide, air quality
criteria had not been issued for Pb as of
the enactment of the CAA of 1970,
which first set forth the requirement to
sat NAAQS based on air quality criteria.
In the years just after enactment of the
CAA, the EPA did not list Pb under
Section 108 of the Act, having
determined to control Pb air pollution
through regulations to phase out the use
of Pb additives in gasoline (See 41 FR

program, multimedia, integrated U.S.
Strategy for Reducing Lead Exposure
(USEPA, 1991}, As part of implementing
this strategy, the agency focused efforts
primarily on regulatory and remedial
clean-up actions aimed at reducing Pb
exposures from a variety of nonair
sources judged to pose more extensive
public health risks to U.S. populations,
as well as on actions to reduce Pb
emissions to air, such as bringing more
areas into compliance with the existing
Pb NAAQS (USEPA, 1991). The EPA
conlmuas lhxu hmad multi-program,

h to reducing Pb

14921, April B, 1978}, H . the
decision not to list Pb under Soction 108
was chall d hy envi | and

y
public heaith groups, and the U.S.
District Court for the Southern District
of New York concluded that the EPA
was required to list Pb under Section
108. Natural Resources Defense Council
v. EPA, 411 F. Supp. 884 21 (S.D. N.Y.
1976), affirmed, 545 F.2d 320 {2d Cir.
1978). Accordingly, on April 8, 1976,
the EPA published a notice in the
Federal Register that Pb had been listed
under Section 108 as a criteria poliutant
(41 FR 14921, April 8, 1976} and on

exposures lodny, as described in section
LB above.

The last review of the Pb air quality
criteria and standards was initiated in
November 2004 {69 FR 64926,
November 9, 2004); the agency's plans
for preparation of the Air Quality
Criteria Document and conduct of the
NAAQS review were presented in
documents completed in 2005 and early
2006 (USEPA, 2005a; USEPA 2006b).°
The schedule for completion of the
review was governed by a judicial order
in Missouri Coalition for the
Envir v. EPA (No. 4:04CV00660

October 5, 1978, the EPA p
primary and secondary NAAQS for Ph
under Section 109 of the Act (43 FR
46246, October 5, 1978). Both primary
and secondary standards were set at a
level of 1.5 micrograms per cubic meter
(nug/m3), measured as Pb in total
suspended particles (Pb—TSP}, not to be
exceeded hy the maximum arithmetic
mean concentration averaged over a

of products, wastes and contaminated
sites containing Pb and reducing risks to
human health and the environment
from Pb and cadmium tbroughout the
life cycles of those substances (UNEP
Governing Council, 2011, 2013). The
EPA is also engaged in the issue of
environmental impacts of spent Pb-acid
betteries mtemanonnlly thmugh the

G ion for Envi

Cooperation (CEC), where the EPA
Administrator along with the cabinet-
level or equivalent representatives of
Mexico and Canada comprise the CEC's
senior governing body (CEC Council}.2

? Intarnational progras in which the ULS.
dentifisd here, are

lendar quarter. These standards were
based on the 1977 Air Quality Criteria
for Lead (USEPA, 1977).

The first review of the Pb standards
was initiated in the mid-1980s. The
scientific assessment for that review is
described in the 1888 Air Quality
Criteria for Lead (USEPA, 1986a;
henceforth referred to as the 1986 CD},
the associated Addendum (USEPA,
1986b) and the 1990 Supplement
(USEPA, 1990a). As pert of the review,
the agency designed and performed
buman exposure and health risk
analyses (USEPA, 1980), the results of
which were presented in a 1890 Staff
Paper {USEPA, 1990b). Based on the
scientific assessment and the human
exposure and health risk analyses, the

pc[vJItml, Y itp: Auvnnp.
nm'u dCadmium/
PriocitiesfarAction/GAELP ftabid/6176/
Dafauk.aspx.

1990 Staff Paper pmuantsd
for b
tbe Administrator (USEPA 1990b).

ERW, September 14, 2005; and amended
on April 29, 2008 and July 1. 2008).

The scientific assessment for the
review is described in the 2006 Air
Quality Criteria for Lead (USEPA,
2008a; henceforth referred to as the
2006 CD}, multiple drafts of which
received review by CASAC and the
public. The EPA also conducted human
exposure and health risk assessments
and a pilot ecological risk assessment
for the review, after consultation with
CASAC and receiving public comment
on a draft analysis plan (USEPA, 2006c).
Drafts of these quantitative assessments
were reviewed by CASAC and the
puhlic. The piloi ecological risk

leased in D: i
2006 {ICF lmsmntmnnl 2006), and the
fina] health risk assessment report was
released in November 2007 (USEPA,
2007a). The policy assessment, based on
both of these assessments, air quality
analyses and key evidenca from the
2006 CD, was presented in the Staff
Paper (USEPA, 2007b), a draft of which
also received CASAC and public review.
The final Staff Paper presented OAQPS
staff’s evaluation of the public health
and walfare policy implications of the
key studies and scientific information
d in the 2006 CD and presented

After ideration of the d
developed during the review and the

* The CEC: was established to support

among the North American Free Trade Ag-m-m
partners to address environmental issues of
concem, the

and opp
continent-wide free trade.

ST 24 18
since Pb was listed in 1976, the agency
did not propose any revisions to the
1978 Pb NAAQS. In a parallel effort, the
agency developed the broad, multi-

and interpreted results from the
quantitative risk/axposure analyses

*[n the current review, these two documents have
been combined in the Intsgrated Review Plan far
the National Ambient Alr Quality Standards far
Laad (USEPA, 2011a).
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conducted for this review. Based on this
evaluation, the Staff Paper presented
OAQPS staff mmmmendatlom that the
Admini id ion to

NAAQS nttnmmam purpouu in certain
limited cir
oriented sites. Subsaquant to the 2008

rul king, additional revisions were

giv
substantially mvmmg the primary and
secondary standards to a range of lavels
at or below 0.2 pg/m2.

Immediately subsequent to
completion of the Staff Paper, the EPA
issued an advance notice of proposed
rulemaking (ANPR) that was signed by
the Administrator on December 5, 2007
(72 FR 71488, December 17, 2007).29
CASAC provided advice and

dations to the Ad
with regard to the Pb NAAQS based on
its review of the ANPR and the
previously released final Staff Paper and
risk assessment reports. In 2008, the
proposed decision on revisions to the Pb
NAAQS was signed on May 1 and
published in the Federal Register on
May 20 (73 FR 291684, May 20, 2008).
Members of the public provided
comments and the CASAC Pb Pmal also

made to the monitoring network
requirements (75 FR 81126, December

(USEPA, 2012b; 77 FR 70776, November
27, 2012} and was the subject of a public
meeting on February 5-6, 2013 (78 FR
938, January 7, 2013). The CASAC
}m‘mded comments in a June 4, 2013,
etter (Fray. 2013a). The final ISA was

27, 2010}. Guid on the app: h for
implementation of the new standards
was described in the Federal Register
notices for the proposed and final rules
(73 FR 28184, May 20, 2008; 73 FR
66964, November 12, 2008).

On February 26, 2010, the EPA
formally initiated its current review of
the air quality criteria and standards for

d in late June 2013 (USEPA,
2013a, henceforth referred to as the ISA;
78 FR 38318, June 26, 2013).
In June 2011, the EPA developed and
ralamd the H:sk nnd Expasum
(REA

Pl i u1" \for ltation
with CASAC and public comment
(USEPA 2011b; 76 FR 58509). This
d a critical

Pb, requesting the submi of recent
scientific information on specified
topics (75 FR 8934, February 28, 2010).
Soon efter this, the EPA held a
workshop to discuss tbe policy-relevant
science, which informed identification
of key policy issues and questions to
frame the review of the Pb NAAQS {75
FR 20843, April 21, 2010). Drawing
from the work.shop discussions, the EPA

provided advice and jons
to the Administrator based on its review
of the proposal notice. The final
decision on revisions to the Pb NAAQS
was signed on October 15, 2008, and
published in the Federal Register on
November 12, 2008 (73 FR 66964,
November 12, 2008).

The November 2008 notice described
the EPA’s decision to ravise the primary
and secondary NAAQS for Pb, as
discussed more fully in section ILA.1
below. In consideration of the much-
expanded health effects evidence on
neurocognitive effects of Pb in children,
the EPA substantially revised the
primary standard from a level of 1.5 ug/
m? to a level of 0.15 ug/m?. The
averaging time was revised to a rolling
3-month period with a maximum (not-
to-be ded) form, svaluated over a
3-year period. The indicator of Ph-TSP
was retained, reflecting the evidence
that Pb particles of all sizes pose health
risks. The secondary standard was
revised to be identical in all respects to
the revised primary standard (40 CFR
50.16). Revisions to the NAAQS were
accompanied by revisions to the data
hand!ing procedures, the treatment of
exceptional events and the ambient air
monitoring and reporting requirements,
as well as emissions inventory reporting
requirements. One aspect of the revised
data handling requirements is the
allowance for the use of monitoring for
particulate matter with mean diameter
below 10 microns (Pb—PM,,} for Pb

12 The ANPR, one of the features of tha revised
NAAQS review process that EPA instituted in 2006,
was replaced by reinstatement of the Policy
Assossment prepared by OAQPS staff (previonsly
termed tha OAQPS Staff Paper) in 2008 (Jackson,

loped the draft Integrated Review
Plan (draﬁ IRP, USEPA, 2011d). The
draft IRP was made availeble in late
March 2011 for consultation with the
CASAC Pb Review Panel and for public
comment (76 FR 20347, April 12, 2011}.
This document was discussed by the
Panel via a publicly accessible
teleconference consultation on May 5,
2011 {76 FR 21346, April 15, 2011; Frey,
2011a). The final Integrated Review Plan
for the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for Lead (IRP), developed in
consideration of the CASAC
consultation and public comment, was
released in November 2011 (USEPA,
ZOl'Ha, 76 FR 769;‘2 December 9 2011)

n

Asgessment IISA) for this review, the
EPA held a workshop in December 2010
to discuss with invited scientific experts
preliminary draft materials and released
the first external review draft of the
document for CASAC review and public
comment in May 2011 (USEPA, 2011e;
76 FR 26284, May 6, 2011; 78 FR 36120,
June 21, 2011). The CASAC Pb Review
Panel met at a public meeting on July
20, 2011, to review the draft ISA {76 FR
36120, June 21, 2011). The CASAC
provided comments in a December 8,
2011, letter to the EPA Admini

evaluation of the information related to
Pb buman and ecological exposure and
risk (e.g., data, modeling approaches)
newly available in this review, with a
focus on consideretion of the extent to
which new or substantially revised
REASs for health and ecological risk
might be warranted by the newly
available evidence. Evaluation of the
newly available information with regard
to designing and implementing health
and ecological REAs for this review led
us to conclude that the currently
available information did not provide a
basis for developing new quantitative
risk and exposure assessments that
would have substantially improved
utility for informing the agency's
consideretion of health and welfare
effects and evaluation of the adequacy
of the current primary and secondary
standards, respectively (REA Planning
Document, sections 2.3 and 3.3,
respectively). The CASAC Pb Review
Pane] provided consultative advice on
that document and its conclusions at a
public meeting on July 21, 2011 (76 FR
36120, June 21, 2011; Frey, 2011b).
Based on their consideration of the REA
Planning Document analysis, tbe
CASAC Pb Review Panel generally
concurred with the conclusion that a
new REA was not warranted in this
review (Frey, 2011b; me. 2013b) In
deration of the
reached in the REA Planning Document
and CASAC's consultative advice, the
EPA has not developed REAs for health
and ecological risk for this review.
Accordingly, we consider the risk

(Frey and Samet, 2011). The second
external review draft ISA was raleased
for CASAC review and public comment
in February 2012 (USEPA, 2012a; 77 FR
5247, February 2, 2012) and was the
subject of a public meeting on April 10~
11, 2012 (77 FR 14783, March 13, 2012).
The CASAC provided comments in a
July 20, 2012, letter (Samet and Fray,
2012). The third external raview draft
was released for CASAC review and
public comment in November 2012

findings from the last review
for buman exposure and health risk
{USEPA, 2007a, henceforth referred to
as the 2007 REA) and em]ogu:al rlsk
(ICF I ional, 2006; h

referred to as the 2006 REA) with regnrd
to any appropriate further interpretation
in light of the evidence newly available
in this review.

A draft of the Policy Assessment (PA)
was released for public comment and
review by CASAC in January 2013
{USEPA, 2013b; 77 FR 70776, November
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27, 2012} and was the subject of a public
meeting on February 5-6, 2013 (78 FR
938, January 7, 2013}. G

time in which they respond to changau
in air Pb ions. For p

that have been contaminated by Pb from

provided by the CASAC in a June 4,
2013 letter (Frey, 2013b), as well as
public comments received on the dreft
PA were considered in preparing the
final PA, which was released in May
2014 (USEPA, 2014; 78 FR 26751, May
9, 2014).

D. Multimedia, Multipothway Aspects of
Lead

Since Pb distributes from air to other
media and is persistent, our review of
the NAAQS for Pb considers the
protection provided against such effects
associated both with exposures to Pb in
ambient air and with axposures to Pb
that makes its way into other media
from ambient air. Additionally, in
assessing the adequacy of protection
afforded by the current NAAQS, we are
mindful of tbe long history of greater
and more widespread atmospheric
emissions that occurred in previous
years (both before and after
establishment of the 1878 NAAQS) and
that contributed to the Ph that exists in
human populations and ecosystems
today. Likewise, we also recognize the
role of other, nonair sources of Pb now
and in the past that also contribute to
tbe Ph that exists in buman populations
and ecosystems today.

Lead emitted to ambient air is
transported through the air and is also
distributed from air to other media. This
multimedia distribution of Pb emitted
into ambient air (air-related Ph)
contributes to multiple air-related
pathways of human and ecosystem
exposure (ISA, sections 3.1.1 and 3.7.1).
Air-related pathways may also involve
media other than air, including indoor
and outdoor dust, soil, surface water
and sediments, vegetation and biota.
Air-related Pb exposure pathways for
bumans include inhalation of amhient
air or ingestion of food, water or other
materials, including dust and soil, that
have been contaminated through a
pathway involving Pb deposition from
ambient air (ISA, section 3.1.1.1).
Ambient air inhalation pathways
include both inhalation of air outdoors
and inhalation of ambient air that has
infiltrated into indoor env

resulting from human
ax‘posum pathways most dimctly
involving Pb in ambient air and
exchanges of ambient air w:lh indoor air

bient air (ISA, section 6.2). Transport
of Pb into aquatic systems similarly
provides for exposure of biota in those
systems, and exposures may vary among
systems as a result of differences in

(e.8., inhalation) can d most and levels of contamination, as
quickly, while those for pathways well as characteristics of the systems
involving exp to Pbd ited from th lves, sucb es salinity, pH and

bient air into the envi (e 8- turbidity (ISA, section 2.3.2). In
diet} may be d to d more ddition to Pb contributed by current

slowly. The extent of this will be
influenced by the magnitude of change,
as well as—for deposition-related
pathways—the extent of prior
depoui!ion and envimnmsm .
istics in y
& or deposited Pb.
ad currently occurring in nonair
media may also derive from

atmospheric deposition, Pb may occur
in aquatic systems as a result of nonair
sources such as industrial discharges or
mine-related drainage, of historical air
Pb emissions (e.g., contributing to
deposition to a water body or via runoff
from soils near historical air sources) or
combinations of different types of

other than ambient air {nonair Pb
sources) {ISA, sections 2.3 and 3.7.1).
For example, Pb in dust inside some
houses or outdoors in some urban areas

le-g., ion of sedi
contaminated by urban runoff and
surface water disch
The persistence of b contributes an
important tsmpoml aspect to lead’s

may derive from the past usage
of leaded paint, while Pb in drinking
water may derive from the use of leaded
pipe or solder in drinking water
distribution systems (ISA, section
3.1.3.3). We also recognize the bistory of
much greater air emissions of Pb in the
past, such as that associated witb leaded
gasoline usage and higher industrial
emissions which bave left a legacy of Pb
in other (nonair) media.

T‘hs relative importance of different

env | patbways, and the time
{or lag) associated with realization of the
impact of air Pb concentrations on
concentrations in other media can vary
with the media (e.g., ISA, section 6.2.2).
For example, exposure pathways most
directly involving Pb in ambient air or
surface waters can respond more
quickly to changes in ambient air Pb
concentrations while pathways
involving exposure to Pb in soil or
sediments generally respond more

ys of buman eto Pb,as  slowly. An additional influence on the
waell as the rel contrit from Tesp nme for nonair media is the
Pb resulting from recent and historic air  env of Pb iated

emissions and from nonair sources, vary
across the U.S. population as a result of
bath extrinsic factors, such as a home’s
proximity to industrial Pb sources or its
history of leaded paint usage, and
intrinsic factors, such as a person’s ag
and nutritional status (ISA, sections 5.1,
5.2,5.2.1, 5.2.5 and 5.2.8). Thus, the
relative contributions from specific
patbways is situation specific (ISA, p.
1-11), although a predominant Pb
exposure pathway for very young
children is the incidental ingestion of
indoor dust hy hand-to-mouth activity
(ISA, section 3.1.1.1). For adults,
however, diet may ba the primary Pb
exposure pathway {2006 CD, section
3.4). Similarly, the relative importance
of air-related and ir-related Pb also

The air-related ingestion pathways
occur as a result of Ph passing through
the ambient air, being distributed to
other environmental media and
contributing to human exposures via
contact with and ingestion of indoor
and outdoor dusts, outdoor soil, food
and drinking water.

Lead exposures via the various
inhalation and ingestion air-related
pathways may vary with regard to the

varies with the relative magnitudes of

with past, ganarally higher, air
concentrations. For example, after a

d in air Pb ions, the
time needed for sediment or surface soil
fons to indi a to
duced air Pb ions might be
expoctsd to be longer in areas of more
| past ination than in
areas with lesser past contamination.
Thus, idering the Pb retions

occurring in nonair environmental
media as a result of air quality
conditions that meet the current
NAAQS is a complexity of this review,
as it also was, although to a lesser
degree, with regard to the prior standard
in tbe last review.

E. Air Quality Monitoring
bead ammed to the air is

by those pathways, which may

P ly in particulate form. Once
itted, particle-bound Pb can be

vn?' with different ci
he distribution of Pb from ambient
ajr to other environmental media also
influences the exposure pathways for
organisms in terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems. Exposure of terrestrial
animals and vegetation to air-related Pb
cen occur by contact with ambient air or
by contact with soil, water or food items

transported long or short distances
depending on particle size, which
influences the amount of time spent in
the aerosol phase. In general, larger
particles tend to deposit more quickly,
within shorter distances from emissions
points, while smaller particles remain in
aerosol phase and travel longer
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distances before depositing (ISA, section soumes" (ISA, p. 2-92). The currenl conduct non-source-oriented Pb 1I. Rationale for Pi d Decision on  an adeq margin of safety. We note the standard was originally set in 1978
1.2.1). Accordingly, airborne req) for ing at the NCore sites 14 required the Primary Standard that in drawing conclusions with regard through 2005-2006. In so doing, the
jons of Pb near are ing include pl of in metropolitan areas with a population Thu saction pmsenu the mtionale for (o tha primary standard, the final 2008 decision considered the body of
much higher (and tbe representation of momtor sites near sources of air Pb of 500,000 or more (as defined by the the rator's ion on the ad. y of the current  evidence as assessed in the 2006 CD
larger particles generally greater) than at ions which are dtoor have U.S.Census Bureau).® Either Pb-TSP standard is largely a pubhc health (USEPA, 2008a), as well as the 2007

sites not directly influenced by sources
{PA, Figure 2-11; ISA sections 2.3.1 and
2.5.3).

Ambient air monitoring data for Pb, in
terms of Pb—TSP, Pb-PM,o or Pb in
particulate matter with mean diameter
smaller than 2.5 microns {Pb-PM, s), are
currently collected in severel national
networks. Monitoring conducted for
purposes of Pb NAAQS surveillance is
regulated to ensure accurate and
compareble data for determining
compliance with the NAAQS. In order
to be used in NAAQS attainment

jons, Pb ation
data must be obtained using either the
faderal reference method (FRM) or a
federal equivalent method (FEM). The
FRMs for sample collection and analysis
are specified in 40 CFR part 50. The
procedures for approval of FRMs and
FEMs are specified in 40 CFR part 53.
In 2013, after consultation with
CASAC’s Ambient Air Monitoring and
Methods Subcommittee, the EPA
adopted a new FRM for Pb-TSP, besed

been shown to contribute to ambient air
Pb concentretions in excess of the
NAAQS. At a minimum, there must be
one source-oriented site located to

the Pb
in ambient air resulting from each non-
airport Pb source which emits 0.50 or
more tons of Pb per year and from each
airport which emits 1.0 or more tons of
Pb per year.2 The EPA Regional
Administrators may require additional
monitoring beyond the minimum
requirements where the likelihood of Pb
air quality violations is significant, Sucb
locations may include those near
additional industriai Pb

or Pb-PM,, monitoring may be
performed at these sites. Currently, all
50 NCore Pb sites are operational and
measuring Pb concentrations, with 28
measuring Pb in TSP and 24 measuring
Pb in PM;, (2 sites are measuring both
Pb in TSP and Pb in PM,0). In a separate
action addressing a range of issues
related to monitoring requirements for
criteria pollutants, the EPA is proposing
to remove the requirement for Pb
monitoring at NCore sites {79 FR 54395,
September 11, 2014). This change is
being proposed in consideration of
current information indicating

at these sites to be well

recently closed industrial sources and
other sources of ded Pb dust, as

below the Pb NAAQS and of the
of other {toring networks

well as airports where | piston-engine
aircreft emit Pb associated with
combustion of leaded aviation fuel (40
CFR part 58, Appendix D, section
4.5(c)). A smgle year of itoring was

that provide information on n Pb
concentrations in urban areas not
directly impacted by Pb sources. The
data uvmluble for these sites indicate
3-month average

also required near 15 specific airports 12
in order to gather additional information
on the likelihood of NAAQS

rations (of Pb—PMq or Pb-TSP}
well below the level of the Pb NAAQS,
with the vast majority of sites showing

on inductively coupled pk
spectrometry (78 FR 40000, July 3,
2013). The previous FRM was retained
as an FEM, and existing FEMs were
retained as well.

The Pb monitoring network design
requirements {40 CFR part 58, Appendix
D, paragraph 4.5} include two types of
monitoring sites—source-oriented

itoring sites and
oriented monitoring sites—as well as
the collection of a year of Pb-TSP
measurements at 15 specific airports.
The indicator for the current Pb NAAQS
is Pb-TSP, although in some
situations,’! ambient Pb-PMo
concentrations may be used in judging
nonattainment. Currently,
approximately 260 Pb—TSP monitors are
in operetion; these are a mixture of

and
monitors.
Since the phase-out of Pb in on-road
gasoline, Pb is widely ized as a

due to the bustion of

ions less than 0.01 pg/m?3.

leaded aviation gasoline {75 FR 81126,
December 27, 2010; 40 CFR part 58,
Appendix D, 4.5{a){iii)}. These airport
monitoring data along with other data
gathering and analyses will inform the
EPA's ongoing investigation into the
potential for Pb emissions from piston-
engine aircraft to cause or contnbu(e to
air pollution that may

Additionaily, other monitoring
networks provide data on Pb in PM,o or
PM: 5, at non-source-oriented urban, and
some rural, sites. These include the
National Air Toxics Trends Stations for
PM,0 and the Chemical Speciation
Network for PMz 5. Data on Pb in PM2 s
are also provided at the rural sites of the

y be
anticipated to endanger public health or
welfare. This investigation is occurring
under section 231 of the CAA, separate
from the Pb NAAQS review. As a whole,
the various data gathering and analyses
are expectad to S;nlimve our

y Monitoring of Protected
Visual Environments network,

The long-term record of Pb
monitoring data documents the
dramatic decline in atmospheric Pb
concentrations that has occurred since
the 1970s in response to reduced

ations in

ambient air near airports and conditions
influencing these concentrations.
Monitoring agencies are also required,

i (PA, Figures 2-1 and 2-7}.
Currently, the highest concentretions
occur near some metals industries
where some individual locations have

under 40 CFR part 58, Appendix D, to

12The Ragiom.l Administrator may waive this
near Pb sources if the

source-oriented air pollutant Variability
in air Pb concentrations is highest in
areas including a Pb source, “with high
concentrations downwind of the sources
and low concentration at areas far from

11 The Pb-PM; moasurements may ba used for
NAAQS monitoring as an alternative to Pb-TSP
measurements in certain conditions defined in 40
CFR part 58, Appandix C, section 2.10.1.2. Thess
conditions include where Ph ions are not

state or, vlhm appropriate, local agancy can
demonstrate the Pb source will not contribute to a
meximum 3-month aversge Pb concentration in
ambiant air in excess of 50 percent of the NAAQS
lavel based on historical monitoring data, modeling,
or other means (40 CFR part 58, Appendix D,
section 4.5(a){ii)).

13 Theas airparts were selected based on three
criteria: annual Pb invantory hetween 0.5 ton/yoar
and 1.0 ton/year, ambjent air within 150 meters of
the location of maximum emissions (e.g., the end
of the runway or rn-up location), and airport
scenario that

expocied to equal or excesd 0.10 yg/m? as an
arithmetic 3-month mean and whaere the soures of
Ph emissions is expecied to emit a substantial
malority of its P in the size fraction captured by
PM;n monitors.

leads toa ter heqnunq of operations from one
runway. Thesa criteria are axpected, collectively, to
identil .lrpom with the bighest potential to have
ambient ai Pb concentrations approachi

excoeding the Pb NAAQS (75 FR 81126).

rations that exceed the NAAQS
(PA, Figure 2—10). Concentrations at
iented itoring sites are
much lower than those at source-
oriented sites and well below the
standard {PA, Figure 2-11).

14 The NCare network, thst formally began in
January 2011, is a subset of the state and jocal air
monitaring stations network thet is intended to
meet muliiple monitoring objectives {e.g., long-term
trends analysis, model evaiuation, health and
ocosystem studies, as well as NAAQS compliance).
‘The complete NCore network consists of 63 urban
and 15 rural stations, with each state containing at
least one NCore statian; 48 of the states plus
Washington, DC and Puerio Rico bave at lsast one
urban station.

 hitp,
metroareas/metroarea. htmi.

to mtam the existing Pb primary
standard. As discussed more fully
below, this rationale is based on a
thorough review, in the ISA, of the latest
scxamiﬁc mformanon generally
ber 2011,38

on human health effects associated with
Pb and pertaining to the presence of Pb
in the ambient air. This proposal also
takes into account: (1) The PA’s staff
assessments of the most policy-relevant
information in the ISA and staff
analyses of air quality, buman exposure
and health risks, upon which staff
conclusions regarding appropriate
considerations in this review are based;
(2} CASAC advice and

dations, as reflected in
discussions of drafts of the ISA and PA
at public meetings, in separate written
comments, and in CASAC’s letters to
the Administretor; and (3} public
comments received during the

of these d either

in connection with CASAC meetings or
separately.

n presenting the rationale and its
foundations, section I.A provides
beckgmund on the general approach for
rsvmw of the primary NAAQS for Pb

y of the
used in the last review (aecnon A1}
and the general approach for the current
review {section I1.A.2). Sections IL.B and
11.C summarize the body of avidence

policy judgment to be made by the
Admini The Admini

8
final decision must draw upon scientific
information and analyses about health
effects, population exposure and risks,
as well as judgments about how to
consider the range and magnitude of
uncertainties that are inherent in the
scientific evidence and analyses. Our
approach to informing these judgments,
discussed more fully below, is based on
the recognition that the available health
effects evidence generally reflects a
continuum, consisting of levels at which
scientists generally agree that health
effects are likely to occur, through lower
levals at which the ]lka]ihood and

gnitude of the
increasingly uncertain. This approach is
i with the of the

Staff Paper assessment of the policy-
relevant information contained in the
CD and the quantitative risk/exposure
assessment (USEPA, 2007a, 2007b), the
advice and recommendations of CASAC
(Henderson 2007a, 2007b, 2008a,
2008b), and public comment. While
recognizing that Pb has been
demonstrated to exert “a broad array of
deleterious effects on multiple organ
systems,” the review focused on the
effects most pertinent to ambient air
exposures, which given ambient air Pb
reductions over the past 30 years, are
those associated with relatively lower
exposures and associated blood Pb
levels {73 FR 66975, November 12,
2008}. In s0 doing, the EPA recognized
the genml consensus that the

NAAQS provisions of the Act and with
how the EPA and the courts have
historically interpreted the Act. These
provisions require the Administrator to
sstahlish primary Atandards thal in the
of the Admi

ping nervous system in children
is among the most aamiliva health

! witb Pb
if not the most sensitive one. Thus,
primary attention was given to
consideration of nervous system effects,
o

mqmsna to protect public heal!h wﬂh
an adequate margin of safety. In so
doing, the Administrator seeks to
establish standards that are neither more
nor less stringent than necessary for this
purpose. The Act does not require that
primary standards be set at a zero-risk
lavel, but rather at a Jevel that avoids

suppomng this nmonula. g on

ptable risks to public bealth
includi

ion of key p ]
questions, and section II.D summarizes
the exposure/risk information for this
review. Section IL.E presents the
Admin 0 1 1gi

8 prop:
on adequacy of the current standard,
drawmg on both andancobmd and

1

(nectinnu l'l E1 and I1.E.2), and advice
from CASAC (section IL.E.3).

A. General Approach
The past and current b

g the bealth of sensitive
groups.?? The four basic elements of the
NAAQS (indicator, averaging time,
level, and form} are considered
collectively in evaluating the heaith
protection afforded by the current
standard.

1. Approach in the Last Review

The last review of the NAAQS for Pb
was completed in 2008 {73 FR 66964,
November 12, 2008). The 2008 decision

described below are both besed, most
fundamentally, on using the EPA’s
assessment of the current scientific
evidence and associated quantitative
analyses to inform the Administrator's
judgment regarding a primary standard
for Pb that protects public health with

18 In addition 0 the review's opening “call for
information” {75 FR 8934), “litaraturs searchas
wers conducted routinely to identify studies
published since the last review, focusing on studies
published from 2006 (close of the previous
scientific ucu-m-m) through Supl!mhnr zol 1
and “that were
or actuaily cited in this ISA can be hund at
http://hero.epa.gov/iead™ (ISA. p. 1-2).

to sub ially revise the primary
standard was based on the extensive
body of scientific evidence published
over almost three decades, from the time

17 The at-risk ina

ive an
neurobebavioral affacts in children (73
FR 66976, November 12, 2008). The
body of evidence included associations
of such effects in study populations of
variously aged cbildren with mean
blood Pb levels below 10 ug/dL,
extending from 8 down to 2 pg/dL (73
FR 66976, November 12, 2008). Tbe
public bealth implications of effects of
air-related Pb on cognitive function
(e.g., 1Q) in young children wera given
particular focus in tbe review.

The conclusions reacbed by the
Administrator in the last review were
based primarily on tbe scientific
evidence, with tbe risk- and exposure-
based information providing support for
various aspects of the decision. In
reaching his conclusion on the
adequacy of the then-current standard,
which was set in 1978, the
Administrator placed primary
consideration on the large body of
scientific evidence available in the
review including significant new
evidence concerning effects at blood Ph

P groups
NAAQS review may include low-income or
minority groups. Where low-income/minority
groupa are among the wt-risk populations, the
rulemaking decision will be besed oa providing
protection for thess and othar at-risk populations
and lifestages (#.5., children, older edulta, persons
with pre-axisting heart and lung disease). To the
extant thet low-income/minority groups are not
amang the at-risk populations identified in the ISA,
a decision based on providing protection of the at-
risk lifestages and populations would bs expected
to provide for the | y
sroups.

ions sub: ially below
those identified when tbe standard was
initially set (73 FR 66987, November 12,
2008; 43 FR 46248, Octobar 5, 1978).
Given particular attention was tbe
robust evidence of neurotoxic effects of
Pb exposure in childran, recognizing: (1}
That while blood Pb levels in U.S.
children had decreased notably since
the late 1970s, newer epidemiological
studies bad investigated and reported
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associations of effects on the
neurodevelopment of children with
those more recent lower blood Pb levels
nnd (2) thnl the toxicologicnl evidence
expari 1
laboratory animal evidenca
suhstantiating well the plausibility of
the epidemiological findings observed
in humnn children and expanding our
ding of likely hani;
underlying the neurotoxic effects (73 FR
66987, November 12, 2008).
Additionally, within the range of blood
Pb levels investigated in the available
evidence bese, a threshold level for
neurocognitive effects was not
identified (73 FR 66984, November 12,
2008; 2006 CD, p. 8-67). Further, the
evidence indicated a steeper
concentration-response (C-R)
relationship for effects on cognitive
function at those lower blood Pb levels
than at higher blood Pb levels that were
more in the past, “indi
the potential for greater incremental
impact associated with exposure at
these lower levels” (73 FR 66987,
November 12, 2008). As at the time
when the standard was initially set in
1878, the health effects evidence and
exposure/risk assessment available in
the last review supported the
conclusion that ajr-related Pb exposure
pathways contribute to hlood Pb levels
in young children by inhalation and
ingestion {73 FR 66987, November 12,
2008). The available information in the
last review also indicated, however, a
likely greater change in blood Pb per
unit of air Pb than was estimated when
the standard was initially set (73 FR
66987, November 12, 2008},

In the Administrator’s decision on the
adequacy of the 1978 standard, the
Administrator considered the evidence
using a very specifically defined
framework, referred to as an air-related

high end of the national distribution of
air-related exposures. Thus, the
conceptual context for the framework is
that it provides estimates of air-related
1Q loss for the subset of U.S. children
living in close proximity to air Pb
sources that contribute to such elevated
air Ph concentrations. In such cases,
when a standard of a particular level is
just met at a monitor sited to record the

limitations, the quantitative estimates of
1Q loss associated with air-related Pb in
air quality scenarios just meeting the
then-current standard also indicated
risk of a magnitude that, in his
judgment, was significant from a public
haelth perspective. Thus, the

$strator luded t p ;
nsk estimates provided additional
support to the evidence-based

bighest source-oriented ion in

lusion that the standard needed

an area, the large majority of children in
the larger surrounding area would hkely
experience to

revision (73 FR 66987, November 12,
2008).

well below that level.

The two primary inputs to the
evidence-besed air-related 1Q loss
framework are air-to-blood ratios and C—
R functions for the relationship between

In idering appropriate revisions
to the prior standard in the review
completed in 2008, each of the four
basic elements of the NAAQS (indicator,
avarngmg time, form and level) was

blood Pb and IQ response in young
children. Additionally taken into
conndemtmn in applying and drawmg
from the k were
the uncertainties mherem in these
inputs. Application of the framework
also entailed consideration of an
appropriate level of protection from air-
related IQ loss to be used in conjunction
with the framework. The framework
estimates of meen air-related 1Q loss ara
derived through multiplication of the
following factors: standard level {ug/
m3), air-to-blood ratio {albeit in terms of
ug/dL blood Pb per ug/m? air
concentration), and slope for the C-R
function in terms of paints IQ
decrement per pg/dL blood Pb.

Based on the application of the air-
related IQ loss framework to the
evidence, tbe Administrator concluded
that, for exposures projected for air Ph
concentrations at the level of the 1978
standard, the quantitative estimates of
lQ loss assocmted with air-related Pb
i d risk of a itude that, in his
judgment, was significant from a puhlic
health perspective, and that the
evidence-based framework supported a

1Q loss evidence-based fr k. This
framework integrates evidence for the
relationship between Pb in air and Pb in
young children’s blood with evidence
for the relationship between Ph in
young children’s blood and IQ loss (73
FR 66987, November 12, 2008). This
evid based approach iders air-

lusion that the 1978 standard did
not protect public health with an
adequate margin of safety {73 FR 66987,
November 12, 2008). The Administrator
further concluded that the ewdence
indicated the need for a i

d. The rationale for decisions
on those elements is summarized below.
With regard to indicator,
consjderation was given to replacing
Pb-TSP with Pb-PMo. The EPA
recognized, bowever, that Pb in all
particle sizes contributes to Pb in blood
and associated health effects,
additionally noting that the difference
in particulate Pb captured by TSP and
PM)o monitors may be on the order of
a factor of two in some areas {73 FR
68991 Novamber 12, 2008) Furthsr (ha

wﬂh regard to whather a Pb—PMm—buad
standard would also effectively control
ultra-coarse 13 Pb particles, which may
have a greater presence in areas near

where Pb ions are
highest (73 FR 86991, November 12,
2008). The Administrator decided to
retain Pb-TSP as the indicator to
provide sufficient public health
protection from the range of particle
sizes of ambient air Pb, including ultra-
coarse particles (73 FR 86991,
November 12, 2008). Additionally, a
role was provided for Pb—PM, in the
monitoring required for a Pb-TSP
standard (73 FR 66991, November 12,
2008) besed on the conclusion that use
of Pb—PM 0 measurements at sites not
influenced hy sources of ultra-coarse Pb,
and where Pb concentrations are well
below the standard, would tuka

lower mndurd level to provide

related effects on neurocognitive
function (using the quantitative metric
of IQ loss) associated with exposure in
those areas with elevated air
concentrations equal to potential
alternative levels for the Pb standard. In
simplest terms, the framework focuses
on children exposed to air-related Pb in
those areas with elevated air Pb
concentrations equal to specific
potential standard levels, providing for
estimation of a mean air-related 1Q
decrement for young children in the

d public healtb protection,
especiaily for at-risk groups (most
notahly children), against an array of
effects, most importantly including
effects on the developing nervous
system {73 FR 66987, November 12,
2008}. In addition to giving primary
consideration to the much expanded
evidence base since the standard was
set, the Administrator also took into
ideration the /risk

assessments. In so doing, he observed
that, while taking into consideration
their inherent uncertainties and

age of the i P jon of
these and d d
spatial variation of Pb—PM,o
concentrations, without raising the same
concerns over a lack of protection
against health risks from all particulate
Pb emitted to the amhient air that

1$The term “ultra-coarss” refars to particles
collectad by s TSP sampler but nst by a PMya
sampler. This terminology is consistent with the
traditional usage of “fine" to refer to particles
collected by a PM; s sampler, and “'coarse™ to refer
to particles collected by a PM,, sampler but not by
# PM; s sampler, rocognizing that there will be some
overlap in the particle sizes in the three types of
collected material.
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support retention of Pb—TSP as the
indicator (versus revision to Pb—PM,o)
(73 FR 66991, November 12, 2008).
Accordingly, allowance was made for
the use of Pb-PM;o monitonng for Ph
NAAQS attainment purpnus in certain
limited ci
oriented sites, where the Pb
concentrations are expected to be
b ially below the d

such exceedance. Thus, based on an
m(egmled consideration of the range of

factors, the g time was
revised to a mllmg 3-month period with
a ( be. d) form,
evaluated over a 3-year period. As
compared to the previous averaging
time and form of calendar quarter (not-
to-be exceeded), this revision was

ultra-coarse particles are not expacted to
be present (73 FR 66991, November 12,
2008).

With regard to averaging time and
form for the revisad standard,
consideration was given to a monthly
averaging time, with a form of second
maximum, and to 3-month and calendar
quarter averaging times, with not-to-be
exceeded forms. While the
Administrator recognized that there
were some factors that migbt imply
support for a pariod as short as a month
for averaging time, be also noted other
factors supporting use of a longer time.
Hae additionally took note of the
complexity inherent in this
consideration for the primary Pb
standard, which is greater than in the
case of other criteria poll due to

d to be more scientifically
appropriate and mora health protective
(73 FR 68998, November 12, 2008). The
rolling average gives equal weight to all
3-month periods, and the new
calculation method gives equal weight
to each month within each 3-month
period (73 FR 66996, N ber 12,

population 1Q responsa associated with
blood Pb level (73 FR 67004, November
12, 2008). The evidence at the time of
the last review indicated a broad range
of air-to-blood ratio estimates,’® each
with limitations and associated
uncertainties. Based on the then-
available evidence, the Administrator
concluded tbat 1:5 to 1:10 represented
a reasonable range to consider and
identified 1:7 as a generally central
value on which to focus (73 FR 67004,
November 12, 2008). With regard to C-
R functions, in light of the evidence of
nonlinearity and of steeper slopes at
lower blood Pb levels, the Administrator

2008). Further, the rolling average yields
twelve 3-month averages each year to be
comparad to the NAAQS versus four
averages in each year for the block
calendar quarters pertaining to the
previous standard (73 FR 86996,
November 12, 2008).

Lastly, besed on the body of scientific
evidence and information available, as
well as CASAC recommendations and
public comment, the Administrator
decided on a standard level that, in

tbe multimedia natura of Pb and its
multiple patbways of human exposure.
In this situation for Ph, the
Administrator emphasized the
importancs of considering all of the
relevant factors, botb those pertalning to
the human physiological response to
changes in Pb exposures and those
pertaining to the response of air-related
Pb exposure pathways to changes in
airborne Pb, in an integrated manner.

As discussed further in the PA, the
evidence on human physiological

to ch in Pb

available in the last review indicated
that children’s blood Pb levels respond
quickly to increased Pb exposure,
particularly during tbe time of leaded
gasoline usage but likely with lessened
immediacy since that time as children’s
exposure pathways have changed (PA,
section 4.1.1.2). The Administrator also
recognized limitations and uncertainties
in the evidence and variability with
regard to the information regarding the
response time of indoor dust Pb to
ambient airborne Pb. In consideration of
the uncertainty associated with the
evidence, the Admi{nistrator noted that
the two changes in form for the standard
{to a rolling 3-month average and to
providing equal weighting to each
month in deriving the 3-month average)
both afford greater weigbt to each
individual month than did the calendar
quarter form of the 1978 standard,
tending to control both the likelihood
that any month will exceed the level of
the standard and the magnitude of any

bination with the specified choice
of indicator, averaging time, and form,
he judged requisite to protect public
health, including the health of sensitive
groups, with an adequate margin of
safety (73 FR 67006, November 12,
2008). In reaching the decision on level
for the revised standard, the
Administrator considered as a useful
guide the evidence-besed framework
developed in that review. As described

luded it was priate to focus
on C-R analysaes based on blood Pb
levels that most closely reflected the
then-current population of children in
the U.S.,2° recognizing the EPA's
identification of four sucb analyses and
giving weight to the central estimate or
median of the resultant C-R functions
{73 FR 67003, November 12, 2008, Table
3; 73 FR 67004, November 12, 2008).
The median estimate for the four C-R
slopes of —1.75 1Q points decrement
per pg/dL blood Pb was selected for use
with the framework. With the
framework, potential alternative
standard levels (ug/m3} are multiplied
by estimates of air-to-blood ratio (ug/dL
blood Pb per ug/m? air Pb) and the
median slope for the C-R function
(points IQ decrement per ug/dL blood
Pb}, yielding estimates of a mean air-
related IQ decrement for a spacific
subset of young children (i.e., those

above, that framework integrates
evidence for the relationship between
Pb in air and Pb in children’s biood and
the relationship between Pb in
children’s hlood and IQ loss.
Application of the air-related IQ loss
mdenco-baud framuwork was

ide

children exposed to air-related Pb in
areas with elevated air Pb
concentrations equal to specified
alternative levels). As such, the
application of the framework yields
estimates for the mean air-related IQ
dammanu of the subset of children
d to experience air-related Pb

no
evidence- or risk-] basad bngh( line that
indicates a single appropriate level” for
the standard (73 FR 67006, November
12, 2008). Rather, the framework was
seen as a useful guide for consideration

erxposureu at the high end of the
distribution of such exposures. The
associated mean IQ loss estimate is the
average for this highly exposed subset
and is not the average air-related IQ loss
d for the entire U.S. population

of health risks from to ambi
levels of Pb in the air, m the context of
a specified averaging nme and form,

of children. Uncertainties and
limitations wers recognized in the use

with regard to the Administrator’s
decision on a level for a revised NAAQS
that provides public health protection
that is sufficient but not more than
necessary under the Act {73 FR 67004,
November 12, 2008).

As noted above, use of the evidencs-
based air-related IQ loss framework to
mfon'n uelecuon of a standard level

ion of the evid
with regard to two input paramaters.
The two input perameters are an air-to-
blood ratio and a C-R function for

19 The term “alrto-blood relio™ describes the
increase in blood Pb (in pg/dL) estimated to be
associated with sach unit increase of air Ph (in ug/
m?). Ratios are presentod in the form of 1:x, with
the 1 reprasenting air Pb (in pg/m?) and x
representing blood Pb (in pg/dL). Description of
ratios as higher or lower refers to the values for x
(i.e.. the change in blood Pb per unit of alr Pb).

20The geometric mean blood Ph level for U.S.
children aged 5 yoars and below, reparted for
NHANES in 200304 (the mos! recent years for
which such sn estimste was available at the time
of the 2008 declsion) was 1.8 ug/dL and the Sth and
95th percentiles were 0.7 ug/dL and 5.1 pg/dL.
respectively (73 FR 67002).
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of the k and in the 1
estimates (73 FR 67000, November 12,
2008).

In considering the use of the
evidence-based air-related IQ loss
framework to inform his judgment as to
the appropriate degree of public health
protaction that should be nfforded by
the NAAQS to provide req

mean of this subpopnlmon EPA expects

rep d hy the evid hased

that the mean of this
represents a high, but not quanﬂﬁnbla

le of the U.S. of child,
As a result, EPA expm: that a standard
based on consideration of this framework
would provide the same or greater protaction
from estimated air-related IQ loss for o high,
albeit unquanuﬁable percenmgn of the entire

protection against risk of neurocognitive
effects in sensitive populations, such as
1Q loss in children, the Administrator
recognized in the 2008 review that there
were no commonly accapted guidelines
or criteria within the public health
community that would provide a clear
besis for such a judgment. During the
2008 review, CASAC commented
regarding the significance from a public
health perspective of a 1--2 point IQ loss
in the entire population of children and
along with some commenters,
emphasized that the NAAQS should
prevent air-related 1Q loss of a
significant magnitude, such as on the
order of 1-2 1Q points, in all but a small
percentile of the population. Similarly,
the Administrator stated that “ideally
gir-related {as well as other) exposures
to environmental Pb would be reduced
to the point that no IQ impact in
children would occur” (73 FR 66998,
November 12, 2008). The Administrator
further recognized that, in the case of
setting a NAAQS, he was requirad to
make a judgment as to what degree of
protection is requisite to protect puhlic
health with an adequate margin of safety
(73 FR 66998, November 12, 2008). The
NAAQS must be sufficient but not more
stringent than necaessary to achieve that
result, and the Act does not require a
zero-risk standard (73 FR 66998,
November 12, 2008). The Administrator
additionally recognized that the
evidence-based air-related 1Q loss
framework did not provide estimates
pertaining to the U.S. population of
children as a whole. Rather, the
framework provided estimates (with
associated uncertainties and limitations)
for the mean of a subset of that
population, the subset of children
assumed to be exposed to the level of
the standard. As described in the final
decision *[t}he framework in effect
focuses on the sensitive subpopulation
that is the group of children living near
sources and more likely to be exposed
at the level of the standard” (73 FR
67000, November 12, 2008). As further
noted in the final decision (73 FR
67000, November 12, 2008):

EPA is unable to quantify the percentile of
the U.S. population of children that
mrra:pandl to the mean of this sensitive

tion. Nor is EPA fident in its
ability ity to develop quantified estimates of air

P of US.

ln reaching a judgment as to the
appropriate degree of protection, the
Administrator considered advice and
recommendations from CASAC and
public comments and recognized the
uncertainties in the health effects
evidence and related information as
waell as the role of, and context for, a
selected air-related 1Q loss in the
application of the framework, as
descnbed above. Based on these

Jerations, the Admini

identified an air-related IQ loss of 2
points for use with the framework, as a
tool for considering the evidence with
regard to the level for the standard (73
FR 67005, November 12, 2008). In so
doing, the Administrator was not
determining that such an IQ decrement
value was priate in other

k, he judged the quantitative
risk astimates to be “roughly consistent
with and generally supportive” of the
evidence-based framework estimates (73
FR 87006, November 12, 2008).

Based on consideration of the entira
body of evidence and information
available in the review, as well as the
recommendations of CASAC and public
comments, the Administrator decided
that a level for the primary Pb standard
of 0.15 pg/m?, in combination with the
specified choice of indicator, averaging
time and form, was requisite to protect
public health, including the bealth of
sensitive groups, witbh an adequate
margin of safety (73 FR 67006,
November 12, 2008). In reaching
decisions on level as well as the other
elements of the revised standard, the
Administrator took note of the
complexity associated with
consideration of health effects caused by
different ambient air concentrations of
Pb and with uncertainties with regard to
the relationships between air
concentrations, exposures, and healtb
effecu For example, selection of a

(73 FR 67005 November 12, 2008).
Given the various uncertainties
associated with the framework and the
scientific evidence base, and the focus
of the framework on the sensitive
subpopulation of children that are more
highly exposed to air-related Pb, a
standard leve! selected in this way, in

ion with the selected averaging
time and form, was expected to
significantly reduce and limit for a high
percentage of U.S. children the risk of
experiencing an air-related 1Q loss of
that magnitude (73 FR 67005, November
12, 2008). At the standard level of 0.15
pg/m3, with the comhination of the
generaily central estimate of air-to-blood
ratio of 1:7 and the median of the four
C-R functions (- 1.75 IQ point
dacrwment per pg/dL blood Pb), the

k estimates of air-related 1Q
loss were below 2 IQ points (73 FR
67005, November 12, 2008, Table 4).

In reaching the decision in 2008 on a
level for the revised standard, the
inistrator also idered the

resulu of the quantitative risk
assessment to provide a useful
perspective on risk from air-related Pb.
In light of important uncertainties and
limitations for purposes of evaluating
potential standard levels, however, the
Administrator placed less weight on the
risk estimates than on the evidence-
besed assessment. Nevertheless, in
recognition of the general comparahility
of quantitative risk estimates for the
case studies considered most

related 1Q loss for higher p than the

ually similar to the scenario

, not to be exceeded, form in
conjunction with a rolling 3-month
averaging time over a 3-year span was
expected to have the effect that the at-
risk population of cbildren would be
exposed below the standard most of the
time (73 FR 67005, November 12, 2008).
The Administrator additionally
considered the provision of an adequate
margin of safety in making decisions on
each of the elements of the standard,
including, for example “selection of
TSP as the indicator and the rejection of
the use of PM,q scaling factors; selection
of a maximum, not to be exceeded form,
in conjunction with a 3-month
averaging time that employs a rolling
average, with the requirement tbat each
month in tbe 3-month period be
weighted equally (ratber than being
averaged by individual data) and that a
3-year span be used for comparison to
the standard; and the use of a range of
inputs for the evidence-basad
framework, that includes a focus on
higher air-to-blood ratios than the
lowest ratio considered to be
supportable, and stesper rather than
shallower C-R functions, and the
consideration of these inputs in
selection of 0.15 pg/m3 as the level of
the standard” (73 FR 67007, November
12, 2008).

The Administrator additionally noted
that a standard with this level would
reduce the risk of a variety of health
effects associated with exposure to Pb,
including effects indicated in the
epidemiological studies at lower blood
Pb levels, particularly including
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neurological effects in children, and the
potential for cardiovascular and renal
effects in adults (73 FR 67006,
November 12, 2008). The Administrator
additionally considered higher and
lower levels for the standard,
concluding that a level of 0.15 pg/m?
provided for a standard that was neither
more or less stringent tban necessary for
this purpose, recognizing that the Act
does not require that primary standards
be set at a zero-risk level, but rather at

q

a level that risk sufficiently so

standard is requisite to protect public

health with an adequate margin of

safety. These considerations were

informed by air quality and related

analyses, quanmanve exposure and risk
and ive

conclusions, in lhe mmext of pollutant
to the Pb
NAAQS mvlew 22 the ISA determines
that causal relationships 23 exist for Pb
with effects on the nervous system in

of impacts that could not ba quantified.
Similarly in this review, as described
in the PA, we draw on the current
evidence and quantitative assessments
of exposure pertaining to the public
health risk of Pb in ambient air. In
idering the scientific and technical

as to protect public health with an
adequate margin of safety (73 FR 67007,
November 12, 2008}. For example, the
Administrator additionally considered
potential public health protection
provided by standard levels above 0.15
ug/m?, which he concluded were
insufficient to protect public bealth
with an adequate margin of safety. The
Administrator also noted that in light of
all of the evidence, including the
evidence-based framework, the degree
of public health protection likely
afforded by standard levels below 0.15
ug/m3 would be greater tban what is
necessary to protect public safety with
an adequate margin of safety.

The Administrator concluded, based
on review of all of the evidence

d

information here as in the PA, we
consider both the information availahle
at the time of the last review and
information newly available since the
last review, including most particularly
that which has been critically analyzed
and cbaracterized in the current ISA.
We additionally consider the
quantitative exposure/risk assessments
from the last review that estimated Pb-
related 1Q decrements associated with
different air quality conditions in
simulated at-risk populations in
multiple case studies (PA, section 3.4;
2007 REA). The evidence-based
discussions presented below draw upon
evidence from epidemiological studies
and experimental animal studies
evaluating bealth eﬁec(s rulated to

hildren (cognitive function decrements
and the group of externalizing behaviors
comprising attention, impulsivity and
hyperactivity}, the hematological system
{altered beme synthesis and decreased
red blood cell survival and function),
and the cardiovascular system
{hypertension and coronary heart
d)saua) and on reproduction and

(postnatal devel

and male reproductive funcﬂon) (ISA,
Table 1-2). Additionally, the ISA
describes relationships between Pb and
effects on the nervous system in adults,
on immune system function and with
cancer 2* as likely to be causal 2% (ISA,
Table 1-2, sections 1.6.4 and 1.8.7).

In some categories of health effects,
tbere is newly available evidence
regarding some aspects of the effects
described in the last review or that
strengthens our conclusions regarding
aspects of Pb toxicity on a particular

weighing the evidence and describing sssaciated

conclusions with regard to uuullly using
“causal” ip with

rolevant exposurs, “likely” to be & causal

(including the evid .
framework), that when taken as a whole
the selected standard, including the
indicator, averaging time, form, and
level, would be “‘sufficient but not more
than necessary to protect public health,
including the health of sensitive
subpopulations, with an adequate
margin of safety”” (73 FR 67007,
November 12, 2008}.

2. Approach for the Current Review

The approach in this review of the
current primary standard takes into
consideration the approach used in the
last Pb NAAQS review, addressing key
policy-relevant questions in light of
curremly avallabla scientific and

hnical inf To eval
whather it is appropriate to consider
retaining the current primary Ph

to Pb, as d d in the
ISA. The exposure/risk-based
discussions have drawn from the
quantitative health risk analyses for Pb
performed in the last Pb NAAQS review
in light of the currently available
evidence (PA, section 3.4; 2007 REA;
REA Planning Document). Sections I1.B
through N.D below summarize the
current health effects and exp /risk

of a causal

causl rslnlmnnlllp and ““not likely” to be a causal
reistionship (ISA, Preamble).

#21n drawing judgments regarding causality for
tha criteria air pollutants, the ISA places emphasis

“*on evidence of effects at doses lag blood Pb
concentration) or exposures {.g..
concentrations) Lhat are relevant to,
above, those currently experienced by the
popnlluon. The extent to vtlm:h nudm of highar

d varies. . . but

information with a focus on the specific
policy-relevant questions identified for
these categories of information in the
PA (PA, chapter 3}).

B. Health Effects Information
1. Arrey of Effects

Lead has been demonstrated to exert
a broad array of deleterious effects on
multiple organ systems as describad in
the of the evidence available

standard, or whether ideration of
ravision is appropriate, the EPA has
adopted an approach in this review that
builds upon the general approach used
in the last review and reflects the
broader body of evidence and
information now available. As
summarized above, the Administrator’s
decisions in the prior raview were based
on an integration of information on
healtb effects associated with exposure
to Pb witb tbat on relationships between
ambient air Pb and blood Pb; expert
judgments on the adversity and public
health significance of key bealth effects;
and policy judgments as to when the

in this review and consistent with
conclusions of past CDs (ISA, section
1.6; 2006 CD, section 8.4.1). A sizeable
number of studies on Ph health effects
are newly available in this review and
are critically assessed in the ISA as part
of the full body of evidence. The newly
available evidence reaffirms conclusions
on the broad array of effects recognized
for Pb in the last review (see ISA,
section 1.10).2? Consistent with those

21 Since the last Ph NAAQS review, tha [SAs
which have replaced CDs in documenting each
review of the scientific -wdanm {or air quality
criteria) employ & for

generally includes those with doses or exposures in
the range of one to two orders of magnitude above
current or ambient conditions. Studies that use
higher doses or axposuras may also be considered

+ . . [t}hus, a causality determination is based on
weight of evidence avaluation . . ., focusing on the
evidence from exposures or doses generally ranging
from currant levels 10 one or iwo orders of
megnitude above current lovels” {ISA, pp. Ix—Ixi).

#]p determining a causal relationship to exist for
Ph with specific health effects, the EPA concludes
1hat **[e]videncs is sufficient 10 conclude that thers
is a causal relationship with relevant pollutant
exposures (i.e., dosas or exposures generally within
one to two orders of magnitude of cusrent levels)”
(ISA, p. Ixii).

34The EPA concludes that & ceusal relationship
is likaly to exist betwsen Ph axposure and cancer,
basad primarily on consistent, strong evidenca from
experimental animal studies, hut inconsistant
epidemiological evidencs (ISA, section 4.10.5).
Laad hes also been classified as & probable human
carcinogen by Lhe International Agency for Research
on Cancer, besad malnly on sufficient animal
evidence, and as reasonably anticipated to be a
human carcinogen by the U.S. National Taxicology
Program (ISA, section 4.10).

3 [n determining that there in likely to be a causal
relationship for Pb with specific health offects, the
EPA has concluded that “(e}vidence is sufficient 1o
conclude thet a causal relationship is likely 10 exist
with nlnvnnl pnlluum nxpnnnr- but important

remain” (ISA, p. Ixii).
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physiological system. Among the
nervous system effects of P, the newly
available evidence is consistent with
conclusions in the previous review
which gnized that “[t]he

effects of Pb exposure are among those
most studied and most extensively
documented among buman population
groups” (2006 CD, p. 8-25) and took
note of the diversity of studies in which
such effects of Pb exposure early in
development (from fetal to postnatal
childhood periods} bave been observed
(2008 CD, p. E~9). Nervous system
effects that receive prominence in the
current review, as in previous reviews,
include those affecting cognitive
function and behavior in children (ISA,
section 4.3), with conclusions that are
consistent with findings of the last
review.

Across the broad array of Pb effects
for systems and processes other than the
nervous system, the evidence base bas
been nugmentad with additional

investigati ina
number of areas, including
developmenta! outcomes, such as
puberty onset, and adult outcomes
related to cardiovascular function, for
which several large cohorts have been
analyzed (ISA, Table 1-8 and sections
4.4 and 4.8). Conclusions on tbese other
systems and processes are genarnlly

i 1

adults. There is some about the

. 1

Pb exposures cantributing to the sffects and
blood Pb levels observed in epidemiologic
studies; however, these uncertainties are
greater in studies of older children and
aduits thon in studies of young children
{Section 1.9.5).

Based on the i of

| studies indicating
blood Pb associations with effects in
study groups with somewhat lower
blood Pb levels than previously
available for these effects include effects
on development (delayed pubeny onset)
and duction {male ve

the full body of evidence available in
this review, the major conclusions
drawn by the ISA regarding health
effects of Pb in adults include the
following (ISA, p. booxviii).

A large body of evidence from both
epidemiologic studies of adults and
expedmenlal studies fn animals

} and on the cerdiovascular
system (hypertension) (ISA, sactions 4.4
and 4.8; 2006 CD, sections 6.5 and 6.8).
With regard to the former category,
study groups in the newly available
studies include groups composed of
older children renging up to age 18
years, for which there is increased
uncertainty regarding historical

t e uﬁbcf of long-t
on i (BP)
and hypertension {Secﬂon 1.6.2). In addition
to its effect on BP, Pb exposure can also lead
to coronary heart disease and death [mm

and their role in the observed

affects.?® An additional factor that
handicaps our consideration of

exposure levels associated with these

causes and is d with

findings is the appreciahle uncertainty

P of

dapmulon and anxiety, and immune effects

in adult humans. The extent to which the

effects of Pb on the mrdiuvnscular r system are
ible is not well

jated with our und ding of Pb
biokinetics during this lifestage (ISA
sections 3.2, 3.3, and 4.8.6). The
ev:dencs newly availahle for Pb

Additionally, the frequency, timing. level,
ond durotion of Pb exposure causing the
effects observed in adults has not been
pinpointed, and higher post exposures may
contribute to the development of health
effects measured later in life.

As in prior reviews of the Pb NAAQS,
this review is focused on those effects
most pertinent to ambient air Pb

with d in

the last review, while also extending our
conclusions on some aspects of these
effects (ISA, section 4.4 and Table 1-8).

Based on the extensive assessment of
the full body of evidence available in
this review, the major conclusions
drawn by the ISA mgardmg health

. Given the reductions in

air Pb ions over the
past decades, these effects are generally
those associated with the lowest levels
of Pb exposure that have been
evaluated. Additionally, we recognize
the limitations on our ability to draw
conclusions regarding the exposure

s

effects of Pb in child de the qitd
following (ISA, p. bouxvii).
ltiple epidemiologic studies conducted

in diverse pulafionl of children
consistently demonstrate the harmful effects
of Pb exposure on cognitive funm’on (as

d by I d

academlc performance and poorer
on tests of
funmon) . Evidence suggests that some
Pb-related cognitive effects may be
irreversible and that the neurodevelopmental
sffects of Pb exposure may persist into
adulthood (Section 1.9.4). Epidemiologic
studies also demonstrate !Im! Pb exposure is
mrh i and
pulshrity and hyp
hild heh ). This i,
supported byﬂnding- in animal studies
demonstrating both analogous effects and
biologicol plausibility at relevant exposure
levels. Pb exposure can also exert harmful
effects on blood cells and blood pmduc::g
organs, and is likely to cause an increa:
risk of symptoms of depression and anxiety
and withd behavior fi Heil

behaviors),decreases in auditory and motor
function, asthma and allergy, as well as
conduct disorders in children and young

contributing to the findings
from epidemiologjcal analyses of blood
Pb levels in populations of older

relati with cardiovascular effects
in adults include some studies with
somewhat lower blood Pb levels than in
the last review. The long exposure
histories of these cohorts, as well as the
generally higher Pb exposures of the
past, complicate conclusions regarding
exposure levels that may be eliciting
observed effects (ISA, sections 4.4.2.4
and 4.4.7).27 Accordingly, as discussed
further below, we focus in this review,
as in the last, on neurocognitive effects
in young children.

2. Critical Periods of Exposure

As in the last review, we base our
current understanding of health effects
associated with different Pb exposure
circumstances at various stages of life or
in different populations on the full body
of avmlab]e avidence and primarily on

fological studies of health effects

children and aduits, particularly in light
of their history of higher Pb exp
Evidence available in future reviews
may better inform this issue. In the last
review, while recognizing the range of
health effects in variously aged
populations related to Pb exposure, we
focused on the health effects for wbicb
the evidence was strongest with regard
to relationships with the lowest

levals, gnitive effects
in young children.

Ag is the case for studies of nervous
system effects in children (discussed in
more detail in section I1.B.3 below),
newly available studies of other effects
in child and adult cohorts include
cohorts with similar or somewhat lower
mean blood Pb levels than in previously
available studies. Categories of effects
for which a causal relationship has been
concluded in the ISA and for which
there are a few newly available

associated with population Pb
biomarker levels (discussed further in
section 11.B.3 below). The
epidemiological evidence is
overwhelmingly composed of studies
that rely on blood Pb for the exposure
metric, with the remainder largely
including a focus on bone Pb. Because
these metrics reflect Pb in the body (e.g.,
as compared to Pb exposure
concentrations) and, in the case of blood
Pb, reflect Pb available for distribution
to target sites, they strengthen the

38 Sgveral of these studies involve NHANES III
coborts for which early childhood exposures were
gemerally much higher than those common in the
U.S. today (ISA, section 4.8.5).

27 Studies from the late 19680s and 1970s suggest
that edult blood Pb levels during that pariod ranged
from roughly 13 to 16 pg/dL and from 15 to 30 pg/
dL in children aged 6 and younger (ISA, section
4.4.9).
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evidence base for purposes of drawing
causal conclusions with regard to Pb
generally. The complexity of Pb
exposure pathways and internal
dosimetry, however, tends to limit the
extent to which these types of studies
inform our more speclﬁc understanding

younger aduits is tbe common behaviors
of younger children (e.g., hand-to-mouth
contact} that generally contribute to
relatively greater exposures earlier in
life (ISA, sections 3.1.1, 4.2.1). Sucb
exposure histories for adults and older
chlldran complicate our ability to drew

of the Pb exp t (e.g.
timing within lifetime, duretion,
frequency and magnitude} eliciting the
various effects.

As at the time of the last review {and
discussed more fully in section I1.B.3
below), assessment of the full evidence
base, including evidence newly
available in this review, demonstrates
that Pb exposure prenatally and also in
early childhood can contribute to
neurocognitive impacts in childhood,
with evidence also indicating the
potential for effects persisting into
adulthood (ISA, sections 1.9.4, 1.9.5,
and 1.10). In addition to the obssrved
associations of p 1 and childh

regarding critical time
periods and lifestages for Pb exposures
eliciting the effects for which
associations with Pb biomarkers have
been observed in these p lati {eg..

nervous system effects, sucb as
cognitive function decrements, the full
evidence base continues to indicate
prenatal and early childhood lifestages
as periods of increased Ph-related risk
(ISA, sections 4.3.11 and 4.3.15). We

howaver, in our und di {)ftha

relative impact on neurocognitive

function of additional Pb exposure of

children by school age or later that is
d with limitations of the

P

ISA, section 1.9.6}.2° Thus, our
confidence is greatest in the role of early
childhood exposure in contributing to
Pb-related neurocognitive effects that
bave besn associated with blood Ph
levels in young children. This is due, in
part, to the relatively short exposure
histories of young children (ISA,
sections 1.9.4, 1.9.6 and 4.3.11).
Epidemlolog)cal ana]yuau evaluatmg

currently available evidence, including
apldsmiological cohorts with generally
similar | patterns of exp:

As in the last review, there is also
substantial evidence of other
neurobehavioral effacts in children,
including effects on externalizing
bahaviors (reduced attention span,
increased impulsivity, byperactivity,
and conduct disorders} and on

risk of g -vu
duced I iated with dlffarant

blood Ph witb effects at various ages in
childhood, there is also evidence of Pb-
related cognitive function effects in non-
occupationally exposed adults (ISA,
section 4.3.11). This includes evidence
of associations of such effects in
adulthood with cbildhood blood Ph
lavels and in other coborts, with
concurrent (adult) blood Pb levels (ISA,
sections 4.3.2.1, 4.3.2.7 and 4.3.11). As
the studies finding associations of adult
effects with childhood blood Pb levels
did not examine adult blood Pb levels,
the relative influence of adult Pb
exposure cannot be ascertained, and a
corresponding lack of early life
exposure or biomarker measurements
for the latter studies limits our ahility to
draw ions regarding specific Pb
exposure circumstances eliciting the
observed effects (4.3.11). Findings of
stronger associations for adult
neurocognitive effects with bone Pb,
however, indicate the role of historical
or cumulative exposures for those
effects (ISA, section 4.3).

A critical aspect of much of the
epidemiological evidence, particularly
studies focused on adults (and older
children) in the U.S. today, is the
backdrop of generelly declining
environmental Pb exposure (from higher
exposures during their younger years)
that is common across many study
populations (ISA, p. 4-2).28 An
additional fector complicating the
interpretation of health effect
associations with blood Pb
measurements in older children and

21 The declines in Pb exposure concentrations
occurring from Lhe 1970s through the early 1090s
{and experienced by middle aged and clder adults
of today), as indicated by NHANES blood Pb
information, were particularly dramatic (ISA,
section 3.4.1).

blood Pb metrics in cohorts wﬂh
differing

haviors. The evidence
for many of these endpoints, as with
naurocognmvs effects, also includes

of effects at various ages in

those for which blood Pb ]avolu at
different ages were not highly
correlated) also indicate associations
with blood Pb measurements concurrent
with full scale IQ {FSIQ) tests at ages of
appmxxmately 6-7 years. Tha analyses

childhood and for some effects, into
adulthood, with blood Pb levels
reflective of several different lifestages
(e.g., prenatal and severel different ages
in childhood) (ISA, sections 4.3.3 and
4.3.4). There is similar or relatively less

dxd not, h. .
rate findi: for early

ive evidence to inform our

(e.g., age 2 years) or concurrent blood Pb
(ISA, section 4.3.11).3° The
experimental animal evidence
additionally indicates early life
suscaptibility (ISA, section 4.3.15 and p.
5-21). Thus, while uncertainties remain
witb regard to the role of Pb exposures
during a particular age of life in eliciting

1 The evidence from experimenta) animal studies
can be informative with regard to key aspects of
exposure circumstances in eliciting specific affects,
thus informing our interpretation of
epidemiological evidence. For example, the animal
evidlnuhlla with rgud to] Pbuﬂacunn hlood
pressure d.
role of long-term oxpolum {ISA, section 4.4.1). This
finding then informs consideration of
epidemiological studies of adult populations for
whom hhlndul exposuret ware likely more

that
the ah-rvod effects may be nhnd to the past
exposurs (ISA, saction 4.4.1). For other heslth
effects, the animal evidence base may or may not
be informative in this manner.

3 [n the collective body of evidence of nervous
system effocts in children, it is difficult to
distinguish exposure in later lifestages {e.g., school
age) and its associated risk from risks resulting from
exposure in prenstal and early childhood (ISA,
sectian 4.3.11). While early childhood is recognized
u5 & time of incroased suscoptibility, a difficulty in
identifying a discrets period of susceptibility from
epidemiological studies hes bsen that the period of
poak exposure, raflected in psak bload Pb levels, is
eround 18-27 months when hand-ta-mouth actjvity
is al ils maximum {ISA, section 3.4.1 and 5.2.1.1;
2008 CD, p. 6-80). Tha task ia sddltionally
complicated by the role of maternal sxposure
history in contributing Pb 10 the developing fetus
(ISA, section 3.2.2.4.).

g of such effects associated
with specific time perlods of exposure
at specific lifestages than is the case for
effects on cognitive function.

Across the range of Pb effects on
physiological systems and processes
other than the nervous system, the
evidence base for blood pressure and
hypertension is somewhat more
informative with regard to the

of Pb

FPSP

the observed effects than are the

evidence bases for many other effects. In

the cese of Pb-induced increases in
blood pressure, the evidence indicates
an importance of long-term exposure
(ISA, sections 1.6.2 and 4.4.7.1). The
greater uncertainties regarding the time,
duretion and magnitude of exposure
contributing to these observed bealth
effects complicate identification of
sensitive lifestages and associated
exposure patterns that might be

compared with our understanding of the

sensitivity of young children to
neurocognitive impacts of Pb. Thus,
while augmenting the evidence base on
these additional endpoints, the newly
available evidence does not lead us to
identify a bealth endpoint expected to
be more sensitive to Pb exposure than
neurocognitive endpoints in cbildren,
leading us to continue to conclude that
the appropriate primary focus for our
review is on neurocognitive endpoints
in children.
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In summary, as in the last review, we
continue to recognize a number of
uncertainties regarding the
ci of Pb exp , including
timing or lifestages, eliciting specific
health effects. Consideration of the
evidence newly available in this review
has not appreciably changed our
understanding on this topic. The
relationship of long-term exposure to Pb
with hypertension and incnmsed blood
pressure in adults is sub

USEPA, 1990a; 2006 CD; 73 FR 66976,
November 12, 2008).

The evidence currently available with
regard to the magmmde of blood Pb
levels iated with ive
effects in children is ganamlly
consistent with that available in the
review completed in 2008. Nervous
system effects in children, specifically
effects on cognitive function, continue
to be tha eﬁocts that are best
d as occurring at the lowest

despite some uncertainty regarding the
exposures circumstances (e.g.,
magnitude and timing) contributing to
blood Pb levels measured in
epidemiological studies. Across the full
evidence base, the effects for which our
understanding of relevant exposure
circumstances is greatest are
neurocognitive effects in young
children. Moreover, available evidence
does not suggest a more sensitive

dpoint. Thus, we to
recognize and give particular attention
1o the role of Pb exposures relatively
early in childhood in contributing to
neurocognitive effects, some of which
may persist into adulthood.

3. Nervous System Effects in Children

In considering the question of levels
of Pb exposure at which bealth effects
occur, we recognize, as discussed in
sactions I1.B.1 and I1.B.2 above, that the
epidemiological evidence base for our
consideration in this review, as in the
past, includes substantial focus on
internal biomarkers of exposure, such as
blood Pb, with relatively less
information specific to exposure levels,
including those derived from air-related
pathways. Given tbat biood and bone Pb
are integrated markers of aggregate
exposure across all sources and
exposure patbways, our interpretation
of studies relying on them is informed
by what is known regarding the
historical context and exposure
circumstances of the study populations.
For example, & critical aspect of much
of the epidemiological evidence is the
backdrop of generally declining Ph
exposure over the past several decades
{e.g., ISA, sections 2.5 and 3.4.1; 2006
CD, section 3.4). Tbus, as a generality,
recent epidemiological studies of
populations witb similar cbaracteristics
as those studied in the past tend to
involve lower overall Pb exposures and
accordingly lower blood Pb levels. This
has been of particular note in the
evidence of blood Pb jations with

blood Pb concentrations (ISA, pp.
Docxvii-lxxxviii). Associations of blood
Pb with effects on cognitive function
measures in children have been
orted in many studies across a range

of childhood blood Pb levels, including
study group (mean/median) levels
ranging down to 2 pg/dL (e.g., ISA, p.
Dboocvii and section 4.3.2),1

Among the analyses of jowest study
group blood Pb levels at the youngest
ages are analyses available in the last
review of Pb associations with
neurocognitive function decrement in
study groups with mean levels on the
order of 3—4 pg/dL in children aged 24
months or ranging from 5 to 7 years (73
FR 66978-66979, November 12, 2008;
ISA, sections 4.3.2.1 and 4.3.2.2;
Bellinger and Needleman, 2003;
Canfield et al., 2003; Lanphear ot al.,

levels as low as 2 pg/dL, after
adjustment for age of measurement,
race, sex, 11 in free or reduced
lunch program, parental education, and
school type (Miranda et al., 2009).

In a newly available study of blood Pb
levels at primary school age, a
significant association of blood Pb in
children aged 8-11 years and
concurrently measured FSIQ was
reported for a cross-sectional cohort in
Korea with a mean blood Pb level of 1.7
pg/dL and range of 0.43—4.91 pg/dL
(Kim et al., 2009).3% In considering the
blood Pb levels in this study, we note
that blood Pb levels in children aged 8-
11 are generally lower than those in pre-
school children, for reasons related to
behaviora! and other factors {ISA,
sections 3.3.5, 3.4.1 and 5.2.1.1). It is
likely that the blood Pb levels of this
study group at earlier ages, e.g., prior to
school entry, were higher and the
available information does not provide
a basis to judge whether the blood Ph
levels in this study represent lower
exposure levels than those experisnced
by the younger study groups. In still
older cbildren, a large cross-sectional
investigation of blood Pb association
with effects on memory and learning
that was available in the last review was
fi d on children aged 6-16 years,

2005; Tellez-Rojo et al., 2006; Bellinger,
2008; Canfield, 2008; Tellez-Rojo, 2008;
Kirrane and Patel, 2014).92 Newly
available in this review are two studies
reporting association of blood Pb levels
prior to 3 years of age with academic
performance on standardized tests in
primary school: mean blood Pb levels in
these studies were 4.2 and 4.8 pg/dL
(ISA, section 4.3.2.5; Chandramouli et
al., 2009; Miranda et al., 2008). One of
these two studies, which represented
integer blood Pb levels as categorical
variables, indicated a small effect on
end-of-grade reading score of blood Pb

31 The value of 2 pg/dL refers to the regression
snalysis of blood Pb and Olld-ol-snda test scores,

in which blood Ph was for

born during 1972-1988, with a mean
blood Pb of 1.9 pg/dL (Lanphear et al.,
2000). A study newly available in this
review, focused on a subset of the
earlier study cobort (ages 12-186, born
during 1975-1982)}, also reports a
significant negative association of blood
Pb witb learning and memory test
results with mean blood Pb levels of
approximately 2 pg/dL {ISA, section
4.3.2.3; Lanphear et al., 2000; Krieg et
al., 2010). In considering these study
findings with regard to the question of
exposure levels eliciting effects, we
recognize, bowever, that blood Pb levels
are, in general, lower among teenagers
than young children and also tbat, for
these Aub)ecu specifically, the

integer values of bicod Pb from 1 uydL 10 9 and
>10 pg/dL from large statewide databese. A
significant effect estimate was reported for lest
scores with all blood Pb categories in comparison
to the referance category (1 ug/dL), which included
results at and below the limit of detection. Mean
levels are not provided for any of the categories
{Miranda ot al., 2009).

32 The tests for m;nmn Function in lhan studies
include ag Wachaler i tests
(Lanphear et ul., 2005; Ballinger and Needleman,
zoo:l) the sunlmd -Binet intelligence test (Canfield
et al., 2003), and the Bayley Scales of [nfant

nervous system effects, particularly
impacts on cognitive function in
cbildren, for which we have seen
ciations witb p ively lower
childhood blood Ph levels across past
reviews {ISA, section 4.3.12; 1986 CD;

(Tellez-Rojo ¢t al., 2008). The
Wechsler and Stanford-Binet tests are widely usad
to assess neurocognitive function in children and
adults. Thees tests, however, are not appropriate for
children under age 3. For such children, studies
generally use the age-appropriate Bayley Scales of
Infant Development as a measure of cognitive
development.

de of blood Pb levels during the
earlier childhood (e.g., pre-school ages)
was much higher. For example, the
mean blood Pb levels for the 1-5 year
old age group in the NHANES 1976-80
sample was 15 pg/dL, declining to 3.6
pg/dL in the NHANES 1988-1891
sample (Pirkle et al., 1894; ISA, section
3.4.1). In summary, the available
information is for population groups of
ages for which the NHANES samples
indicate exposure levels were higher
earlier in childhood. Thus, in light of
the NHANES information, although the

» Limitations of this study included . lu:l of
of potentis) parental
caregiving quality or IQ (ISA, Table 4~:)

294 Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 2/Monday, January 5, 2015/ Proposed Rules

blood Pb levels in the studies of
cognitive effects in older child
population groups are lower {at the time
of the study} than the younger child
study levels, the studies of older
children do not provide a basis for
concluding a role for lower Pb exposure
levels than those axperienmd by the

ymm er smﬁ

to ot ar nervous system
affscts in childran, the evidence base at
lower blood Pb levels is somewhat
extended since the last review with
regard to the evidence on Pb and effects
on externalizing behaviors, such as
attention, impulsivity, byperactivity and
conduct disorders (ISA, section 4.3.3
and Table 4-17). Several newly
available studies investigating the role
of blood Pb levels in older children
(primary school age and older) have
reported significant associations for
these effects with concurrent blood Pb
Jevels, with mean Jevels generally on
the order of 5 pg/dL or higher (ISA,
section 4.3,3). One exception is the
newly available cross-sectional,
categorical analysis of the NHANES
2001-2004 sample of children aged
8-15 years, which found higher
prevalence of conduct disorder in the
subgroup witb concurrent blood Pb
levels of 0.8-1.0 pg/dL as compared to
the <0.8 pg/dL group (ISA, section 4.3.4
and Table 4-12). As noted above, we
recognize that many of these children,
born between 1986 and 1996 are likely

base, we recognize the lowaest study
group biood Pb levels to be associated
with effects on cognitive function
measures, indicating that to be the most
sensitive endpoint. As described above,
the evidence available in this review is
generally with that availabl
in the last review with regard to blood
Pb levels at which such effects had been
reported (ISA, section 4.3.2; 2006 CD,
section 8.4.2.1; 73 FR 66976-66979,
November 12, 2008). As blood Pb levels
are a reflection of exposure history,
particularly in early childhood (ISA.
section 3.3.2), we conclude, by
extension, that the currently available
evidence does not indicate Pb effects at
exposure levels appreciably lower than
recognized in the last review.

We additionally note that, as in the
last review, a threshold blood Pb level
with which nervous system effects, and
specifically cognitive effects, occur in
young cbildren cannot be discerned
from the currently available studies
(ISA, sections 1.9.3 and 4.3.12).
Epidemiological analyses have reported
blood Pb associations with cognitive
effects {FSIQ or BSID MDI 35) for young
child population subgroups (age 5 years
or younger) with individual blood Pb

as low as

1 pg/dL and mean trations as low

(timing, duration, magnitude and
frequency) that have elicited the
observed effects, as well as uncertainties
in rel bient air rations
(and iated air-related ) to
blood Pb levels in early childhood, as
discussed in section I1.B.2 above. We
additionally recognize uncertainties
associated with conclusions drawn with
regard to the nature of the
epidemiological associations with blood
Pb (e g, ISA, section 4.3.13), but note
that, based on consideration of the full
body of evidence for neurocognitive
effects, the EPA has determined a causal
relationship to exist between relevant
blood Pb levels and neurocognitive
impacts in children (ISA, section
4.3.15.1).

Based primarily on studies of FSIQ,
the assessment of the currantly available
studies, as was the case in the last
review, continues to recognize &
nonlinear relationship between blood
Pb and effects on cognitive function,
with a greater incremental effect (greater
slope) at lower relative to higher blood
Pb levels within the range thus far
studied, extending from well above 10
ug/dL to below 5 pg/dL {ISA, section
4.3.12). This was supported by the
evidamxa available in the last review,

i g the analysis of the large

as 2.9 to 3.8 pg/dL {ISA, section 4.3.12;
Bellinger and Needleman, 2003;
Bellinger, 2008; Canfield et al., 2003;
Canfield, 2008; Tellez-Rojo et al., 2006;

to have had much higher Pb
(and associated blood Pb levels) in their
earlier years than those commonly
experienced by young children today,
thus making this study relatively
uninformative with regard to evidence
of effects associated with lower
exposure levels than provided by
avidence previously available.

In summary, our conclusions
regarding exposure levels at which Pb
health effects occur, particularly with
regard to such levels that might be
common in the U.S. today, are
complicated now, as in the last review,
by several factors. These factors include
the scarcity of information in
epidemiological studies on cohort
exposure histories, as well as by the

Tellez-Rojo, 2008). As luded in the

pooled international dataset comprised
of blood Pb measurements and IQ test

results from seven prospective cohorts
(Lanphear et al., 2005; Rothenberg and
Rothenberg, 2005; ISA, section 4.3.12).

ISA, however, “the current evidence
does not preclude the possibility of a
threshold for Javal 1

effects in children existing with lower
blood levels than those currently
examined” (ISA, section 4.3.13).
Important uncertainties associated
with the evidenca of effects at low
exposure lavels are similar to those
recognized in the last revww. including
the sbape of the

The blood Pb measurements in this
pooled dataset that were concurrent
with the IQ tests ranged from 2.5 pg/dL
t0 33.2 pg/dL. The study by Lanphear et
al. (2005) additionally presente
analyses that stratified the dataset based
on peak blood Pb levels {¢.g., with
cutpoints of 7.5 ug/dL and 10 pg/dL
peak blood Pb) and found that the
coefficients from linear models of the
iation for IQ with concurrent blood

P

relationship for effects on
neurocognitive function at low blood Pb
levels in today's young children. Also of
note is our interpretation of associations
between blood Pb levels and effects in
epidemiological studies, with which we
recognize uncertainty with regard to the

Pb were higher in the lower peak blood
Ph level subsets than the higher groups
(ISA, section 4.3.12; Lanphear et al.,
2005).

Wa note that since the completion of
the ISA, two errors have been identified
with the pooled dataset analyzed by

backdrop of higher past exp lavels
which frame the history of most, if not
all, older study cohorts. Recognizing the
complexity, as well as the potential role
of higher exposure levels in the past, we
continue to focus our consideration of
this question on the evidenca of effacts
in young children for which our
understanding of exposure history is
less uncertain.*+ Within this evidence

24 In focusing on effects assaciated with blood Ph
levels in early childhood, however, we

P P

recognizs the evidencs across categoties of affects
that relate to blood Pb levels in older child study
groups {for which early childhood exposurs may
have had an influence) which provides sdditional
support 10 an emphasis on nervous system effects
(ISA, sections 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.8, 4.7, 4.8).

33 The Bayley Scales of Infant

1 hear et al. (2005) (Kirrane and
Patal 2014). A recent publication and
the EPA have separately recalculated
the statistics and mathematical model
parameters of Lanphear et al. (2005}
using the corrected pooled dataset (see
Kirrane and Patel, 2014). While the

de of the logli and linear

Mental Index is a well i
and widaly used assessment measure of infant
cognitive development. Scores esilior than 24

ion coefficients are modified
slightly based on the corrections, the
concluslona drnwn from these

months are not strongly with
later FSIQ scores in children with normal
P {ISA, section 4.3.15.1).

ding the finding of a
steeper ulope at lower {as compared to
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higher) blood Pb concentrations, are not
affected (Kirrane and Patel, 2014).

In other publications, stratified
analyses of several individual cohorts
also observed higher coefficients for

2006). Of these subgroup analyses, those
involving the lowest mean blood Pb
levels and closest to the current mean
for U.S. preschool children are listed in
Table 1 (drawn from Table 3 of the 2008

blood Pb relationships with of
neurocognitive function in lower as
compared to higher blood Pb subgroups
(ISA, section 4.3,12; Canfield et al.,
2003; Bellinger and Needleman, 2003;
Kordas et al., 2006; Tellez-Rojo et al.,

final rul king notice [73 FR 87003,
November 12, 2008), and Kirrane and
Patel, 2014}.3% These analyses were
important inputs for the evidence-based,
air-related IQ loss framework whicb
informed decisions on a revised

standard in the last review (73 FR
67005, N ber 12, 2008), d d
in saction T.A.1 above. As the
framework focused on the median of the
four slopes in Table 1, the change to the
one from Lanphear et al. (2005) besed
on the recent recalculation described
above has no impact on conclusions
drawn from the framework.

TABLE 1—SUMMARY OF QUANTITATIVE RELATIONSHIPS OF |Q AND BLOOD PB FOR ANALYSES WITH BLOOD PB LEVELS
CLOSEST TO THOSE OF YOUNG CHILDREN IN THE U.S. TODAY

Bb"&;ggv’b Average linear
Study/analysis (IQ.E%:M
Geometric mean (mm) per ng/dL)
29 0.84.9 | Tellez-Rojo et al. (2006)2, subgroup w. concurent -1
blood Pb <5 pg/dL.
33 0.8-7.4 | Lanphear et al. (2006)C, subgroup w. peak blood Pb ~253
<7.5 pgydL.
332 0.5-8.4 | Canfield et al. {2003)€ 2, subgroup w. peak blood Pb -1.79
<10 pg/dlL.
38 1-8.3 | Ballinger and Needleman (2003)CE, subgroup w. -156
peak biood Pb <10 pg/dL.
Median vaive -1.75
A—Average linear slope estimates here are lly for 0 ip with IQ with biood Pb measurement. As excep-

tions, Bellingar & Needleman {2003) slope is ralammhp for 10 year old 1Q with blood Pb levels at 24 months, and the data for Boston cohort in-

cluded in Lanphear et al. (2005) slope are relationshi 0' 10 Boar oid 1Q with blood Pb levels at 5
B—The slope for Talloz-Rop et al. (2006) is for

mos). The blood Pb levels

years.

this subgroup are from Tollez-Rop

C—The Lanphear st al. (wa) pooled international study also includes biood Pt data

ferent lnd(s and 5 years, ruadedmly) than the a?u al

at the bl

(Klrmm and Patel, 2014).

D—Blood Pb leveis for this subgroup are from Canfield (2008).
E—Blood Pt levels for this subgroup are from Bellinger (2008).

Severel studies newly available in the
current review have, in all but one
instance, also found a nonlinear blood
Pb-cognitive function relationsbip in
nonparametric regression analyses of
the cohort blood Ph levels analyzed
{ISA, section 4.3.12). These studies,
however, used statistical approaches
that did not produce quantitative results
for each blood Pb group (ISA, section
4.3.12). Thus, newly available studies
have not extended the range of
observation for quantitative estimates of
this relationship to lower hlood Pb
levels than those of the previous review.
The ISA further notes that the potential
for nonlinearity has not been examined
in detail within a lower, narrower range
of hlood Pb levels than those of the full
cohorts thus far studied in the currently
available evidence base {ISA, section

3 One of thess four is from the analysis of the
lowest blood Pb subset of the pooled international
study by Lanphear et al. {2005). The nonlinear
model developed from the full pooled dalaset is the
basis of the C-R functions used in the 2007 REA,
in which risk was astimated over a large range of
blood Pb levels (PA, uclhm 4. ! 3) lesn the
narrower focus of the kon

4.3.12). Such an observation in the last
review supported the consideration of
linear slopes with regard to blood Pb
levels at and below those represented in
Table 1. In summary, the newly
nvmlnblo ewdence does not

ively alter our und ding of

to study ion age (24-
nd Boslon cohorts, although for dif-

the Rocheater a

nalyzed in Canﬁold ot ol. (2003) .nd Bellingsf IM Noodlomnn (2003). Thus the am
linear slope for Lanphear et al. {2005) subgroup shown here are

blood Pb levels and coefficient presented hers for Lanphear et al. (2005) sluw group refiect the recalculation using the uomclod

od dnhsel

sometimes referred to as sensitive
groups (as in section I.A above). In
identifying factors that increase risk of
Pb-related health effects, the EPA has
considered evidence regarding factors

contr(butmg to mcreued suscepuhlhty,
11

the C-R mlsnonshlp (mcludmg
quantitative

intrinsic factors contribunng toa gxeatar

impact, such as 1Q wnh blood Pb in
young children.

4. At-Risk Populations

In this section, we use the term “at-
risk populations” 37 to recognize
populations that bave a greater
likelibood of axperiencing Pb-related
health effects, i.e., groups witb
characteristics that contribute to an
increased risk of Pb-related health
effects. These populations are also

1Q responsa at the end of studied blood Pb levels
(closer to U.S. mean level), the C-R functions in
Table 1 sre from lineer analyses (sach from separate
publications) for the study group subsets with blood
Pb levels closest 1o mean for children in the U.S.
today.

37 In the context of “et-risk populations,” the term

P jon" refers to persans having one or mora

P for the same exposure, and
those contributing to increased
exposure, including that resulting from
bebavior leading to increased contact
with contaminated media {ISA, Chapter
5). Physiological risk factors include
both conditions contributing to a
group’s increased risk of effects at a
given blood Pb level, and those that
contribute to blood Pb levels higher
than those otherwise associated with a

quelities or cheracteristics including, for example,
a specific pro-existing illness or a specific age or
lifestage, with lifestags referring to a distinguishable
time frame in an individual's life characterized by
unique and relatively stable behavioral lnd/or

that are
with development and growth.
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given Pb exposure {e.g., ISA, sections
5.3and5.1, resrectwaw
The information newly available in
this review has not substantially altered
our previous understanding of at-risk
iations for Pb in ambient air. As in
the last review, the factor most
prominently recognized to contribute to
increased risk of Pb effects is childhood
(ISA, section 1.9.8). As noted in section
I1.B.2 above, although the specific ages
or lifestages of greatest susceptibility 8
or risk have not been established (e.g..
ISA, section 4.3.11), the at-risk status of
young children to the
neurodevelopmental effects of Pb is well
recognized (e.g., ISA, sections 1.9.6, 4.3,
5.2.1, 5.3.1, and 5.4). The evidence
indicates that prenatal bload Pb levels
are associated with nervous system
effects, including mental development
in very young chlldren nnd can also be
with e d in
older cb)ldren (ISA sechon 4.3).
Ad lly, t id during
early childhood of behaviors that
increase exposure, such as hand-to-
mouth contact by which children
transfer Pb in settled particles to their

nutritional status, which plays a role in
Pb absorption from the gastrointestinal
tract (ISA, sections 3.2.1.2, 5.1, 5.3.10
and 5.4). For example, diets deficient in
iron, calcium or zinc can contribute to
increased Pb absorption and associated
higher blood Pb levels (ISA, sections
3.2.1.2, and 5.1). Evidence is suggestive
of some genetic characteristics as
potential risk factors, such as presence
of the §-aminolevulinic acid
dehydratase-2 {[ALAD-2) allele which
icated to i blood Pb

was revised with consideration of the
incremental impact of air-related Pb on
young children in the U.S. and the
recognition of greater impact for those
children with lower ahsolute blood Pb
levels (73 FR 67002, November 12,
2008). Such consideration included a
focus on those C-R studies involving
the lowest hlood Pb levels, as describad
in section IL.A.1 above.

In summary, the information newly
nvnilnble in this review has not

has been ind
levels or Pb-related risk of health effects
in some studies (ISA, sections 3.3.2 and

5.1).
Risk factors besed on increased
exposure include spending time in
y to of Ph to ambi
air or other environmental media (eg.

ly altered our understanding
of human populations that are
particularly sensitive to Pb exposures.
In the current review, as at the time of
the last review of the Pb NAAQS, we
recognize young children as an
important at-risk population, with
sensitivity exlendmglto‘ prsnata]

large active metals industries or P and into

locations of historical Pb ination) devel Additional risk factors for

(ISA sections 1.9.8,3.7.1, 5. z 5and 5.4). mcreased blood Pb levels include
idential factors iated with other ies in distary minerais (iron,

sources of Pb exposure (e.g., leaded
paint or plumbing with Ph pipes or
solder) are another exposure-related risk
factor (ISA, sections 3.7.1, 5.2.6 and
5.4). Additionally, some Taces or

mouths, and the develop of the
nervous system also contributes
increased risk during this time {ISA,
sections 3.7.1, 4.3.2.6, 5.2.1.1, 5.3.1.1
and 5.4). Collectively, however, the
evidence indicates both the
susceptibility of the developing fetus
and early postnatal years, as well as the
potential for continued susceptibility
through childhood as the human centrel
nervous system continues to mature and
be vulnerable to neurotoxicants {ISA,
sections 1.9.5 and 4.3.15; 2006 CD,
section 8.2,12). As discussed in section
11.B.2 above, while uncertainties remain
with regard to the role of Pb exposures
during a particular age of life in eliciting
nervous system effects, such as
cognitive function decrements, the full
evidenca base continues to indicate

ethnicities have been with
higher blood Pb levels, with differential
exposure indicated in some cases as the
cause (ISA, sections 5.2.3 and 5.4).
Lower socioeconomic status (SES) has
been associated with higher Pb exposure
and higher biood Pb concentration,
leading the ISA to conclude the
evidence is suggestive for low SESas a
risk factor (ISA, sections 5.3.16,5.2.4
and 5.4). Although the differences in
blood Pb levels between children of
lower and bigher income levels {as well
as among some races or ethnicities} have
lessened, blood Pb levels continue to be
higher among lower-income children
indicating higher exposure and/or

calcium and zinc), some racial or ethnic
backgrounds,?® and spending time in
proximity to environmental sources of
Pb or residing in older houses with Pb
exposure related to paint or plumhing.+®
The currently available evidence
continues to nddmonnlly suggest a

| for i risk
with several other factors, including
older adulthood,** pre-axisting disease

3%The ISA concludes that studies of race/
ethnicity provide adequate evidence that race/
ethnicity is an at-risk factar basad on the higher
exposure observed among non-white populationa
and some modification observed in studies of
associations between Pb levels and some health
effects, such as hypertension (ISA, section 6.4}.

49The evidence for SES continues to indicate
increased blood Pb levels in lower income children,
although its role with regard 10 an increased health
risk for the same bload Ph Jevel is unclear and its
role generally with regard to Pb-related risk is
somewhat complicated. SES often serves as a
m-rlm- term for one ora. cnmlnnnlinn of unspecified

greater infl of factors independ

of exposure, sucb as nutritional factors

(ISA sections 1.9.6, 5.2.1.1 and 5. 4)
idering risk factors

prenatal and early childhood lifi
as periods of increased Pb-related risk
(ISA, secuom 4. 3 11 and 4.3. 15)
Several ph 1 factors i
the risk of Pb-related health effects by
contributing to increased blood Pb
levels over those otherwise associated
with a given Pb exposure (ISA, sections
3.2, 3.3 and 5.1). These include

38 As noted in the ISA, “in most instances,
‘suscaptihility’ refers to bialogical or intrinsic
factors {@.g., age and sex) while ‘vulnerability’ refers
to nonbiological or extrinsic faciors (e.5..
sociceconamic status [SES))” and the terms “at-
risk” and “sensitive” populations have in various
instances been used to encompass these concepls
more generally (ISA, p. 5-1). In providing detail
regarding factors contributing to an “st-risk” status
in this section, we have used the other terms in
patticular instances, with our usage consistent with
thess common definitions.

thh increased Pb exposure or mcreasad
blood Pb levels, we note that the
currently available evidence continues
to support a nonlinear relationship
between neurocognitive effects and
bload Pb that indicates incrementally
greater impacts at lower as compared to
higher blood Pb levels (ISA, section
4.3.12), as described in section T1.B.3
above. An important implication of this
finding is that while children with
higher blood Ph levels are at greater risk
of Pb-related effects than children with
lower blood Pb levels, on an
incremental basis (e.g., par pg/dL), the
risk is greater for children at lower
blood Pb levels. This was given
particular attention in the last review of
the Pb NAAQS, in which tbe standard

variables.
Fur\lwr. it is independently uwcmad with an
ndverse impaci on neurocognitive development,
and a few studies have axaminad SES as a potential
madifiar of the association of childhood Pb
expasure with cognitive function with inconsistent
findings regarding low SES as & potential risk
factor. The ISA concludes the evidence for SES as
a Pb risk factor is suggestive, hessd on the grester
axposures or hlood Pb Jevels in some low SES
groups (ISA, section 5.4).

41The ISA identifies older adulthood as &
lifostage of potentially greater risk of Pb-related
health effects based primarily on the evidence of
increases in blood Pb lovels during this lifestage
(ISA. sections 5.2.1.2, 5.3.1.2, and 5.4), as well as
observed associations of some cardiovasculer and
nervous system nﬂ'ocks with bom and bloc-d Pb in
older 1
the role of Pb pmvlded by experimental Ammll
studies (ISA, sections 4.3.5, 4.3.7 and 4.4). Exposure
histories of older adult study populations, which
ineluded younger years during the time of leaded
gasoline usage and other sources of Pb exposures
which were more prevalent in the past than today,
are likely contributors to their blood Pb levels (1SA,
Pp- 1x-Ixi; Figure 2-1 and sections 2.5.2, 3.3.5 and
5.2.1.2)
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(e.g., hypertension), variants for certain
genes and increased stress {ISA, section
5.3.4). As discussed above, we recognize
the sensitivity of the prenatal period
and several lifestages of childhood to an
array of neurocognitive and behavioral
effects, and we particularly recognize
young children as an important at-risk
population in light of current
environmental exposure levels. Age or
lifestage was used to distinguish
potential groups on which to focus in
the last review in recognition of its role
in exposura and susceptihility, and
young children were the focus of the
REA in consideration of the health
effects evidence regarding endpoints of
greatest puhlic health concern and in
recognition of effects on the developing

section 4.3.2; 2006 CD, sections 6.2.2
and 8.4.2). Examples of other measures
of cognitive function negatively
associated with Pb exposure include
other measures of intelligence and
cognitive development and measures of
other cognitive abilities, such as
learning, memory, and executive
functions, as well as academic

analysis may not be inclusive of all of
the newly sited monitors (as discussed
in section 2.2.1 of the PA) and there
may be other areas with elevated Pb
concentrations, a second analysis was
performed in consideration of emissions
estimates from the National Emissions
Inventory (NEI), although with

ion of uncertainties associated

performance and achievement (ISA,
section 4.3.2). Although some
neurocognitive effects of Pb in child

with inferences drawn from such
estimates with regard to ambient air Pb
jons and exp (PA, pp.

may be transient, some may persist into
adulthood (ISA, section 1.9.5).42 We
also note that deficits in
neurodevelopment early in life may
hava lifetime consequences as
[n]aumdevelopmental deficits
d in chi

5, d

3-36 to 3-38).43

The first PA analysis indicates that
approximately one hundredtb of one
percent of the full population of
children aged 5 or under in the U.S.
reside within 0.5 km of monitors

nervous system as a sentinel endpomt
for public health impacts of Ph. This
identification continues to be supported
by the evidence availahle in the current
review,

5. Potential Impacts on Public Health

There are several potential public
beaith impacts associated wi
exposure in the current U.S. population.
In recognition of effects causally related
to blood Pb levels somewhat near those
most recently reported for today’s
population and for which the weight of
the evidence is greatest, the potential
public bealth impacts most prominently
recognized in the ISA are population IQ
impacts associated with childheod Pb
exposure and prevalence of
cardiovascular effects in adults (ISA,
section 1.9.1). With regard to the latter
category, as discussed above, the full
body of evidence indicates a role of
long-term cumulative exposure, with
uncertainty regarding the specific
exposure circumstances contrihuting to
the effects in the epidemiological
studies of adult populations, for whom
historical Pb exposures were likely
much higher than exposures that
commonly occur today (ISA, section
4.4). There is Jass uncertainty regarding
the exposure patterns contributing to
the blood Ph levels reported in studies
of younger populations (ISA, sections
1.9.4 and 1.10}. Accordingly, the
discussion of public health implications
relevant to this review is focused
predominantly on nervous system
effects, including IQ decrements, in
children.

The magnitude of a public health
impact is dependent upon the type or
severity of the effact, as well as the size
of populations affected. Intelligence

tient is a well blished, widel
recogmzed and ngomusly stnndardlzed
of as
well as a global measure reﬂacting the
gration of n

d may set
children on trajectories more prone
toward lower educational attainment
and financial well-being” (ISA, section
4.3.14). Thus, populatlon groups for
which

ding or within 10 percent of the
leve! of the current standard (PA,
section 2.2.2.2, pp. 3-36 to 3-37, 4-25
and Table 3—4). In the second analysis,
the s(ze of young child populations

is
Pb exposure in aarly childhood are at
risk of related impacts on their success
later in life. Further, in considering
population risk, the ISA notes that
*“[slmall sbifts in the population mean
1Q can be highly significant from a
public health perspactive” (ISA, p.
xciif). For example, if Pb-related
decrements are manifested uniformly
across the range of IQ scores in a
population, “a small shift in the
population mean IQ may be significant
from a public health perspective
because such a shift could yield a larger
proportion of individuals functioning in
the low range of the IQ distribution,
which is associated with increased risk
of educational, vocational, and social
failure” as well as a decreasa in the
proportion with high IQ scores (ISA,
section 1.9.1).

hild

g in areas near large Pb sources
was appmxlmalely four bundredths of
one percent of the full U.S. population
of children aged 5 years or younger (PA,
Pp- 3-37 to 3-38, 4-25). The PA
recognized uncertainties and potential
limitations associated witb the use of
the emissions estimates in the second
analysis to make inferences regarding
ambient air Pb exposures, uncertainties
both with regard to the accuracy of such
estimates and also with regard to the
role of specific source characteristics
and meteomlogy not exphcitly
idered here, in infl

air Pb concentrations and comnbutmg
to substantial variation in air Ph
concentrations at source locations {e.g.,
PA, Figure 2-11). Accordingly, while
the second analysis is considered
informative with regard to tbe potential

revalenca of airborne Pb emissions and
of human

As summarjzed above, young
are the at-risk population that may be
most at risk of health effects associated
with exposure to Pb and children at
greatest risk from air-related Pb are
those children with highest air-related
Pb exposure which we consider to be

populatmm it is limited with regard to
its ability to identify populations living
in areas of elevated ambient air Pb
concentrations. The PA interprets the
two analyses together to indicate that
well below one tenth of one percent of

those living in areas of higher ambi

air Pb concentrations. To inform our
understanding of the extent of this
population potentially at risk from air-
related Pb, the PA includes two
analyses. The first analysis is based on
consideration of the available air Pb
monitoring information. As the air
quality data set available for the first

42 The ISA states that the | of effects

the full population of children aged 5
years or younger in the U.S. today live
in areas with air Pb concentrations near
or above the current standard, with the
current monitoring data indicating the
size of this population to be
approximately one bundredth of a
percent of the full population of
children aged 5 or younger (PA, pp.
3-36 to 3-38, 4-25, 4-32}.

appears to depend on the duration and window of

xposura as well as other faciors that may affect an
individual's ability to recover from an insult," with
some evidence of greater recavery in children
rearad in houssholds with more optimal caregiving
chamcieristics and low concurrent blood Pb levels
{ISA, p. 1-77; Bellinger ot al., 1890).

43 Such uncertainties include those with regard to
specific source characteristics and mn\oomlngy nol
explicitly considered in the analysis. In light of
such the PA i 1ha

based analysis to provide a bounding estimate
below which the true value is expectad to fall (PA,
p. 337
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C. Blood Lead as a Biomarker of
Exposure and Relationships With Air
Lead

Blood Pb is well established as a
biomarker of Pb exposure and of
internal dose, with relationships
between air Ph concentretions and
blood Ph concentrations informing
consideretion of the NAAQS for Pb
since its initial establishment in 1978.
Lead associated with inhaled perticles
may, depending on particle size and Pb
solubility, be absorbed into the systemic
circulation or transported with particles
to the gastrointestinal tract (ISA, section
3.2.1.1), where its ahsorption is
influenced by a range of factors (ISA,
section 3.2,1.2). Lead in the blood
stream is quickly distributed tbroughout
the body {e.g., within days), available
for exchange with the soft and skeletal
tissues, the latter of which serves as the
largest storage compartment (ISA,
section 3.2,2.2). Given the association
with exposure and the relative ease of
collection, blood Pb levels are
extensively used as an index or
biomarker of exposure by national and
mtamational health agencies, as well as
in epid logical and toxicol 1
studies of Pb health effects and dose-
response relationships (ISA, sections
3.3.2,3.4.1,4.3,44,4.5,4.6,4.7,and
4.8). While bone Pb are

The blood Pb concentration in
childhood {particularly early childhood)
can more quickly {than in adulthood)
reflect changes in total body burden
(associated with the shorter exposure
history} and can also reflect changes in
recent exposures (ISA, section 3.3.5).
The relationship of childran’s blood Pb
to recent exposure may reflect their
labile bone pool, with their rapid bone
turnover in response to repid childhood
growth rates {ISA, section 3.3.5). The
relatively smaller skeletal compartment
of Pb in children (particularly very
young children) compared to adults is
subject to more rapid turnover. The
distribution of Pb in the body is
dynamic throughout life, with Pb in the
body being exchanged between blood
and bone and between blood and soft
tissues (ISA, sections 3.3.5 and 3.2.2;
2006 CD, section 4.3.2). The rates of
these exchanges vary with age, exposure
and various physiologica} variables. For
example, resorption of bone, wbich
results in the mobilization of Pb from
bone into the blood, is a somewhat
rapid and ongoing process during
childhood and a more grsdual process
in later adultbood (ISA, sections 3.2.2.2,
3.3.5 and 3.7.2; PA, pp. 3-2 to 3-3).

Lead in ambient air contributes to Pb
in blood by multiple exposure patbways
by both inhalation and ingestion
routes (ISA, section 3.1.1).

also used in epidemiological studies as
an indicator of cumulative Pb exposure,
blood Pb measurements remain the
predominant, well-established and well-

Mulhpla studies have demonstrated
young cbildren’s blood Pb levels to
reflect Pb exposures, including
exposures to Pb in surface dust {(e.g.,
and Rogh 1997;

Since 1976, the CDC has been
monitoring blood Pb levels nationally

Lanphear el al., 1998). These and
studies of child populations near
Pb

through the NHANES. This survey has
documented the dramatic decline in
mean blood Ph levels in all ages of the
U.S. population that has occurred since
the 1970s {PA, Figure 3-1), and that
coincides witb actions on leaded fuels,
leaded paint, Pb in food packaging, and
Pb-containing plumbing materials that
have reduced Ph exposure in the U.S.
(ISA, section 3.4.1; Pirkle et al., 1994;
Schwemberger et al., 2005}. This decline
has continued over the more recent past.
For example, the 2008-2010 ric

of air Pl i sucb as
metal smelters, have further
demonstrated the effect of airborne Ph
on interior dust and on blood Pb {ISA,
sections 3.4.1, 3.5.1 and 3.5.3; Hilts,
2003; Gulson et al., 2004).

As blood Pb is an integrated marker
of aggregate Pb exposure across all
pathways, the blood Pb C-R
relationships described in
epidemiological studies of Pb-exposed
populations do not distinguish among
different sources of Pb or pathways of
Pb exp e (e.g.. inhalation, ingestion

mean blood Ph level in U.S. children
aged 1-5 years is 1.17 pg/dL, as
compared to 1.51 pg/dL in 2007-2008
(ISA, section 3.4.1) and 1.8 pg/dL in
2003-2004, the most recent data
available at the time of the last review
(73 FR 67002, November 12, 2008).
Somewhat less drematic declines have
been reported in the upper tails of the
distribution and in different groups with
higher blood Pb levels than the generel
child population (ISA, Figures 3~17 and
3-19).

of indoor dust, ingestion of dust
containing leaded paint). Tbus, our
interpretation of the health effects
evidence for purposes of this review
necessitates cbarecterization of the
relationships between Ph from those
sources and pathways of interest in this
review {i.e., those related to Pb emitted
into the air) and blood Pb.

The evidence for air-to-blood
relationships derives from analyses of
datasets for populations residing in
areas with differing air Pb

ions, including d for
cu'cumstancau in which b]ood Pb lavala
have changed to
air Pb. The control for variables othar
than air Pb that can affect blood Ph
varies across these analyses. At the
conclusion of the last review in 2008,
the EPA interpreted tbe evidence as
providing support for use (in informing
the Administrator’s decision on
standard level) of a renge of air-to-blood
ratios 44 “‘inclusive at the upper end of
estimates on the order of 1:10 and at the
lower end on the order of 1:5” (73 FR
67002, November 12, 2008}, This
conclusion reflected consideration of
the air-to-blood ratios presented in the
1986 CD +* and associated observations
regarding factors contributing to
variation in such retios, ratios reported
subsequently and retios estimated based
on modeling performed in the REA, as
well as advice from CASAC {73 FR
66973-66975, 67001-67002, November
12, 2008). The information available in
this review, wbicb is assessed in the
ISA and largely, altbough not
completely, comprises studies that were
availahle in the last review, does not
alter the primary scientific conclusions
drawn in the last review regarding the
relationships between Pb in ambient air
and Pb in children’s blood. The ratios
summarized in the ISA in this review
span a range generally consistent with
the range concluded in 2008 (ISA,
section 3.5.1).

Tbe evidence pertaining to the
quantitative relationship between air Pb
and children's blood Pb is now, as in
the past, limited by the circumstances in
which the data are collected. These
estimates are generally developed from
studies of populations in a variety of Pb

3 According!

there is significant variability in air-{o-
blood retios among the different study
populations exposed to Pb through
different air-related exposure pathways
and at different exposure levels. This
variability in air-to-blood estimates can
relate to the representation of air-related
pathways and study populations,
including, for example, relatively
narrow age ranges for the population in
order to reduce age-related variability in
blood Ph, or including populations with
narrowly specified dietary sources. It

had Tha uantitative relationship between ambient
it Pb and blood Ph, ofen termme & slope o ratio,
describes the increass in hlood Pb (in pg/dL)
estimated to be associated with each unit increase
of air Pb (in pg/m?). Ratios are presented in the form
of 1:x, with the 1 representing air Pb (in ug/m?) and
x representing blood Pb {in yig/dL). Description of
ratios as highar or lowar refers to the values for x
(i.e., the changs in blood Pb per unit of air Pb).
Slopes are presented as simply the value of x.

43The 2006 CD did not include an assessment of
then-current evidence on air-to-hlood ratios.
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can relate to the study population
exposure and blood Pb levels (ISA,
section 3.7.4). It can also relate to the
precision of air and blood
measurements and of the study
circumstances, such as with regard to
spatial and temporal aspacts.
Additionally, in situations where
axposure to nonair sources covaries
with air-related exposures that are not
accounted for in deriving ratio
estimates, uncertainties may relate to
the potential for confounding by nonair
exposure covariance (ISA, section 3.5).
Most of the studies assessed in the ISA
and PA have reported ratios for whicb
the relationship is linear, while a subset
are derived from nonlinear models (PA,
Table 3-1; ISA, section 3.7.4).

As was noted in the last review, age
is an important influence on the
magnitude of air-to-blood ratio estimates
derived. Ratios for children are
generally higher than those for adults,
and higher for young children than
older children, perhaps due to
behavioral differences batween the age
groups, as well as their sborter exposure
history. Similarly, given the common
pattern of higher blood Pb levels in pre-
school-aged children than during the
rest of childhood, related to behaviors
tbat increase environmental exposures
(e.g., hand-to-mouth activity), ratios
would be expected to be highest in
earlier childEood. Additionally,
estimates of air-to-blood ratios that
include air-related ingestion pathways
in addition to the inhalation pathway
are “necessarily higber,” in terms of
blood Pb response, than those estimates
based on inhalation alone (1986 CD,

p. 11~106). Thus, the extent to which
studies account for the full set of air-
related inhalation and ingestion
exposure pathways aﬂ'ectn the

de of the blood
estimates, such that mcludmg fewer
pathways as “air-related” yields lower
ratios. Estimatas of air-to-blood ratios
can also ba influenced by population
characteristics that may influence blood
Pb; accordingly, some analyses include
adjustments.

Given the recognition of young
children as a key at-risk population in
this review, as in the last (as discussed
in section I1.B.3 abovae), as well as the
influence of age on blood Pb levels, we
have considered the available studies in
groups based on the extent of their
inclusion of children younger than or
barely school age (less than or equal to
5 years of age). Among the first group
of studies, focused exclusively on young
children, only one study dates from the
end of or after the phase-out of leaded
gasoline usage (Hilts, 2003). This study
reports changes in children’s blood Pb

levels associated with reduced Pb
emissions and associated air
concentrations near a Pb smelter in
Canada (for cbildren through age 5).
Given the timing of this study, after the
leaded gasoline phase-out, and its
setting near a smelter, the ambient air
Pb in this study may be somewbat more
ble to that near in the

Although this study, which was not
assessed in the last review, encompasses
the pariod of leaded gasoline usage, it
further informs our understanding of
factors influencing the quantitative
relationship between air Pb and
children’s blood Pb. Air-to-blood ratios
developed from this study are

d b

U.S. taday than other studies discussed
herein. The study authors report an air-
to-blood ratio of 1:6.46 An EPA analysis
of the air and blood data reported for
1986, 1999 and 2001 results in a ratio

of 1:6.5, and an analysis focused only on
the 1996 and 1999 data {pre- and post-
the new technology) yields a ratio of 1:7
{ISA, section 3.5.1; Hilts, 2003).47 The
two other studies that fe d on

infl Y & ber of factors and
appear to range from roughly 1:2 to 1:6,
in addition to an estimate of 1:9 {ISA,
section 3.5.1), although the latter is
derived from a data set restricted to the
latter years of the study when little
change in air Pb concentration occurred,
such that the role of air Pb may be more
uncertain. Estimates associated with the
developmental period of highest

children of age 5 or younger analyzed
variations in air Pb as a result of
variations in leaded gasoline usage in
Chicago, Illinois and reported somewhat
higher ratios of 1:8 and 1:6.6 (Hayes et
al., 1994; Schwartz and Pitcher, 1989).
Wae note, however, tbe blood Pb
concentrations in the two leaded
gasoline studies are appreciably higher
(a factor of two or more} than those in
the study near the smelter (Hilts, 2003),
and also than those commonly reported
in the U.S. today.

The second group of studies includes
but is not limited to children less than
or equal to 5 years of age. This group
includes a complex statistical analysis
and associated dataset for a cohort of
children born in Mexico City from 1987
through 1992 (Schnaas et al., 2004).

s Sources of uncertainty include the role of
factors other than ambient air Pb reduction in
influencing decreases in blood Pb (ISA, section
3.5.1). The author cited remedial programs (e.g.,
community and home-based dust contsol and
education} as potantially responsible for some of
the blood Pb reduction sean during tha study period
{1997 to 2001), although the author notes that these
programs were in place in 1992, suggesting they ara
unlikely 10 heve contributed to tha sudden drop in
bload Pb levels occurring after 1907 (Hilts, 2003).
Other aspects with potential implications for ratios

{e.g., age 2 years) ranga up to
appmximstely 1 6, illustrating the
influence of age on the ratio (ISA,
section 3.5.1). Also in tbe second group
of studies are two much older studies of
populations with age ranges extending
well beyond 6 years. The first is the
review and meta-analysis by Brunekreef
(1984) using datasets available at the
time for variously aged children as old
as 18 years with identified air
monitoring methods and raliable blood
Pb data for 18 locations in the U.S. and
internationally.*® Two air-to-blood ratio
estimates derived from this study based
on log-log models both round to 1:5 (for
air concentrations corresponding to the
geometric means of the two sets of data
pairs {1.5 and 0.54 pg/m?]). A ratio on
the order of 1:9 was derived based on
the study by Schwartz and Pitcher
(1989} of the relationship between U.S.
NHANES I blood Pb levels for white
subjects, aged <74 years, and national
usage of leaded gasoline, adjusted for
age and other covariates (Henderson,
2007a, pp. D-2 to D-3; ISA, Table 3-12).

The last two studies are focused on
older children, ages 6-11 in India and
Germany (Tripathi et al., 2001; Ranft et
a] 2008) and employed methods to

include the potential for children with lower blood
Pb levels not to return for subsequent testing, and
the age range of 6 to 38 months in the 2001 blood
screening com to ages up to 60 months in
earlier years of 1he study (Hilta, 2003).

2 This study considared s in ambient alr
Pb levels and essociated blood Pb levels over a 5-
yoar period which included closure of an older Pb
smelter and subsequent opaning of a newer facility
in 1897 and a temporary {3-month) shutdown of all
smelting activity in the summer of 2001. The author
abserved that the air-to-hlood ratio for children in
ths arse over tha full period was approximatsly 1:8.
The author noted limitations in the dataset
associated with exposurea in the second time

lod, afier the temporary shutdown of the facility
in 2001, including sampling of s differsnt age group
a1 that time and a shorter time perjod {3 months)
at these lower ambient alr Pb levels prior to
collection of blood Pb levels. Consequently, tha
EPA calculated an alternate sit-to-blood Pb ratio
based on ambient sir Pb and blood Pb reductions
in the first time perjod, after opening of the new
facility in 1997 (ISA, section 3.5.1).

iza media Ph
that differed from the other studies
assessed (PA, p. 3-11). The location-
specific geometric mean blood Pb levels
in the Indian study (8.6—14.4 pg/dL)
indicate blood Ph distributions in this
age group mucb bigher than those
pertinent to similarly aged children in
the U.S. today and the air-to-blood ratio

4% 1n the dslasst reviswed by Brunokreef (1984),
air-to-blood ratios from tha subset of those studies
that ussd quality control protocols and presented
adjusted slopes include values of 3.8, (Zielhuis et
al., 1878), 5.2 (Billick t al., 1979, 1960); 2.9
(Billick, 1883), and 8.5 {Brunekreef et al., 1083).
The studies citad here adjustsd for parental
sducation (Zielhuis et al., 1979), age and race
{Billick et al., 1978, 1880) and air Pb monitor height
(Billick, 1983); Brunskroef (1884) used multiple
regression to conirol for several confounders (73 FR
86974).
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estimate reported was 1:3.6 {Tripathi et
al., 2001). The more recent German
study by Ranft et al. (2008) analyzad
data from a nearly 20-year period
associated witb the leaded gasoline
phase-out, during which average blood
Pb levels declined from 9 pg/dL in 1983
(345 childran, average age of 9 years) to
3 pg/dL in 2000 (162 children, average
of 6 years).+* Average air Pb
concentration declined from 0.45 pg/m?
to 0.06 ug/m3 over the same period,
witb the largest reduction occurring
between the first study year {derived
from two monitoring sites for full study
area} and the second study year, 1991,
for whicb air concentrations were
derived from a combination of
dispersion modeling and the two
monitoring sites.>® For a mean air Pb
concentration of 0.1 ug/ms3, the study’s
multivariate loglinear ragression model
predicted air-to-blood ratios of 3.2 and
6.4 for ““background” blood Pb
concentrations of 1.5 and 3 pg/dL,
respectively. In this study, background
referred to Pb in blood from other
sources; the blood Pb distribution over
tbe study period, including Jevels when
air Pb concentrations are lowest,
indicates 3 ug/dL may be the better
estimate of background for this study
population. Inclusion of soil Pb as a
variable in the model may have
contributed to an underestimation of the
blood Pb-air Pb ratios for this study
because some of the Ph in soil likely
originated in air and the blood Pb-air Pb
slope does not include the portion of the
soil/dust Pb ingestion pathway that
derives from air Pb. Using univariate
linear, log-log and loglinear models on
the median air and blood Pb
concentrations reported for the 5 years
included in this study, the ISA also
derived air-to-blood ratio estimates for
data from this study ranging from 8 to
17 (ISA, p. 3—126; Ranft et al., 2008,
Table 2). Uncertainties related to this
study’s estimates include those related
to the bulk of air concentration
reduction occurring between the first
two time points (1983 and 1991) and the
difference among the year’s air datasets
(e.g., two data sources [air monitors}] in
1983 and multiple geographical points

“*Blood Pb measurements were avallable ona
1otal of 843 children across five time periods, in the
first of which the sverage child age was 8 years
while it was approximately 8 years in each of the
latter years: 1683 (n=356), 1991 (n=147), 1864
(n=122), 1997 {n=56), and 2000 {n=162) {Ranf et
al., 2008).

80 The 1883 air Pb concentrations were based on
two monitoring stations, while a combination of
dispersion modeling and monitoring data was used
in the later years. Suiface soil Pb measurements
were from 2000-2001, but geo-maiched 10 blood Ph
measurements across full study period (Ranf et al.,
2008).

from a combination of the monitors and
modeling in subsequent years).

In this review, as in the 2008 Ph
NAAQS review, in addition to
considering the evidence pr d in

air Pb levels (ISA, p. 3-132; 1986 CD,
p. 11-89). Consistent with this
observation, slopes in the range of 3 to
5 were astimmsd for child population

the published literature and that
reviewed in the 1986 CD, we also
consider air-to-blood ratios derived from
the exposure assessment (PA, p. 3—14;
73 FR 66974, November 12, 2008; 2007
REA, section 5.2.5.2). In the exposure
asgessment (summarized in section I.D
below), current modeling tools and
information on children’s activity
patterns, behavior and physiology were
used to estimate blood Ph levels
associated with multimedia and
multipathway Pb exposure. The results
from the various case studies assessed,
with consideration of the context in
which they were derived {e.g., the
extent to which the range of air-ralated
pathways was simulated, and the
limitations associated with those

ions), and the ipla sources

d in the 1986 CD (ISA,
p. 3-132; 1986 CD p. 11-100;
Brunekreef, 1984). Additional studies
considered in the last review and those
assessed in the ISA provide evidence of
ratios above this older range {ISA, p. 3—
133). For example, a ratio of 1:6.5-1:7 is
indicated by the study by Hilts (2003),
one of the fow studies that evaluate the
air Pb-blood Pb relationship in
conditions that are closer to the current
state in the U.S. (ISA, p. 3-132). We
additionally note the variety of factors
identified in the ISA that may
potentially affect estimates of various
ratios (including potentially coincident
reductions in nonair Pb sources during
the course of the studies), and for which
a lack of complete information may
preclude any adjustment of estimates to

of uncertainty are also informative to
our understanding of air-to-blood ratios.
Estimates of air-to-blood ratios for the
two REA case studies that represent

for their role {ISA, section 3.5).
In summary, as at the time of the last
review of the NAAQS for Pb, the
currently available evidence includes
estimates of air-to-blood ratios, both

localized population empirical and model-derived, with
exhibited an increasing trend across air  associated limitations and related
quallty scenarios rep ing uncertainties. These limitations and

g air ations. For uncertainties, which are
examp]e, across the alternative standard  here and also noted in the lSA usually
levels assessed, which ranged from a include uncertainty iated with

calendar quarter average of 1.5 ug/m?
down to a monthly average of 0.02 pg/
m?, the ratios ranged from 1:2 to 1:9 for
the generalized (local) urban case study,
with a similar trend, although of
generally higher ratio, for the primary
smelter case study subarea. This pattern
of model-derived ratios is generally
consistent with the range of ratios
obtained from the literature, briefly
discussed above. We continue to

gnize a number of of
uncertainty associated with these
model-derived ratios which may
contribute to high or low biases (as
discussed further in section 3.1 of the
PA}.

The avidence on the quantitative
relationship between air Pb and air-
related Pb in blood is now, as in the
past, limited by the circumstances (such
as those related to Pb exposure) in
which tbe data were collected. Previous
raviews have recognized the significant
variability in air-to-blood ratjos for
different populations exposed to Pb

reductions in other Pb sources during
the study period. The limited amount of
new information available in this review
has not appreciably altered the scientific
conclusions reached in the last review
regarding relationsbips between Pb in
ambient air and Pb in cbildren’s blood
or with regard to the range of ratios. The
currently available evidence continues
to indicate ratios relevant to the
population of young children in the U.S.
today, reflecting multiple air-related
pathways in addition to inhalation, to
be generally consistent with the
approximate range of 1:5 to 1:10 given
particular attention in the 2008 NAAQS
decision, including the “‘generally
central estimate” of 1:7 {73 FR 67002,
67004, November 12, 2008; ISA, pp.
3-132 to 3—-133).

D. Summary of Risk and Exposure
Assessment Information
The risk information available for this

review and summarized bere is based
primarily on the exposure and risk

through different air-relat

pathways and at different air and bloud
levals, with the 1986 CD noting that
ratios derived from studies involving
the higher blood and air Pb levels
pertaining to occupationally exposed
workers are generally smaller than ratios
from studies involving lower blood and

d in the last review
of the Pb NAAQS, described in the 2007
REA, the 2007 Staff Paper and the 2008
notice of final decision {USEPA, 2007a;
USEPA, 2007b; 73 FR 66964, November
12, 2008}, as considered in the context
of the evidence newly available in this
review (PA, section 3.4). As describad in
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the REA Planning Document, careful
consideration of the information newly
availahle in this review, with regard to
designing and implementing a full REA
for this review, led to the conclusion
that performance of a new REA for this
review was not warranted. We did not
find the information newly available in
this review to provide the means by
which to develop an updated or
enhanced risk model that would
substantially improve the utility of risk
estimates in informing the current Pb
NAAQS review (REA Planning
Document, section 2.3). Based on their
consideration of the REA Planning
Document analysis, the CASAC Pb
Review Pane! generally concurred with
the conclusion that e new REA was not
warranted in this review (Fray,
2011b).5? Accordingly, the risk/

As recognizad in 1.D above, sources of
human Pb exposure include current and

contributes to their Pb exposure (i.e.,
incidental soil and indoor dust
i d

historical air emi as well

) ani b air-related Pb

as miscellaneous nonair sources, which
can contribute to multiple exposure
media and associated pathways (e.g.,
inhalation of ambient air, ingestion of
indoor dust, outdoor soil/dust and diet
or drinking water). In addition to
airborne emissions (recent or those in
the past), sources of Pb to these
pathways also include old leaded paint,

has besn shown to contribute to Pb in
outdoor soil and indoor house dust
(ISA, sections 3.1.1 and 3.4.1; 2006 CD,
section 3.2.3).

The 2007 REA relied on a case study
approach to provide estimates that
inform our understanding of air-related
exposure and risk in different types of
air Pb exposure nituutions Lead

and iated risk were

including Pb mobilized ind during
renovation/repair activities, and
contaminated soils. Lead in diet and
drinking water may have air pathway-
related contributions as well as
contributions from nonair sources {e.g.,
Pb solder on water distribution pipes
and Pb in materials used in food
processing). Limhauons in our data and

exposure information idered in this
review is drewn primarily from the 2007
REA, augmented by a limited new
computation for one case study focused
on risk associated with the current
standard, as described below (PA,
section 3.4 and Appendix 3A).

1. Overview

The focus for the risk assessment and
associated estimates is on Pb derived
from sources emitting Pb to ambient air.
As discussed in section 1.D above, the
multimedia and persistent nature of Pb,
the role of multiple exposura patbways,
and the contributions of nonair sources
of Pb to human exposure media all
present challenges and contribute
significant additional ity to the

deling tools handi d our ability

to fully aapamle the nonair
contributions to Pb exposura from
estimates of air-related Pb exposure and
risk. As a result, we have developed
bounds within which we estimate air-
related Pb risk to fall. The lower bound
is based on a combination of pathway-
specific estimates that do not
completely represent all air-related
pathways, while the upper bound is
based on a combination of pathway-
specific estimates that includes
pathways that are not air-related but the
separating out of wbicb is pracluded by
modeling and data limitations.

Inclusion of exposure populations,
exposumldose metric, health effects
int and risk metric in the 2007

healtb risk assessment that goes far
beyond the situation for similar
assessments typically performed for
other NAAQS pollutants (e.g., that focus
only on the inhalation pathway}. The
conceptual model that informed
planning for the 2007 REA identified
sources, pethways, routes, exposed
populations, and health endpoints,
focusing on those aspects of Pb
exposure most relevant to the review,
while also recognizing the role of Pb
exposure pathways unrelated to Pb in
ambient air {2007 REA, section 2.1}
Limitations in the available data and
models affected our characterization of
the various complexities associated with
exposure to ambient air Pb. As a result,
the assessment mcluded a number of
simplifying ptions in a ber of

REA wera based on consideration of the
then-currently available evidence as
assessed in detail in the 2006 CD. As

d in the REA Planni
Document (USEPA, 2011b), these
selections continue to be supported by
the evidence now available in this
review as described in the ISA. The REA
focused on risk to the central nervous
system in childhood as the most
sensitive effect that could be
quantitatively assessed, with decrement
in IQ used as the risk metric. Exposure
and biokinetic modeling was used to
estimate blood Pb concentrations in
children exposed to Pb up to age 7
years.52 This focus reflected the
evidence for young children with regard
to air-related exposure pathways and

areas and the estimates of air-related Pb
risk produced are approximate and are
characterized by upper and lower
bounds.

51 In their review of the draft PA, the CASAC Pb
Review Panel their with the

ptibility to Pb health impacts (e.g.,
ISA, sections 3.1.1, 4.3, 5.2.1.1,5.3.1.1,
and 5.4). For example, the hand-to-
mouth activity of young children

32The pathways represented in this modsling
included childhood inhalation and ingestion

EPA's decision not to develop a new REA (Frey,
2013).

as woll as maternal contributions to
newborn body burden (2007 REA, Appendix H,
Exhibit H-8).

eshma!ed for multiple case studies that
ganerally represent two types of
idential p ion to air-
mlated Pb: (1) Incahon-speclﬁc urban
populations of children with a broad

mnse of 1. latad p 3.
e of urban ion
gmdxants and (2) children residing in
lized areas with air-related

exposures representing air
concentrations specifically reflecting the
standard level being evaluated {see PA,
Table 3-8). Thus, the two types of case
studies differed with regard to the
extent to which they represented
population variability in air-related Pb

exf)osure.

n drawing on the 2007 REA for our
purposes in this review, we focused on
two case studies, one from each of these
two categories: (1) The location-specific
urban case study for Chicago and (2) the
generalized (local) urban case study
{PA, Table 3—6). Accordingly, our
summary of analysis details below
focuses on details particular to these
two case studies. The generalizad {local)
urban case study (also referred to as
general urban case study) was not based
on a specific geographic location and
reflected several simplifying
assumptions in representing exposure
including uniform ambient air Pb levels
associated with the standard of interast
across the hypothetical study area and

a uniform study population. Based on
the nature of the population exposures
represented by the two categories of
case study, the generalized (local) urban
case study includes populations that are
relatively more highly exposed by way
of air pathways to air Pb concentrations
near the standard level evaluated,
compared with the populations in the
location-specific urban case. The
location-specific urban case studies
provided representations of urban
populations with a broad range of air-
related exposures due to spatial
gradients in both ambient air Pb levels
and population density. For example,
the highest air concentrations in these
case studies (i.e., those closest to the
standard being assessed) were found in
very small parts of the study areas,
while a large majority of the case study
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populations resided in areas with much
lowaer air concentrations.

2. Summary of Design Aspecu

The air quality scenarios assessed in
the 2007 REA included conditions just
meeting the NAAQS that was current at
the time of the last review (1.5 pg/m?,

)

land,

The h to
and risk for the two categones of case
studies was comprised of four main
analytical steps: (1) Estimation of

bient air Pb ions, (2)
estimation of Pb concentrations in other
key exposure media, including outdoor
soil and indoor dust, (3) use of exposure
media Pb concentrations, with other
pathway Pb intake rates {e.g., diet}, to
estimate blood Pb levels in children
using biokinetic modeling, and {4) use
of C-R functions derived from
epidemiological studies to estimate IQ
loss associated with the blood Pb levels.

Concentrations of Pb were estimated
in ambient media and indoor dust using
a combination of empirical data and
modeling projections. The use of
empirical data brings with it uncertainty
related to the potential inclusion of
nonair source signals in these
measurements (e.g., house paint
contributions to indoor dust and
outdoor soi! Pb). Conversely, the use of
modeling tools introduces other
uncertainties (e.g., model and parameter
uncertainties).

Characterizetion of Pb in ambient air
relied on {1) the use of ambjent monitor
data for the location-specific urban case
studies and {2} an assumption of
uniform ambient air Pb levels {matching
the standard level being considered) for
the generalized (local) urban case study.
For the location-specific urban case
studies, we used Pb monitors within
each smdy area to characterize spann]

the

asa quarter g
conditions meeting several alternative,
lower standards,*4 and current
conditions in the three location-specific
urban case studies (PA, section 3.4.3.2).
The full impact of changes in air Pb
conditions associated with attainment of
lower standards was not simulated,
bowaever, due to limitations in the
available da(a and modelmg tools that
ion of li

between some media and air Pb.
Specifically, while Pb concentrations in
indoor dust were simulated to change
with the different air quality scenarios
for which thera were differing ambient
air Pb concentrations (outdoors and
indoors), dietary and drinking water Pb
concentrations, as well as soil Pb
concentrations, were not varied across
the air quality scenarios in any case
study (see PA, Table 3-7).33

In estimating blood Pb levels using
the IJEUBK model, Pb concentrations in

P media (e.g., ambient air, diet,
wa(er. indoor dust) were held constant
throughout the 7-year simulati
penod while behavioral and
physiologicat variables were changed
with age of child {2007 REA, sections
3.2.1.1 and 5.2.4). Detail on methods
used to characterize media Pb
concentrations and all IEUBK inputs for
each case study are in the 2007 REA,
sections 3.1, 3.2, 5.2.3 and 5.2.4, and

dices C th h H. Population

vanab)lxty in Pb intake and up!ﬂke was
simulated through use of the IEUBK
model to first generate a central-

(local) urban case study is das)gned to
assass exposure and risk for a smaller
group of residents {e.g., neighborhood)
exposed at the level of the standard and,
therefore, did not raly on monitor data;
rather, ambient air Pb conc ion was

y estimate of the blood Pb levels
for the g'oup of children within a given
exposura zone of a study area, coupled
with use of a geometric standard
deviation {GSD) and for the location-
specific case studles, Monte Carlo-based
lation g [PA, section 3.4;

fixed at the standard being assessed. For
the generalized (local} urban case study,
which has a single exposure zone in
which air Pb concentrations do not vary
spatially, we derived a single air Pb
concentration estimate to meet the
standard assessed. Concentrations in the
location-specific urban study areas,
which relied on empirical (monitor-
based) data to define ambient air Pb
concentrations, reflected contributions
from all sources affecting the
concentrations in those locations, be
they currently active stationary or
mobile sources, resuspension of
previously deposited Pb or other.3?

® Additional detail on estimation of ambient

2007 REA, Appendlx H). The risk
characterization step employed in the
2007 REA generated a distribution of IQ

in section 5.2.2 and A ppendices A through D of the
2007 REA.

34 The alternatives lower than the NAAQS at the
time of the last review for which air quality
scenarios wers assessed were & maximum calendar
quarter average of 0.2 pg/m? and maximum monthly
averages 0f 0.5, 0.2, 0.05 and 0.02 pg/m? (PA, Table
3-8).

$3Ch ization of Pb in
outdoor surface soil/dust for 1he generalized (local)
and location-specific urban cases studies was bassd
on the use of nstionally representative residential
50il measuremants obtained from the literature

loss estimates for the set of children
simulated in the assessment.

Specifically, blood Pb estimates for
the concurrent blood Ph metric 3¢ were
combined with four C-R functions for
blood Pb concentration with IQ loss
based on the analysis by Lanphear et al.
(2005) of a pooled international dataset
of blood Pb and 1Q (see the 2007 REA,
section 5.3.1.1). We used the four
different C-R functions to provide
different characterizations of bahavior at
low exposures in recognition of
uncertainty related to modeling this
endpoint, particularly at lower blood Pb
levels for which there is limited

ion in the Lanphear et al.
(2005) pooled dataset.*” In considering
the risk estimates hera (as in the last
review), we focus on estimates for one
of the four functions (referred to as the
loglinear with low-exposure
linearization C-R function {PA, section
3.4.3.3]). The range of risk estimates
reflecting all four C-R functions provide
perspective on the impact of uncertainty
in this key modeling step. Additional
detail on the C-R functions is provided
in the PA and the 2007 Pb Staff Paper
(PA, section 3.4.3.3; USEPA, 2007b,
section 4.2.1).538 We focus on the median
1Q loss estimates, as in the last review,
due to increased confidence in these
estimates relative to the higher
percentile estimates, for which we
recognize significant uncertainty (PA,

36 Ax in the last review, we give primary
emphasis to estimates based on the concurrent
blood Pb metric, consistent with CASAC advics in
the laat roview [Henderson, 2007b).

$7'The 5th percentile for ths concurrent blood Pb
measurements in thet dataset is 2.5 pg/dL, and the
median is 9.7 pg/dL (Lanpheer et al., 2005).

38 As noted in saction ILB.3 above, since the
completion of the ISA in the current review, two
errors heve been identified with the pooled dataset
analyzed by Lanphear et al., (2005} {Kirrane and
Patel, 2014). The EPA and a recent publication heve
separately recalculated (he statistics and
mathematical models of Lanphear et al., (2005)
uning the corrected pooled dataset (Kirrane and
Patel, 2014). While the conclusions drawn from
thess coefficients, including the finding of a steeper
slape at lowsr (as mmpnlvd o Mghcr) blood Pb

i of the

loglinear and linear regression mlﬁr:lsnu are
somewhat lower based on the corrections. For
example, the loglinear mode} coafficient used for
the C-R function, on which the EPA focused in ths
last review and also focuses on bers, changed only
nogligibly from —2.7 to - 2.85 when recalculated
using the correciad pooled dataset (Kirrane and
Patel, 2014). As a result, the risk estimates for this
function would be expected to be very similar
although slightly lower if derived using the
recalculated loglinear mode) coefficient for the
correcied datasat. Since the loglinear model
coefficient calculated from the corrected dataset is

(2007 REA, sactions 3.1.3 and 5.2.2.2 and App

F). Diet and drinking water intake and

concentrations, as well es other model inputs, were

based on the mos current information (2007 REA,
ix H).

{outdoor) and indoor air

ppe!

nged at two signil figures from that
original roporied, any change to the risk estimates
would he vary small and, particularly in light of
other uncertainties in the analysis, does not
materially affect stafl's consideration of the resulls.
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sections 3.4.5, 3.4.6 and 3.4.7; 2007 Staff
Paper, p. 4-20).

the 2007 REA did not include an
air quality scenario simulated to just
meet the standard selected hy the 2008
decision,® we employed two different
approaches to estimate risk pertaining to
conditions just meeting the current Pb
standard (set in 2008} for our purposes
in this review. First, given the similarity
to the current standard of the then-
current conditions scenario for the
Chicago case study (among all the 2007
REA scenarios), we consider the risk
estimates for that scenario as
informative with regard to risk
associated with the current standard.s°
To augment the risk information
available in this current review and in
recognition of the variation among
specific locations and urban areas with
regard to air quality patterns and
exposed population, we have also newly
developed astimates for an air quality
scenario just meeting the current Pb
NAAQS in the context of the
generalized (local) urban case study.
These estimates were derived based on
interpolation from the risk estimates
available for scenarios previously
assessed for the generalized (local)
urben case study. Such interpolated
estimates were only developed for the
goneralized urban case study due to its
use of a single exposure zone which
greatly simplified the method
employed.®!

e general approach we followed to
newly develop estimates for the current
standard in the generalized {local} urben
case study was to identify the two
alternative standard scenarios si

created from the two bracketing
estimates (PA, section 3.4.3.3.2 and
Appendix 3A). By this method, the air
quality scenario for the current standard
(0.15 pg/m?, as a not-to-be-exceeded 3-
month average) was found to be
bracketed by the scenarios for
alternative standards of 0.20 pg/m3
(maximum calendar quarter average)
and 0.20 pg/m? (maximum monthly
average). Using interpolation between
the risk estimates for these two
scenarios, we developed median risk

which are associated with atmospheric
deposition, included ingestion of Pb in
outdoor dust/soil and ingestion of the
portion of Pb in indoor dust that after
deposition from ambient air outdoors is
carried indoors with humans. While
there is the potential for these other air-
related exposures to be affected {over
some time frame) by changes in air Pb
concentrations (associated with an
adjustment to the Pb standard),
limitations in our data and tools
precluded simulation of that
C

estimates for the current dard (PA,
Appendix 3A).

3. Key Limitations and Uncertainties

Inch jzing risk iated with
Pb from air-related exposure pathways,
we faced a variety of challenges and
employed a number of methods. The
challenges relaled to significant data
and ions which aff
our ability to] parse out the portion of
total (all-pathway) blood Pb and 1Q loss
attributahle to air-related pathways, as
well as our representation of key
sources of variability and
characterization of uncertainty.
Although we separated total estimates
into risk estimates for diet/drinking
water and two air-related categories
(“recent air”” and “‘past air™), significant
limitations in our modeling tools and
data resulted in an inability to parse risk
estimates specific to the air-related
pathways. For example, we recognize
that Pb in diet and drinking water
sources may include some Pb derived
from Ph in the ambient air, as well as
Pb l’rom numnr sourceg, but limitations

licit modeling of the

q

in the 2007 REA wbich mpmuented air
quality conditions bracketing those for
the current standard and then linearly
interpolate an estimate of risk for the
current standard based on the siope

5% The 2008 decision on (he level for the revised
NAAQS was based primarily on consideration of
the evidence-based ajr-related 1 loss fnmwnrk
risk esti available for i
the 2007 REA were concluded to ba roughly
consistent with and generally supportive of the
evidence-basad air-related IQ loss estimates (see
section ILA.1 above).

0 n the Chicago urban case study, the maximum
monthly average concentration was 0.31 pg/m?, and
the maximum calendar quarter av
concantration was 0,14 pg/m? (2003-2005 data;
2007 REA, Appendix O).

1 We did not interpolate risk estimates for the
current standard for the other case studies (i.e., uu

primary Pb smelter and locati £

contribution from air pathways to these
exposure pathways, such that the air-
related component of these exposures
was not estimated. Rather, we f d

ly, risk
estimated for this catagory reflects
media measurements available for the
2007 REA and is identical for all air
quality scenarios. Further, although
paint is not an air-related source of Pb
exposure, it may be reflected somewhat
in estimates developed for the “past air”
category, due to modeling constraints
(2007 Staff Paper, section 4.2.4). Thus,
as exposures included in the first air-
related category (“‘recent”) do not
completely capture all air-related
pathways, we consider risk for this
category an underestimate of air-related
risk. Yet, as exposures included in the
second air-related category include
pathways tbat are not air-related, we
consider the summed risk across both
categories to include a slight over-
estimate of air-related risk.

In summary, because of limitations in
the assessment design, data and
modeling tools, we consider our
estimatas of risk attributable to air-
related exposure pathwaya to be
approximate and to be bounded on the
low end by the risk estimated for the
‘““recent air™ category and on the upper
end by the risk estimated for the *recent
air” plus “past air’’ categories. With
regard to the latter, we are additionally

of the modeling and data

on estimates from the two air-related
categories, whicb we considered to
under- and over-estimate air-related
risk, respectively, to create bounds
witbin which we consider air-related
risk to fall.

The first air-related category

limitations which reduce the extent to
whbicb the upper end of these bounds
reflects impacts of alternative air quality
conditions simulated. We note that this
limitation will tend to contribute to
estimates for the “‘past air” category

(“recent”) included P!

pathways tied most dlrectly to ambient
air, whicb consequently have the
potential to respond relatively more
quickly to cbanges in air Pb (i.e.,
inhalation and ingestion of indoor dust
Pb derived from the infiltration of

peci
studies) because those case studies uuhud « more
complex, spatially-d; an

based spproach {see 2007 REA) wlnd: procludes
application of the simple linear mlurpolnua;:

bient air Pb indoors). Importantly,
iated with

ing relatively greater
overestimates with relatively lower air
Pb air quality scenarios.

We recognize several important
sources of variability in air-related Pb
exposures and associated risk, for which
the approaches by which they were
addressed i in the 2007 REA are

media rations

the pathways in this category were

simulated to cbange in response to air
ions (as noted in section

proach d d, without i

substantial sdded uncertainty (relative to the other
estimates for the same case study). The simplicity
of the generalized (Jocal) urban study area,
however, with its single exposure zone, is amenable
10 tha linear interpolation of risk described here.

I1.D.2 above and described in section
3.4.3.1 of the PA). The air-related Pb

exposure pathways in the second air-
related category (“past air”), ail of

rized here {PA, section 3.4.6).

* Variation in distributions of
potential urban residential exposure and
risk across U.S. urban residential areas
is addressed by tbe inclusion of
location-specific urban study areas that
reflect a diverse set of urban areas in the
U.s.
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« Representation of a more highly
exposed subset of urban residents
potentially exposed at the level of the
standard is addressed by the inclusion
of the generalized (local) urban study
area.

o Variation in residential exposure to
ambient air Pb within an urban area of
the lacation-specific case studies is
addressed through the partitioning of
these study areas into exposure zones to
provide some representation of spatial
gradients in ambient air Pb and their
interaction with population distribution
and demographics.

* Inter-individual variability in blood
Pb levels iz addressed through the use
of empirically derived GSDs to develop
blood Pb distribution for the child
population in each exposure zone, with
GSDs selected particular to each case
study population.

« Inter-individual variability in IQ
response to blood Ph is addressed
through the use of C-R functions for IQ
loss based on a pooled analysis
reflecting studies of diverse
populations.

With regard to uncertainties, we
recognize one overarching area
concerning the precision of our
estimation of the neurocognitive risk {as

P d by 1Q loss) iated with
ambient air Pb. For reasons related to
the avidence of nonlinear responses of
hlood Pb to Pb exposure and of Pb-
associated IQ response to blood Pb, the
2007 REA first estimated blood Pb levels
and associated risk for total Pb exposure
{i.e., including Pb from air-related and
nonair exposure patbways} and tben
separated out estimates for pathways of
interest (PA, section 3.4.4). However, as
described above, significant limitations
in our modeling tools affected our
ability to develop precise estimates for
air-related exposure pathways. We
believe these limitations led to a slight
overestimation of the risks for the *“past
air” category and to an under-
representation of air-related pathways
for the “recent air” category. Thus, we
characterized the risk attributable to air-
related exposure pathways to be
bounded by the estimates developed for
the “past air” category and tbe sum of
estimates for the “recent air” and “past
air” categories. For air quality scenarios
other than those for the previous
NAAQS, this upper bound is recognized
as having a potential upward bias with
regard to its reflection of the slmulnted
air quality conditions b

We recognize a range of additional
uncertainties, limitations, and
assumptions that are reflected in various
ways in the 2007 REA and associated
results (PA, section 3.4.7), which
include the following.

o Temporal Aspects: During the
7-year exposure period, media
concentrations remain fixed and the
simulated child resides at the same
residence (although exposure factors,
including behavioral and pbysiological
parameters, are adjusted to match the
aging of the child). These aspects
introduce uncertainty into the risk
estimates, altbough the existenca of a
diractional bias is unclear.

e Generalized {local} Urban Case
Study: The design for this case study
employs assumptions regarding
uniformity that are reasonable in the
context of a general description of a
small neighborhood population but
would contribute significant uncertainty
to extrapolation of these estimates to a
specific urban location, particularly a
relatively large one. An additional area
of uncertainty concerns the
representation of variability in air
quality. Given the relatively greater
variability common in areas of high Pb
concentrations, the approach used to
reflect variability may bias the estimates
higb.
% Location-specific Urban Case
Studies: Limitations in the spatial
density of ambient air monitors in the
simulated areas limit our
characterization of spatial gradients of
ambient air Pb levels in these case
studies. This factor introduces
uncertainty into the risk estimates for
this category of case study; the existence
of a directional bias is unclear.

* Afr Quality Simulation: Focus on
only then-current conditions {2003~
2005} scenario for the Chicago urban
casa study in this review precludes
uncertainty associated with simnlations
of alternative air quality scenarios in the
2007 REA.

* Outdoor Soil/Dust Pb
Concentrations: Limitations in datasets
on Pb levels in surface soil/dust Pb in
urban areas and in our ability to
simulate the impact of reduced air Pb
levels related to lowering the NAAQS in
tbe 2007 REA contribute uncertainty to
air-related risk estimates for the current
standard in the generalized (local} urban
case study. The likely impact is a bigh
bias on these risk estimates (related to
low bias on estimating risk reduction for
lower dard levels in the 2007 REA)

and data limitations precluded
simulation of the influence of lower air
Pb ations on the outdoor dust
and soil exposure pathways (PA, section
3.4.4).

given lack of simulated cbanges in soil

Ph related to changes in ambient air Pb.
* Indoor Dust Pb Concentrations:

Limitations and uncertainty in modeli

impact of reductions in ambient air Pb
levels, contributes uncertainty to air-
related risk estimates. Although the
indoor dust modeling does link changes
in ambient air Pb to changes in indoor
dust Pb, it does not include a link
batween ambient air Pb, outdoor soil Pb
and subsequent changes in the level of
Pb carried {or “tracked™} into the bouse.
This could introduce low bias into the
total estimates of air-related Pb exposure
and risk.

» Interindividual Variability in Blood
Pb Levels: Uncertainty related to
population variability in blood Pb levels
related to interindividual variability in
factors other than media concentration
and limitations in modeling of this
introduces significant uncertainty into
blood Pb and IQ loss estimates for the
95tb percentile of the population. The
extent of any systematic bias from this
source of uncertainty is unknown.

* Pathway Apportionment for Higher
Percentile Blood Pb and Risks:
Limitations, primarily in data,
prevented us from characterizing the
degree of correlation among high-end Pb
exposures for the various patbways {e.g.,
the degree to which an individual
experiencing high drinking water Pb
exposure would also experience high Pb
paint exposure and high ambient air-
related Pb exposure). Our inability to
characterize potential correlations
between exposure pathways
(particularly at the higber percentile
exposure levels) limited our ability to
(1) effectively model high-end Pb risk
and {2} apportion that risk between
different exposure pathways, including
ambient air-related pathways.

« IQ Loss C-R Functions:
Specification of the quantitative
relationship batween blood Pb level and
1Q loss is subject to greater uncertainty
at lower blood Pb levels. The use of four
C-R functions models (which each treat
the response at low blood Pb levels in
a different manner) is considered to
provide a reasonable characterization of
tbis source of uncertainty and its impact
on risk estimates. Comparison of risk
estimates from the four mode!s indicates
this source of uncertainty to have a
potentially significant impact on risk.

4. Summary of Risk Estimates and Key
Observations

In this summary of risk estimates,
drawn from tbe PA, we focus on the
estimates of air-related IQ loss derived
using the C-R function in which we
have greatest confidence (see PA,
sections 3.4.3.3.1 and 3.4.7) for the
median child in a given case study
(exposure modeled through age 7 years),
given tbe sub ially greater

of indoor dust Pb levels, including the N

uncertainty associated with air-related
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risk estimates for extremes of the risk appreciably affected by new related risk, particularly for the lower

distribution, such as the 95th percentile
(PA, section 3.4). Estimates for other
risk metrics and the full range of case
studies and air quality scenarios are
described elsewhere in detail (e.g., 2007
REA, sections 4.2 and 5.3.2 and
appendices; 2007 Staff Paper, chapter 4;
73 FR 66964, November 12, 2008).
Based on results from the 2007 REA for
a location-specific urban study area
{Chicago case study) and on those newly
derived in this review based on
interpolation from the 2007 REA results
(for the generalized [local] urban case
study}, median air-related IQ loss for the
current standard is estimated, with
rounding, to generally fal] near or
somewhat above a rough lower bound of
1 point IQ Joss and below a rough upper
bound of 3 points IQ loss. As would be
expected by the use of interpolation, the

information. As recognized at the time
of the last review, exposure and risk
modeling conducted for this analysis
was complex and subject to significant
uncertainties due to limitations in the
data and models, among other aspects.
Of particular note, limitations in the
assessment design, data and modeling
tools handicapped us from sharply
separating Pb linked to ambient air from
Pb that is not air related.

In summary, the estimates of risk
attributable to air-related exposures,
with which we recognize a variety of
sources of uncertainty, are considered to
be approximate, falling within upper
and lower bounds. These bounds for
scenarios just meeting the current
standard are roughly esti d, with

air Pb scenarios (PA, sections 3.4.4,
3.4.5,and 3.4.7).

E. Conclusions on Adequacy of the
Current Primary Standard

In evaluating whether, in view of the
advances in scientific knowledge and
additional information now available, it
is appropriate to retain or revise the
current standard, the Administrator
builds upon the last review and reflects
upon the body of evidence and
information now available. The
Administrator has taken into account
both evidence-baged and quantjtative
exposure- and risk-based considerations
in developing conclusions on the
adequacy of the current primary Pb

dard. Evidence-based

rounding, as 3 and 1 IQ points, wbich
over- and underestimate risk,

newly derived esti are

with the estimates for similar air quality
scenarios that were available in tbe last
review {PA, section 3.4.5). For example,
the generalized (local) urban case study
current standard scenario estimates for
median air-related IQ loss are identical
to thase for the scenario of just meeting
a potential alternative of 0.2 pg/m?
maximum calendar quarter average for
that case study (PA, Table 3-11).
Further, the upper bound below which
the median IQ loss is estimated to fall
is also approximately 3 IQ points in the
generalized (local) urban case study
scenarios for just meeting potential
alternatives of 0.2 pg/m?, 0.05 and 0.02
pg/m? maximum monthly average,
providing an indication of the
limitations associated with estimating
air-related Pb exposures and risk for
lower air Pb scenarios (PA, sections
3.4.4 and 3.4.5).

Ag summarized in section I1.D.3
above, a range of limitations and areas
of uncertainty were associated with the
information available in the last review
{PA, sections 3.4.4, 3.4.8 and 3.4.7). In
this review, the REA Planning
Document concluded that none of the
primary sources of uncertainty
identified to have the greatest impact on
risk astimates would be substantially
reduced through the use of newly
available information (USEPA, 2011b).
Thus, the key observations regarding
air-related Pb risk modeled for the set of
standard levels assessed in the 2007
REA, as well as tbe risk estimates
interpolated for the current standard,
are not significantly affected by the new
information. Further, our overall
characterization of uncertainty and
variability associated with those
estimates (as summarized above and in
sections 3.4.6 and 3.4.7 of the PA) is not

vely In ch rizing the

considerations draw upon the EPA’s
assessment and integrated synthesis of
the adentiﬁc evidence from

of air-related risk d

iological studies and

with the current standard, we focus on
median estimates, for which we have
appreciably greater confidence than
estimates for outer ends of the risk
distribution {see PA, section 3.4.7) and
on risks derived using the C-R function
in which we have greatest confidence
{see PA, sections 3.4.3.3.1 and 3.4.7).
These risk results for the current

dard, both those esti d in the

expenmental animal studies evaluating
health effects related to exposures to Pb,
with a focus on policy-relevant
considerations as discussed in the PA.
The exposure/risk-based considerations
draw from the results of the quantitative
analyses presented in the 2007 REA,
augmented as described in the PA, and
summarized in section I1.D above, and
ideration of those results in the PA.

last review for one of the location-
specific urban study area populations
and those newly derived in this review
using interpolation of the estimates from
the last review for the generalized
(local) urban case study, which is
recognized to reflect a generalized high
end of air-related exposure for localized
populations, provide approximate
bounds for air-related risk, with
attendant uncertainties described above.
Focusing on the results for the
generalized (local) urban case study, the
interpolated estimates for the scanano
ing the current dard are

More specifically, estimates of the

magnitude of ambient Pb-related

exposures for young children and
n IQ

with just meetms tbe current prlmary
Pb NAAQS bave been considered.
Together the evidence-based and risk-
based com)denmons hnva informad the

related to the adequacy of the current Pb
standard in light of the currently
available scientific evidence.

As described in section I1.A.2 above,
consideration of the evidence and the
ra/risk information in the PA and

very similar to estimates for the two 0.2
pg/m3 scenarios {maximum monthly
and calendar quarter averages)
simulated in the 2007 REA 62 and are
appreciably lower than those associated
with the previous standard. For this
case study, across the two 0.2 pug/m?
scenarios, the current standard scenario
and the more restrictive air quality
scenarios, the upper bound below
which air-related risk is estimated to fall
rounds to the same value, reflecting the
significant limitations associated with
developing precise estimates of air-

o2 There is uncertainty associsted with judging
differonces between the current standard end thess
potentia! al due to the diffe
in air quality datasets used to estimate air
concentration variability of the 2007 REA estimates
versua the interpolated risk estimate.

by the Administrator is framed by
consideration of a series of key policy-
relevant questions. The following
sections describe the consideretion of
these questions in the PA, the advice
received from CASAC, as well as the
comments received from various parties,
and then present the Administrator’s
proposed conclusions regarding the
adequacy of the current primary
standard.

1. Evidence-Based Consideretions in the
Policy Assessment

In considering the evidence with
regard to the issue of adequacy of the
current standard, the PA addresses
several questions that build on the
information summarized in sections IL.B
and T1.C above (and sections 3.1 through
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3.3 of the PA} to more broadly address
the extent to which the current evidence
base supports the adequacy of the
public health protection afforded by the
current primary standard. The first
question addresses the integrated
consideration of the health effects
evidence, in light of aspects described
in sactions [L.A.1 and I1.A.2 above. The
second question focuses on
consideration of associated areas of
uncertainty. Tbe third question then
integrates consideration of the prior two
questions with a focus on the standard,
mcluding each of the four elements. The
PA ions and lusions with
regard to these questions are
summarized below.

In considering the extent to which
information newly available in this
review may have altered scientific
support for the occurrence of health
effects iated with Pb in ambi
air, the PA concludes that the current
evidence continues to support the EPA’s
conclusions from the previous review
regarding key aspects of the health
effects evidence for Pb and tbe health
effects of multimedia exposure
associated with levels of Pb occurring in
ambient air in the U.S. (PA, section
4.2.1). The conclusions in this regard
are based on consideration of the
assessment of the currently available
evidence in the ISA, particularly with
regard to key aspects summarized in
Chapter 3 of the PA, in light of the
assessment of the evidence in the last
review as described in the 2006 CD and
summarized in the notice of final
rulemaking (73 FR 66964, November 12,
2008). Key aspacts of these conclusions
ara summarized below.

As at the time of the last review,
blood Pb continues to be the

biomarker (ISA, sections 3.2.2, 3.3.5,
and 3.3.5.1). Additionally, the weight of
evidence documenting relationships
between children’s biood Pb and health
effects, most particularly tbose on the
nervous and hematological systems
(e.g., ISA, sections 4.3 and 4.7), speaks
10 its usefulness in assessing health risk.

As in the last mvww, the ewdence on

above) the level of the current Pb
standard (ISA, section 3.5.1; Hilts,
2003).%% In so noting, the PA also
recognizes the general overlap of uuch
cir witb those ref

by the evidence-based, air-related 1Q
loss framework,®+ for which air-to-blood
ratio is a key input. In characterizing the
range of air-to-blood ratio estimates, we
uncertainty inherent in such

air-to-blood relati

today continues to be composed of
studies based on an array of

cir and population groups

estimates as well as the variation in
currently available estimates resulting
from a variety of factors, including

(of different age mngas). analyzed by a

diffe in the populations
ined, as well as in the Pb sources

variety of tech which
contribute to npprocmble vunsblhty in
the ive

and uncsna]nty with regard to the
relationships existing in the U.S. today.
Accordingly, interpretation of this
evidence base, as discussed in section

or exposure patbways addressed in
those study analyses (ISA, section
3.7.4).

The scientific evidence continues to
recognize a broad array of health effects
on multiple organ systems or biological
related to blood Pb, including

11.C above, also includ {deration
of factors that may ba influencing
various study estimates. We consider
the study estimates in ligbt of such
factors both with regard to the extent to
which the factors affect the usefulness
of specific study estimates for the
general purpose here of quantitatively
characterizing relationships between Pb
in ambient air and air-related Pb in
cbildren’s blood and also with regard to
the pertinence of such factors more
specifically to conditions and
populations in the U.S. today. As noted
in the PA, the current evidence, while
including two additional studies not
available at the time of the last review,
is not appreciably changad from that
available in the last review (PA, section
3.1). The range of estimates that can be
derived from the full dataset is broad
and not changed by the inclusion of the
newly available estimates. Further, the
PA izes significant uncertainties

predominant biomarker employed to
assess axposure and bealth nsk of Pb
(ISA, Chapters 3 and 4), as discussed in
section I1.C above. This widely accepted
role of blead Pb in assessing exposure
and risk is illustrated by its established
use in programs to prevent both
occupational Pb poisoning and
childhood Pb poisoning, with the latter
progrem, implemented by the CDC,
recently issuing updated guidance on
blood Pb measurement interpretation
(CDC, 2012). As in the past, tbe current
evidence continues to indicate the close
linkage of blood Pb levels in young
children to their body burden: this
linkage is associated with the ongoing
bone remodeling during that lifestage
(ISA, section 3.3.5). This tight linkage
plays a role in the somewhat rapid
response of children’s blood Pb to
changes in exposure (particularly to
exposure increases), which contributes
to its useful as an

regarding the air Pb to air-related blood
Pb relationship for the current
conditions where concentrations of Pb
in both ambient air and children’s blood
are substantially lower than they have
been in the past. In idering the

Pb in blood prenatally (ISA, section 1.6).
The currently available evidence
continues to support identification of
neurocognitive effects in young children
as the most sensitive endpoint
associated with blood Pb concentrations
(ISA, section 1.6.1), which as an
integrated index of exposure reflects the
aggregate axposura to all sources of Pb
through multiple pathways {inhalation
and ingestion). Evidence conhnuan 1o

di that some itive
effects in young children may not be
reversible and may have effects that
persist into adulthood {ISA, section
1.9.5). Thus, as discussed in section ILB.
abave, the evidence of Pb effects at the
low end of the studied blood Pb levels
{closest to those common in the U.S.
today) continues to be strongest and of
greatest concern for effects on the
nervous system, most panicularly those
on cognitive function in cbildren.

As 1n the last review, evidence on risk
factors continues to support the
identification of young children as an
important at-risk population for Pb
health effects {ISA, section 5.4). The
current evidence also continues 1o

strangths, limitations and uncertainties
associated with the full dataset, the
currently available evidence appears to
continue to support a range of estimates
for the purpose at band that is generally
consistent with tbe range given weight
in the last review, 1:5 to 1:10 {ISA,
section 3.7.4 and Table 3-12; 73 FR
67001-2, 67004, November 12, 2008).
The PA additionally notes that the
generally central estimate of 1:7
identified for this range in the last
review is consistent with the study
involving blood Pb for pre-school
cbildren and air Pb conditions near a
large source of Pb to ambient air with

P

ions near (and/or previously

di important roles as factora that
increase risk of Pb-related health effects
for the following: Nutritional factors,
such as iron and calcium intake;
elevated blood Pb levels; and proximity
to sources of Pb exposure, such as
industrial releases or buildings with old,

3The older study by Hayos et al. {1994) during
time of leaded gasoline indicated a ganemlly similar
ratio of 1:8, aithough the blood Pb levels in that
study were much higher than those in the study by
Hilts (2003). Among the studies focused on this age
group, the latter study includes blood Pb levels
closest Lo those in U.S. today.

4 Concentrations near air sources are higher than
those st more distant sites (as described in PA,
section 2.2.2%; it is near-source locations whars
there is tha potential for concentrations at or near
the current standard.
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deteriorating, leaded paint. Further,
some races or ethnic groups continue to
demonstrate increased blood Pb levels
relative to others, which may be related
to these and other factors (ISA, sections
5.1,5.2 and 5.4).

With regard to our understanding of

1 hip between exp or

blood Pb lavels in young children and
neurocognitive effects, the PA notes that
the evidence in this review, as in the
last, does not establish a threshold
blood Pb level for neurocognitive affects
in young children (ISA, sections 1.9.4
and 4.3.12). The lowest blood Pb levels
at which associations with
neurocognitive impacts have been
observed in pre-school and school age
children continue to range down below
5 pg/dL, with the lowest group levels
that have been associated with such
effects ranging down to 2 pg/dL (ISA,
sections 1.6.1 and 4.3.15.1).
Additionally, as in the last review, there
is evidence that the relationship of
young children’s blood Pb with
neurocognitive impacts, such as IQ, is
nonlinear across a wide range of blood
Pb, with greater incremental impacts at
lower versus higher blood Pb levels
(ISA, sections 1.9.4 and 4.3.12).
Accordingly, as in the last review, the
PA focuses on C-R relationsbips from
study groups with blood Pb levels
closest to those in children in the U.S.
today, whicb are generally lower than
epidemiological study groups. The
currently available evidence does not
identify additional C-R slopes for study
groups of young children (e.g.. <7 years)
with mean blood Pb levels below that of
groups identified in the last review, 2.9
— 3.8 ug/dL, as discussed in section
11.B.3 above {ISA, section 4.3.12). Thus,
the blood Pb concentration—IQ
response functions or slopes identified
in this review for epidemiological study
groups of young children with mean
blood Pb levels closest to that of
children in the U.S. today include the
same sat recognized at the time of the
last review {see Table 1 above), the
median of wbich is 1.75 IQ points
decrement per pg/dL blood Pb (73 FR
67003, November 12, 2008).

In considering the evidence with
regard to the extent to which important
uncertainties identified in the last
review have been reduced or to which
new uncertainties have emerged, as
summarized in discussing the previous
question and in section II.B above, the
PA concludes that no new uncertainties
were identifiad as emerging since the
last review. Howaver, the PA recognizes
important uncertainties identified in the
last review that remain today.
Importantly, given our focus in this
review, as in the last review, on

iated with
Pb axpounre in eurly childhood, the PA
recognizes remaining uncertaintiss in
our nndarstandmg of the C-R
relat ive i
such as 1Q decrumentu 'with blood Pb
level in young children, particularly
across the range of blood Pb levels
common in the U.S. today. With regard
to C-R relationships for 1Q, the evidence
available in this review does not include
studies that appreciably extend the
range of blood Pb levels studied beyond
those available in the last review. As in
the last review, the early childhood
{e.8.. 2 to 7 years of age) blood Pb levels
for which iations with IQ

P with occurrence of a health
effect (73 FR 67005, November 12,
2008).

In integrating consideration of the
prior two questions with a focus on the
standard, the PA then addresses tbe
question regarding the extent to which
newly available information supports or
calls into question any of the basic
elements of the current Pb standard. The
PA addresses this question for each of
the elements of the standard in light of
the health effects evidence and other
relevant information available in this
review (and summarized in sections IL.B
and I1.C above). As an initial matter, the

izes the weight of the

have been reported continue to extend
at the low end of the range to study
group mean blood Pb levels of 2.9 10 3.8
ug/dL (e.g., 73 FR 67003, November 12,

P g
scientific evidence available in this
review that continues to support our
focus on effects on the nervous system
of young chxldrsn. specifically

ive decr as the most

2008, Table 3). The studies
C-R relationships down to these blood
Pb levels, as summarized in section
11.B.3 abave, continue to indicate higher
C-R slopes in those groups with lower
blood Pb levels than in study groups
with higher blood Pb levels (ISA,
sectlon 4 3.12). The lack of studies
ing C-R hips for Pb

effects on lQ at still lower blood Pb
levels contributes to uncertainty
regarding the quantitative relationship
between blood Pb and IQ response in
populations with mean blood Pb levels
closer to the most recently available
mean for children aged 1 to § years of
age (e.g., 1.17 pg/dL in 2009-2010 [ISA,
p- 3-85)).

Further, the PA recogmzes lmponant

sensitive endpoint. Consistent with the
evidence available in the last review,
the currently available evidence
continues to indicate that a standard
that provides requisite public health
protection against the occurrence of
such effects in at-risk populations
would also provide the requisite public
health protection against the full array
of health effects of Pb. Accordingly, the
discussion of the elements below is
framed by that background.
Indicator

The indicator for the current Pb
standard is Pb-TSP. Key considerations
in retaining this indicator in the last
review are summarized in section TL.A.1.
Exposure to Pb in all sizes of particles

uncertainties in our ing of through ambient air can
the relationship between ambient air Pb  contribute to Pb in blood and associated
rations and air-related Pb in health effects by a wide array of

children’s blood. The evidence newly
available in this review has not reduced
such key uncertainties. As in the last
review, air-to-blood ratios based on the
available evidence continue to vary,
with our conclusions based on the
current evidence generally consistent
with the range of 1:5 to 1:10 given
emphasis in the last review (73 FR
67002, November 12, 2008; ISA, section
3.7.4}. There continues to be uncertainty
regarding the exlsnt to whlch this range

exposure pathways (ISA, section 3.1).
These pathways include the ingestion
route, as well as inhalation (ISA, section
3.1), and a wide array of particle sizes
play a role in these pathways (ISA,
section 3.1.1.1). As at the time of the last
review, the PA recognizes the variability
of the Pb-TSP FRM in its capture of
airborne Pb particles (as discussed in
section 2.2.1.3.1 of the PA}. Asin the
last review, the PA also notes that an
nltamative approach for collection of a
ble range of

e relati
ambient air Pb and Pb in children’s
blood (derived from the full set of air-
related exposure pathways} and with
regard to its reflection of exposures
associated with ambient air Pb levels
common in the U.S. today and to
circumstances reflecting just meeting
the current Pb standard (ISA, section
3.7.4). The PA additionally notes the
significant uncertainty remaining with
regard to the temporal relationships of
ambient Pb levels and associated

parm:le sizes, mcludmg ultrn-coarue
particles, is not yet available.
Additionally, the limited available
information regarding relationships
between Pb-TSP and Pb in other size
fractions indicates appreciable variation
in this relationship, particularly near
sources of Pb emissions where
concentrations and potential exposures
are greatest. Thus, the PA concludes
that the information available in this
review does not address previously
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identified limitations and uncertainties
for the current indicator. Nor does the
newly available information identify
additional limitations or uncertainties.

The PA notes that the evidence
available in this review continues to
indicate the role of a range of air Pb
particle sizes in contributing to Pb
exposure {e.8., ISA, section 3.1.1.1) that
contributes to Pb in blood and
associated health effects. For example,
the evidence indicates larger particle
sizes for Pb that occurs in soil and
house dust and may be ingested as
compared to Pb particles commonly
occurring in the atmosphere and the
size fraction of the latter that may be
inhaled (ISA, section 3.1.1.1). Taken
together, the PA concludes that the
evidence cummly available reinforces
the of an indi for
the Pb standard that reflects a wide
range of airborne Pb particles.

Averaging Time and Form

Tbe averaging time and form of the
standard were revised in the last Pb
NAAQS review, based on
considerations summarized in section
11.A.1 above. The current standard is a
not-to-be-exceeded rolling 3-month
average (40 CFR 50.16), derived from
three monthly averages calculated in
accordance with the current data
handling procedures (40 CFR part 50,
Appendix R). The form is a maximum,
avaluated within a 3-year period {40
CFR 50.16). As at the tima of the last
review, the PA notes that evid

associated uncertainty, the available
evidence continues to provide support
for the decisions made in the last review
regarding these elements of the current
Pb standard.

Level

The level of the current standard is
0.15 pg/m3 (40 CFR 50.16). As described
in section I1.A.1 above, this level was
salected in 2008 with consideration of,
among other factors, an evidence-based
air-related IQ loss framework, for which
there are two primary inputs: Air-to-
blood ratios and C-R functions for blood
Pb-IQ response in young cbildren.
Additionally taken into considerstion
were the uncertainties inherent in these
inputs.®s Application of the framework
also entailed consideration of a
magnitude of air-related 1Q loss, whicb
as further described in section I1.A.1
above, is used in conjunction with this
specific framework in light of the
framework context, limitations and
uncertainties. Additionally, selection of
a level for the standard in 2008 was

Air-to-blood ratios and C-R functions
for blood Pb-1Q response in young
children. With regard to the former, the
PA concludes the limited newly
available information assessed in the
ISA, and discussed in section I1.C above,
to be generally consistent witb the
information in this area that was
available at the time of the last review.
The PA additionally recognizes the
variability and uncertainty associated
with quantitative air-to-blood ratios
based on this information, as also
existed in the last review. As in the last
review, factors contributing to the
variability and uncertainty of these
estimates are varied and include aspects
of the study populations (e.g., age and
Pb exposure pathways} and the study
circumstances (e.g., length of study
period and variations in sources of Pb
exposure during the study period). The
PA notes that the full range of estimates
associated with the available evidence is
wide and considers it appropriate to
nge emphasis to estimates pertaining to
cir closest to those in the

made in conj jon with decisions on
indicator, averaging time and form.
As an initial matter, the PA considers

U.S. today with regard to ambient air Pb
and children’s blood Pb concentrations,
while izing the limitations

the extent to which the evid based
air-related IQ loss framework which
informed tbe Administrator's decision
in the last review is supported by the
currently available evidence and
information. In so doing, the PA
recognizes the support provided by the
cummtly available evidence for the key
jons drawn in the last review

continues to support the importance of
periods on the order of 3 months nnd
the promi role of d i d
exposure pu!hways. with nncenainty
with ization of

bient

with regard to health effects of greatest
concern, at-risk populations, the
influence of Pb in ambient air on Pb in
children’s blood and the association
betwesn cbxldnan s blood Pb and

associated witb the available
information. With that in mind, the PA
considers the currently available
evidence to continue to support the
ranga of estimates for air-to-blood ratios
concluded in the last review to be most
appropriate for the current population
of young children in the U.S., in light
of the multiple air-related exposure
pathways by which children are
exposed and of the levels of air and
blood Pb commeon today. Identification
of this range also included

ion of the limitations

ive function

precise time pariods associating
air Pb with air-related health effects.
The PA ludes that rel factors

{eg. IQ) The PA nddmonnlly notes the

continue to be tbose pertaining to the
human physiological response to
changes in Pb exposures and those
pertaining to the response of air-related
Pb exposure pathways to changes in
airborne Pb. The PA concludes that the
newly available evidence in this review
does not appreciably improve our
understanding of the period of time in
which alr Pb concentrations would lead
to the health effects most at issue in this
review (PA, section 4.2.1). Newly
avallable evidence accordingly also does
not appreciably improve our
understanding of the period of time for
which control of air Pb concentrations
would protect against exposures most
pertinent to the health effects most at
issue in this review. Thus, while there
continue to be limitations in the
avidence to inform our ideration of

ity d with interpreting
the scientific evidence with regard to
specific levels of Pb in ambient air,
given the focus of the evidence on blood
Pb as the key biomarker of children’s
aggregate exposure. The nead to make
such interpretations in the face of the
associated complexity supported use of
the evidence-based framework in the
last review. In considering the currently
available evidence for the same
purposes in this review, the PA
ludes that the evid d

framework continues to pmvide a useful
tool for consideration of the evidence
with regard to the level of the standard.

The PA next turned to consideretion
of the primary inputs to the framework:

23 As discussed further below, tha Administrator
also considered the exposure/risk-basad
lnl'orm-uon. wh.lch ht lound to hl roughly

these elements of the standard and

of the
!r-nmvorl anhmm (73 FR 67004).

associated with the available
information and inherent uncertainties.
This range of air-to-blood ratios
included 1:10 at tbe upper end and 1:5
at the lower end. The PA further
recognizes that the limited evidence for
air Pb and cbildren’s blood Pb
concentrations closest to tbose in U.S.
today continues to provide support for
the Administrator’s emphasis in the
2008 decision on the relatively central
estimate of 1:7.

With regard to the second input to the
evidence-based framework, C-R
functions for the relationship of young
children’s blood Pb with neurocognitive

p (eg.1Qd }, the PA
considers several aspects of the
avidence. First, as discussed in section
11.B.3 above, the currently available
information continues to provide
evidence that this C-R relationship is
nonlinear across the range of blood Pb
levals from the higher concentrations
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more prevalent in the past to lower
concentrations more common today.
Thus, the PA continues to consider it
particularly appropriate to focus on the
evidence from studies with blood Pb
levels closest to those of today’s
population which, as in the last review,
includes studies with study group mean
blood Pb levels ranging roughly from 3
to 4 pg/dL in children aged 24 months
to 7 years (PA, Table 3-3). As discussed
in section ILB.3 above, this is also
consistent with the evidence currently
available for this age group of young
children, which does not include
additional C-R slopes for incremental
neurocognitive decrement with blood
Pb levels at or below this range. In
congidering whether this set of
functions continues to be well

in the conclusion on level for the new
standard in the last review and would
not appear to call into question any of
the basic elements of the standard. In so
doing, the PA nddmonnlly recogmzss

The descnpnon of overel!! confidence in
this ization of air-related risk is
based on consideration of the overall
design of the analysis (summarized in
section I1.D}, the degree to which key

that the overall deci y of
the current standard is a puhlxc health
policy judg by the Ad ator.

2.E /Risk-Based Considerations
inthe Policy Assessment

In consideretion of the issue of
adequacy of public health protection
provided by the current standard, the
PA also considered the quantitative
exposure/risk agsessment completed in
the last review, augmented as described
in sectmn II C above. The PA ytt

of variability are reflected in the
design of the analysis (summarized in
section 11.D.3), and our characterization
of key sources of uncertainty
{summarizad in section I1.D.3).

With regard to key sources of
uncertainty, the PA notes particularly
those affecting the precision of the air-
related risk estimates. Associated
sources of uncertainty include the
inability to simulate changes in air-
related Pb as a function of changes in

ial uncertainty i in the
REA estimatau of aib—rslnted risk
d with } d conditions just

supponad by the evidence, as
in the ISA (ISA, section 4.3.2), the PA
notes the somewhat wide range in
slopes encompassed by these study
groups, while also noting the stability of
the median. For example, omission of
any of the four slopes considered in the
last review does not appreciably change
the median (e.g., the median would
change from —1.75 IQ points per pg/dL
blood Pb to —1.71 or ~1.79). Thus,
while differing judgments might be
made with regard to inclusion of each
of the four study groups, these estimates
are generally supported by the current
review of the evidence in the ISA.

meeting the current standard, which we
have characterized as approximate and
falling within rough bounds.® This
approximate estimate of risk for
children living in such areas is generally
overlapping with and consistent with
the evidence-based air-related IQ loss
estimates described in section I1.A.1
above. The PA discussion witb regard to
interpretation of the exposure/risk
information for air quality conditions
associated with just meeting the current
standard is organized around two
questions, as summarized here (PA,
section 4.2.2).

In idering the level of confidence

Further, the stability of the median to
modifications to this limited dataset
lead the PA to conclude that the
currently available evidence continues
to support consideration of —1.75 IQ
points per ug/dL blood Pb as a well-
founded and stable estimate for
purposes of describing the
neurocognitive impact quantitatively on
this age group of U.S. children.

In summary, in considering the
evidence and information available in
tbis review pertaining to the level of the
current Pb standard, the PA notes that
the evidence available in tbis review, as
summarized in the ISA, continues to
support the air-related 1Q loss evidence-
based framework, witb the inputs that
were used in the last review. These
include estimates of air-to-blood ratios
ranging from 1:5 to 1:10, with a
generally central estimate of 1:7.
Additionally, tbe C-R functions most
relevant to blood Pb levels in U.S.
children today continue to be provided
by the set of four analyses considered in
the last review for which the median
estimate is —1.75 IQ points per pg/dL
Pb in young children’s blood. Thus, the
PA observed that the evidence available
in this review has cbanged little if at all
with regard to the aspects given weight

associated with estimates of air-related
risk generated for simulations just
meeting the current Pb standard, the PA
recognizes, as an initial matter, the
significant limitations and complexity
associated with the risk and exposure
assessments for Pb that are far beyond
those associated witb similar
assessments typically performed for
other criteria pollutants. In completing
the assessment, we were constrained by
significant limitations with regard to

bient air Pb in pathways
other than those mvolvmg inhalation of
ambient air and ingestion of indoor
dust. This contributes to the positive
bias of the upper bound for the air-
related risk estimates. The PA
additionally recognizes the significant
uncertainty associated with estimating
upper percentiles of the distribution of
air-related blood Pb concentration
estimates {and associated IQ loss
estimates) due to limitations in available
information. Lastly, the PA recognizes
the uncertainty associated witb
application of the C-R function at the
lower blood Pb levels in the
distribution; this relates to the limited
representation of blood Pb levels of this
magnitude in the dataset from whicb the
C-R function is derived (PA, section
4.2.2).

In the quantitative risk information
available in this review, we have air-
related risk estimates for simulations
just meeting the current standard from
one of the location-specific urban case
studies (Chicago) and from the
generalized (local) urban case study.
With regard to the latter, the PA notes
its simplified design tbat does not
include multiple exposure zones; thus
reducmg tha dimensjons simulated. f’l'lm
PA bl o

data and tools particular to the probl

at hand. Furtber, the multimedia and
persistent nature of Pb and the role of
multiple exposure pathways contribute
significant additional complexity to the
assessment as compared to other
assessments that focus only on the
inbalation patbway. As a result, the
estimates of air-related exposure and
risk are approximate, p d as

confidence in aspects of the generelized
{local) urban case study for the specific
situation we consider it to represent
{i.e., a temporal pattern of air Pb
concentrations that just meets the level
of the standard), and when the
associated estimates are characterized as
approximate, within upper and lower
bounds (as described above), wbile also

upper and lower bounds within which
wae consider air-related risk likely to fall.

s We note that the value of tha uppar bound is
influenced hy risk associated with expoaurs
pathways that were not varied with alternative
standard levels, @ modeling limitation wilh the
potential to contribute to overestimation of the
upper bound with uls quality scenarios involving
air Pb levels below current conditions for the study
aros (soe sections 3.4.4 and 3.4.7 above).

uncertamty
In consxdanng tha extent to Whlch the
t

upon just meeting lhe current Ph
standard are important from a public
health perspective, the PA considers the
nature and magnitude of such estimated
nsks (und attendant uncertainties),
such imy on the affe
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id a localized urban pop jon

population, and additionally

the sizs of the affected population. In
considering the quantitative risk
estimates for decrements in IQ, we
recognize that although some
neurocognitive effects may be trensient,
some effects may persist into adulthood,
affecting success later in life {ISA,
sections 1.9.5 and 4.3.14). The PA
additionally recognizes the potential
population imp of small ch in

exposed near the leve! of the

from the public on drafts of
these d L

such as a very small, compact
neighborhood near a source contributing
to air Pb concentretions just meeting the
standard. This case study provides
representation in the risk assessment for
such small populations at the upper end
of the gradient in ambient air
concentrations expected to occur near
thus estimates for this case

population mean values of metrics such
as IQ, presuming a uniform
manifestation of Pb-related decrement
across the range of population IQ (ISA,
section 1.9.1; PA, section 3.3).

As summarized in sections I1.D above,
limitations in modeling tools and data
affected our ability to develop precise
risk estimates for air-related Pb
exposure pathways and contributed
uncertainties to the risk estimates. The
results are approximate estimates which
we describe through the use of rough
upper and lower bounds within which
we estimate air-related risk to fall. We
have recognized a number of
uncertainties in the underlying risk
estimates from the 2007 REA and in the
interpolation approach employed in the
new analyses for this review. We have
charecterizad the magnitude of air-
related risk associated with the current
standard with a focus on median
astimales fur which we have

iably greater confid
estimates for outer ends of risk
distribution {see section 3.4.7 of the PA)}
and on risks derived using the C-R
function in which we have greatest
confidence (see sections 3.4.3.3.1 and
3.4.7 of the PA). These risk estimates
include estimates from the last review
for one of the location-specific urban
study area populations as well as
estimates newly derived in this review
based on interpolation from 2007 REA
results for the generelized (local) urban
case study, which is recognizad to
reflect a generalized high end of air-
related exposure for localized
populations. Taken together, these
results for just meeting the current
standard include a high-end localized
risk estimate for air-related Pb of a
magnitude falling witbin generel rough
bounds of 1 and 3 points IQ loss, with
attendant uncertainties, and with
appreciably lower risks with increasing
distance from the highest

than

study reflect exposures nearest the
standard being evaluated. While we do
not have precise estimates of the
number of young children living in such
areas of the U.S. today, we have
information that informs our
understanding of their magnitude. For
example, as summarized in section
11.B.5 above, the PA estimates some
2,700 children, aged 5 years and
younger, to be living in localized areas
with d air Pb ions that
are above or near the current standard.
Based on the 2010 census estimates of
approximately 24.3 million children in
the U.S. aged 5 years or younger, this
indicates the size of the population of
young children of this age living in
areas in close proximity to areas where
air Pb concentrations may be above or
near the current standard to be generally
on the order of a hundredth of a percent
of the full population of
correspondingly aged children.s? &
While these estimates pertain to the age
group of children aged 5 years and
younger, the PA additionally notes that
a focus on an alternative age range (e.g.,
through age 7}, while increasing the
number for children living in such
locations. wuu]d not be expected to

ly change the p

In their comments on the draft PA, the
CASAC concurred with staff’s overall
preliminary conclusions that it is
appropriate to consider retaining the
current primary standard without
revision, stating that *‘the current
scientific literature does not support a
revision to the Primary Lead (Pb)
National Ambient Air Quality Standard
(NAAQS)” (Frey, 2013b). They further
noted that “[a]lthough the current
review incorporates a substantial body
of new scientific literature, the new
literature does not justify a revision to
the standards because it does not
significantly reduce substantial data
gaps and uncertainties (e.g., air-blood Pb
relationsbip at low levels; sources
contributing to current population blood
Pb levels, especially in children; the
relationship between Pb and childhood
neurocognitive function at current
population exposure levels; the
relationship between ambient air Pb and
outdoor dust and surface soil Pb
concentrations).” In ition of these
limitations in the available information,
the CASAC provided recommendations
on research to address these data gaps
and uncertainties so as to inform future
Pb NAAQS reviews (Frey, 2013b).

The CASAC comments indicated
agmemems with key aspects of staff’s

ion of the exp /risk
mformntmn and currently available
evidence in this review (Frey, 2013b,
Consensus Response to Charge
Questions, p. 7).

The use of exposure/risk information from
the previous Pb NAAQS review appsars

' of
the full U.S. age group that the subset
represents.

3. CASAC Advice

In the current review of the primary
standard for Ph, the CASAC has
provided advice and recommendations
in their review of draﬂs of the ISA, of
the REA and of the

\pprop: given the absence of ngniﬁcam

new that could fu
change the interpretation of the expnsure/
risk mfun'nanon This interpretation is

ble given that infe i
the current standard is largely um:hanged
since the current standard was fssued.

The CASAC agrees that the adverse impact

of low levels of Pb axpnsure on

in
b ild,

draft PA. We have addmonully received

$7The arees included in this estimate where the
standard is currently exceeded are trested, for
presant purposes, as areas with air Pb
concentrations just meeting the current stiandard
and are included for purpases of this analysis {PA,
pp- 3-36 to 3-38). This is in light of the
for areas not in attai with the

T P
locations.

In considering the importance of such
risk from a public health perspective,
the PA also considers the size of at-risk
populations represented by the REA
case studies. As summarized in section
1.D.1 above (and described more fully
in the PA, section 3.4), the generelized
{local) urban case study is considered to

standard to aitain the standard es expeditiously as
practicabls, but no later than 5 ysars afler
designation.

Y remains the mast :emltive + health
endpoint, and that a primary Pb NAAQS
designed to protect against that effect will
offer satisfactory protection against the many
other health impacts associated with Pb
exposure.

The CASAC concurs with the draft PA that
the scientific findings pertaining to air-to~
blood Pb ratios and the C-R relationships
between blood Pb and childhood IQ
decrements that formed the basis of the
current Pb NAAQS remain walid and are
with current data.

o A second PA analysis, p in
of the potential for Lhe first analysis to under-
represent sites with elevated Pb concentrations, but
wilth its own atisndant uncatiainties, indicates the
potential for the population group in such areas to
be anly slightly larger, in terms of hundredths of
a percant of tha full population of children in this
aga group [PA, pp. 3-36 to 3-38, 4-25, 4-32).

9 As noted in section ILE.3 above, written
comments submitted to the sgency, as well as
transcripts and minutes of the public meetings held
in conjunction with CASAC’s raviews of documents
for the raview will be available in the dacket for
this rulemaking.
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The CASAC concurred with the

of the application of the
avidence-based framework from the last
Pb NAAQS review. Witb regard to the
key inputs to that framework, CASAC
concluded that “[t]he new literature
published since the previous review
provides further support for the health
effect conclusions presented in that
review’” and that the studies newly
available in this review “do not
fundamentally alter the uncertainties for
air-to-blood retios or C-R functions for
1Q decrements in young children” (Frey,
2013b, Consensus Response to Charge
Questions, p. 6).

The comments from CASAC aleo took
note of the uncertainties that remain in
this review, which contribute to the
uncertainties associated with drawing
conclusions regarding air-related
exposures and associated health risk at
or below the level of the current
standard, stating their agreement with
“the EPA conclusion that ‘theras is
appreciable uncertainty iated with

PA; the advice and recommendations
from CASAG; and public comments to
date in this review. In the di

identification of neurocognitive effects
in young children as the most sensitive
dpoi iated with Pb

below, the Administrator gives weight
to the PA conclusions, with which
CASAC has concurred, and takes note of
key aspects of the rationale presented
for those conclusions which contribute
to her proposed decision.

As an initial matter, the Administrator
takes note of the PA discussion with
regard to the complexity involved in
considering the adequacy of protection
in tbe case of the primary Pb standard,
which differs substantially from that
involved in consideration of the primary
NAAQS for other pollutants, for which
the limited focus on the inhalation
pathway is a relatively simpler context.
Additionally, while an important
component of the avidence bese for
most other NAAQS poliutants is the
availability of studies that have
investigated an association between
current ions of the poll

air and the of

The evidence, as summarized in the PA
and discussed in detail in the ISA,
continues to indicate that a standard
that provides protection from
neurocognitive effacts in young children
additionally provides protection for
other health effects of Ph, such as those
reported in adult populations. The
Administrator takes note of the PA
finding that application of the ewde‘nc&
sed, air-related IQ loss fr k,
developed in the last review, continues
to provide a useful approach for
considering and integrating the
evidence on ralationships between Pb in
ambient air and Pb in children’s blood
and risks of neurocognitive effects (for
which IQ loss is used es an indicator).
She additionally takes note of the PA
finding (described in section ILE.1
abovae) that the currently availahle
evidence bese, while somewhat

drawing conclusions regarding whether
there would be reductions in blood Pb
levels from alternative lower levels as
compared to tbe level of the current
standard’ " (Frey, 2013b, Consensus
Response to Charge Questions, p. 6).

Of the limited public

heslth effacts plausibly related to
ambient air exposure to that poll

ded since the last review, is not
apprecmbly expanded or suppomve of

the evidence base that suppor!s
conclusions in this review of the Pb

pp ly different 1 with
regard to air-te-blood retios or C-R
ions for

NAAQS includes most pr i ly
pidemiological studies f d on
ions of blood Pb levels in U.S.

received on this review to date that have
addressed adequacy of the current
primary Pb standard, all but one state
support for retaining the current
standard without revision, citing
uncertainties in the available evidence
and risk information. Tbe other
commenter expressed the view that the
standard should be revised to be more
restrictive given the evidence of Pb
effects in populations witb mean blood
Pb levels below 10 pg/dL.

4 Administrator's Pmposed
lusions on the Ad y of the
Currtmt Primary Standard

Based on the large body of evidence
concerning the health effects and
potential public healtb impacts of
exposure to Pb emitted into ambient air,
and taking into consideration the
attendant uncertainties and limitations
of the evidence, the Administrator
proposas to conclude that the current
primary standard provides the requisite
protection of public health, with an
adequate margin of safety and should be
retained.

In considering the adequacy of the
current standard, the Administrator has
carefully considered the assessment of
the available evidence and conclusions
contained in the ISA; the technical
information, including exposure/risk
informn(ion staﬁ conclusions, andh
in the

P

populations with health effacts
plausibly related to Pb exposures.
Support for conclusions regarding the
plausibility for ambient air Pb to play a
role in such findings derives, in part,
from studies linking Pb in ambient air
witb the occurrence of health effects.
However, such studies [datmg from the

in young children. She concurs with the
PA findings, summarized in section
TL.E.1 above, that application of this
framework, in light of the current
evidence and exposure/risk information,
continues to support a standard as
protective as the current standard.

In considering the nature and
magnitude of the array of uncertainties
that are inherent in the scientific

past or from other countries) invol

air Pb rations many
times greater than those that would
mest the current standard. Thus, in
considering the adequacy of the current
Pb standard, rather than considering
studies that have directly mvestigated
current jons of Pb in
air (including in locations where the
current standard is met) and the
occurrence of health effects, we
primarily consider the evidence for, and
risk estimated from, models, based upon
key relationships, such as those among
ambient air Pb, Pb exposure, blood Pb
and bealth effects. This evidence, with
its associated limitations and
uncertainties, contributes lo the EPA (]

i rsgardmg a relat

between ambient air Pb conditions
under the current standard and health
effacts.

With regard to the current evidence,
the Administrator first takes note of the
well-established body of evidence on
the health effects of Pb, augmented in
some aspects since the lest review,
whicb continues to support

id, and analyses, the
Administrator recognizes that our
understanding of the relationships
between the presence of a pollutant in
ambient air and associated health effects
is based on a broad body of information
encompassing not only more established
aspects of the evidence, but also aspects
in which there may be substantial
uncertainty. In the case of the Pb
NAAQS review, she takes note of the
recognition in the PA of increased
uncertainty in characterizing the
relationship of effects on 1Q with blood
Pb levels below those reprasented in the
evidence bese and in projecting the
magnitude of biood Pb response to

bient air Pb ions at and
below the level of the current standard.
The PA recognizes this increased
uncertainty, particularly in light of the
multiple factors that play a role in such
a projection (e.g., meteorology,
atmospheric dispersion and deposition,
buman physiology and behavior), each
of which carry attendant uncertaintias.
The Administrator recognizes that
collectively, these aspects of the
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evidence and associated uncertainties
contribute to a racognition that for Pb,
as for other pollutants, the available
health effects evidence generally reflects
a continuum, consisting of levels at
which scientists generally agree that
health effects are likely to occur,
through lower levels at which the
likelihood and magnitude of the
response become increasingly uncertain.

In making a judgment on the point at
which health effects essociated with Pb
become important from a public health
perspective, the Administrator has
considered the public health
significance of a decrament of a very
small number of IQ points in the at-risk
population of young children, in light of
associated uncertainties. She notes that
her judgment on this matter relates to
her consideretion of the IQ loss
estimates yielded by the air-related 1Q
loss evidence-based framework for
specific combinations of standard level,
air-to-blood retio and C-R function. In
considering the public health
significance of IQ loss estimates in
young children, the Administrator gives
weight to the comments of CASAC and
soms public commenters in the last
review which recognized a population
mean IQ loss of 1 to 2 points to be of
public health significance and
recommended that a very high
parcentage of the population be
protected from such a magnitude of IQ
loss {73 FR 67000, November 12, 2008).
In 80 doing, the Administrator
additionally notes that the EPA is aware
of no new information or new

y pted g r
criteria within the public health
community for interpreting public
health significance of neurocognitive
effects in the context of a decision on
adequacy of the current Pb standard
(PA, pp. 4-33 to 4-34).

With the objective identified by
CASAC in the 2008 review in mind, the
Administrator considers the role of the
air-related 1Q loss evidence-besed
framework in informing consideration

sources that contributed to elevated air
Pb concentrations that equal the current
laval of the standard). This is the subset
expected to experience air-related Pb
exposures at the high end of the
national distribution of such exposures.
The associated mean IQ loss estimate is
the average for this highly exposed
subset and is not the average air-related
1Q loss projected for the entire U.S.
population of children. Further, the
Administrator recognizes uncertainties
associated with those estimates, and
notes the PA conclusion that the
uncertainties increase with estimates
associated with successively lower
standard levels. The Administrator
additionally takes note of the PA
estimates for the size of such a
population, drawn from information on
numbers of young children (aged 5 years
or younger) living near monitors
registering ient P! ions

the level of the lowest blood Pb
subgroup of pre-school children in
which neurocognitive effects have been
observed {PA, Table 3~2; Miranda et al.,
2009) and well below the means of
subgroups for which continuous C-R
functions have been estimated (Table 1
above). The Administrator views such
an extension below the lowest studied
levels to be reasonable given the lack of
identified blood Pb level threshold in
the current evidence base for
neurocognitive effects and the need for
the NAAQS to provide a margin of
safety. She takes note, however, of the
PA finding that the framework IQ loss
estimates for standard levels lower than
the current standard level represent still
greater extrapolations from the current
evidence base with corresponding
increased uncertainty {PA, section 3.2,
Pp- 4-32 t0 4-33).

above or within 10 percent of the
NAAQS, which indicate it to be on the
order of one hundredth of one percent
of the U.S. population of children of this
age, with an upper bound of
ly four hund
pen:ent drewn from similar
demographic information based on
proximity to large Pb sources, as
identified using the NEI (PA, pp. 3-36
to 3-38). In summary, the current
avidence, as considered within the
conceptual and quantitative context of
the evidence-besed framework, and
current air monitoring information
indicates that the current standard
would be expected to satisfy the public
health policy goal recommended by
CASAC in the last Pb NAAQS review,
and CASAC did not provide a different
goal in the present review. Thus, the
evidence indicates that the current
standard provides protection for young
children from neurocognitive impacts,
including IQ loss, consistent with
advice from CASAC regarding IQ loss of
public health significance.
In drawing conclusions from
lication of the evid bi

hs of one

of standards that might be luded to
provide such a level of protection. In so
doing, she first recognizes, like the
Administrator at the time of the last
review, that the IQ loss estimates
produced with the evidence-based
framework do not correspond to a
specific quantitative public health
policy goal for air-related IQ loss that
would be acceptable or unacceptable for
the entire population of children in the
U.S. Rather, the conceptual context for
the evidence-besed framework is that it
provides estimates for the mean air-
related IQ loss of a subset of the
population of U.S. children (i.e., the
subset living in close proximity to air Pb

framework with regard to adequacy of
the current standard, the Administrator
further recognizes the degree to which
1Q loss estimates drawn from the air-
related IQ loss evidence-based
framework reflect mean blood Pb levels
that are below those reprasented in the
currently available evidence for young
children. For example, in the case of the
current standard level of 0.15 ug/m?,
multiplication by the air-to-blood ratio
of 1:7, the value that was the focus of
the last review and which the evidence
continues to support in this review,
yields a mean air-related blood Pb level
of 1.05 pg/dL. This blood Pb level is half

In idering application of the
evidence-besed framework in this
review with regard to the extent there is
support within the evidence for a
standard with greater protection, the
Administrator additionally takes note of
the uncertainties that remain in our
underslsnding of important aspacts of

ient air Pb exp and

health effects, as d)scusssd in the PA
(PA, Chapter 3) and summarized in
sactions I1.B and I1.C above. With regard
to the air-to-blood ratios that reflect the
relationship between concentrations of
Pb in ambient air and air-related Pb in
children’s blood, she particularly notes
the limitations and uncertainties
identified in the ISA and PA with regard
to the available studies and the gaps and
uncertainties in the evidence base.
These include gaps and uncertainties
with regard to studies that have
investigsted such quantitative
relationships under conditions
pertaining to the current standard (e.g.,
in localized areas near air Pb sources
whers the standard is just met in the
U.S. today), as well as with regard to
avidence to inform our understanding of
the quantitative aspects of relationships
betwean ambient air Pb and outdoor
soil/dust Ph and indoor dust Pb. These
critjcal exposure pathways are also
repr d in the evid d air-
related 1Q loss framework wﬂhm the
estimates of air-to-blood ratios. In light
of these uncertainties and limitations in
the evidence base, the Administrator
gives weight to the PA conclusion of
greater unoertaimy with regard to

ions of
Pb in ambient air and air-related Pb in
children’s blood, and with ragard to
estimates of the slope of the C-R
function of neurocognitive impacts (IQ
loss} for application of the framework to
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lavels below the current standard, given
the weaker linkage with existing
evidence as discussed in the PA (PA,
sections 3.1, 3.2 and 4.2.1).

With respect to exposure/risk-based
conmderntlom. as in the last review, the
Ad notes the lexity of
the REA modeling analyses and the
associated limitations and uncertainties.
Based on consideration of the risk-
related information for conditions just
meeting the current standard, the
Administrator takes note of the
attendant uncertainties, di d in

estimates for lower air Pb
concentrations. Inherent in the
Administrator’s conclusions are public
bealth policy judgments on the public
bealth implications of the blood Pb
levels and risk estimated for air-related
Pb under the current standard,
including the public health significance
of the Pb effects being considered, as
waell as aspects of the use of the
evidence-based framework that may be
considered to contribute to the margin
of safety These pubhc health policy
related to

detail in the PA (PA, sections 3.4 and
4.2.2}, while finding that the
quantitative risk estimates, witb a focus
on those for the generalized (local)
urban case study, are “roughly
consistent with and generally
supportive” of estimates from the
evidence-based air-related IQ loss
framework. She further takes note of the
PA finding of increasing uncertainty for
air quality scenarios involving air Pb
concentrations increasingly below the
current conditions for each case study,
due in part to modeling limitations that
derive from uncertainty regarding
relationships between ambient air Pb
and outdoor soil/dust Pb and indoor
dust Ph (PA, sections 3.4.. 3. 1 and 3.4.7).
Based on the above ions

the appmpriats degree of public health
protection that should ba afforded to
protect against risk of neurocognitive
effects in at-risk populations, such as 1Q
loss in young children, as well as with
regard to the appropriate weight to be
given to differing aspects of the
evidence and exposure/risk information,
and how to consider their associated
uncemimhes Based on these

ions and the jud,

relationships between air Pb
concentrations and blood Pb levels and
associated health effects are amplified
with ideration of ingly lower
air concentrations. In so doing, she takes
note of the PA conclusion, with which
CASAC has agreed, that based on the
current evidence, there is appreciable
uncertainty associated with drawing
conclusions regarding whether there
would be reductions in blood Pb levels
and risk to public health from
alternative lower levels of the standard
as compared to the level of the current
standard (PA, pp. 4-35 to 4-36; Frey,
2013b, p. 6). The Administrator judges
this uncertainty to be too great for the
current evidence and exposure/risk
information to provide a basis for
revising the current standard. Thus,
besed on the public health policy
judgments described above, including
the weight given to uncertainties in the
evidence, the Administrator proposes to

identified here, the Administrator
concludes that the current standard
provides the requisite protection of
public health with an adequate margin
of safety, including protection of at-risk
populations, such as young children
living near Pb emissions sources where

and with consideration of advice from
CASAC, the Administrator reaches the
conclusion that the current body of
evidence, in combination with the
exposure/risk information, supports a
primary standard as protective as the
current standard. Based on
consideration of the evidence and
exposure/risk information available in
this review with its attendant
uncertainties and limitations and
information that might inform public
health policy judgments, as well as
advice from CASAC, including their
concurrence with the PA conclusions
that revision of the primary Pb standard
is not warranted at this time, the
Admini further ludes that it
is appropriate to consider retaining the
current standard without revision.
The Administrator bases these

9

proposed conclusjons on i ion

bient concentrations just meet the
standard.

In reaching this conclusion with
regard to the adequacy of public health
protection afforded by the existing
primary standard, the Administrator

izes that in blishing primary
standards under the Act that are
requisite to protect public bealth with
an adequate margin of safety, she is
seeking to establish standards that are
neither more nor less stringent than
necessary for this purpose. The Act does
not require that primary standards be set
at a zero-risk level, but rather at a level
that avoids unacceptable risks to public
health, even if the risk is not precisely
identified as to nature or degree. The
CAA requirement that primary
standards provide an adequate margin
of safety was intended to address
uncertainﬁss associated with

of the health effects evidence, including
consideration of this evidence in the
context of the evidence-based, air-
related IQ loss framework, and with
support from the exposure/risk
information, recognizing the
uncertainties attendant with both. In so
doing, she takes note of the PA
description of the ities and

lusive scientific and technical
information available at the time of
standard setting, as described in section
1.A above. This requirement was also
intended to provide a reasonable degree
of protection from hazards that research
bas not yet identified.

1ude that the current standard
should be retained, without revision.
The Administrator solicits comment on
tbis conclusion.

I11. Rationale for Pr d Decision on
the Secondary Standard

This section presents information
relevant to the rnnonnle for !he
Admini to
retain the exmmg secondary Pb
dard, which as d d more fuily
balow, is besed on a thorough review in
the ISA of the latest scientific
information, generally publisbed
through September 2011,7° on
ecological or waelfare effects associated
with Pb and pertaining to the presence
of Pb in the ambient air. This proposal
also takes into account: (1) The PA’s
staff assessments of the most policy-
relevant information in the ISA and staff
analyses of potential ecological
exposures and risk, upon which staff
conclusions regarding appropriate
considerations in tbis review are based;
(2) CASAC advice and
recommendations, as reflected in
discussions of drafts of the ISA and PA
at public meetings, in separate written
comments, and in CASAC's letters to
the Administrator; and (3) public
comments received during the
of these doc either
in connection with CASAC meetings or
separately.

In this the Admini '8

propoaed conclusion lhat the currenl
d provides the requisite

limitations in the evidence base
associated with reaching conclusions
regarding the magnitude of risk
associated with the current standard, as
well as the increasing uncertainty of risk

protection and that a more restrictive
standard would not be requisite
additionally recognizes that the

78[n addition to ths review's opening “call for
information” (75 FR 8934), “literature searches
were conducted routinely to identify studies
published sinca the last review, focusing on studies
published from 2006 (close of Lhe previous
scientific assessment] through September 2011”

“that were for inclusion

uncertainties and limitations
with the many aspects of the estimated

and
or actually cited in this [SA can be found at http:/
hero.epa.gov/lead” (ISA, p. 1-2).
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Section ITL.A provides beckground on
the general approach for review of the
secondary NAAQS for Pb, including a
summary of the approach used in the
last review (section III.A.1) and the
general approach for the current review
(section ITLA.2). Section IT1.B
summarizes the body of evidence on

Paper assessment of the policy-relevant
information contained in the 2006 CD
and the screening-level ecological risk
assessment (2006 REA; USEPA, 2007b),
the advice and dations of

conclusion that there was the potential
for adverse ecological effects under the
previous standard.
In our approach here, we focus on
ideration of the extent to which a

CASAC (Henderson 2007a, 2007b,
20084, 2008h), and public comment.
In the pmvxous review, the Staff Paper

ecological or welfare effects

luded, based on lab y studies

with Pb exposures, focusing on
consideration of key policy-relevant
questions, and section IT1.C summarizes
the axposure/risk information in this
review. Secnon mD presents the
Admini

on adequacy of the current standard,
drawing on both ewdence—based and

and current media concenlmlions ina
wide range of locations, that it seemed
likely that adverse effects were
occurring from ambient air-related Ph,
particularly near point sources, under
the then-current standard (73 FR 67010,
November 12, 2008). Given the limited
data on Pb effects in ecosystems, and

d uncertainties, such as those

Irisk-b iderations
(secnons m D.1), and advice from
CASAC (section IT.D.2).

A. Generul Approach

The past and current approaches
described below are al] based most
fundamentally on using the EPA’s
assessment ot the current scientific
evidence and previous quantitative
analyses to inform the Administrator's
judgment with regard to the secondary
standard for Pb. In drswmg concluslons
for the Admini ion
with regard to the secondsry standard,
we note that the final decision on the
adequacy of the current secondary Pb
standard is largely a public weifare
policy judgment to be made by the
Administrator. The Administrator's
final decision must draw upon scientific
information and analyses about welfare
effects, exposure and risks, as well as
judgments about the appropriate
response to the range of uncertainties
that are inherent in the scientific

with regard to factors such as the
presence of multiple metals and historic
environmental burdens, it was at the
time, as it is now, necessary to look at

broader body of scientific evidence is
now available that would inform
decisions on either the potential for
adverse effects to ecosystems under the
current standard or (he ability to sel a
more ecologically

standard than was feas)bla in the
previous review. In considering the
scientific and technical information in
sactions ILB and I1.C below, as in the
PA, we draw on the ecological effects
evidence presented in detail in the ISA
and aspects summarized in the PA,
along with the informauon associated
with the screeni I ris

also in the PA. In section ITL.D below,
we hnve takan into account both

evidence of Pb effects on org: and
extrapolate to ecosystem effects. Taking
into account the available evidence and
current media concentrations in a wide
range of locations, the Administrator
concluded that there was potential for
adverse effects ocmmng under the

then-current dard; h there

ev d and risk-based
consxderauans framed by a series oi
policy-rel questions p; d in

the PA. These questions generally
discuss the extent to which we are able
to better characterize effects and the
likelihood of adverse effects in the
environment under the current

were insufficient data to provide a
quantitative basis for setting a secondary
standard different from the primary (73
FR 67011, Novembar 12, 2008).
Therefore, citing a general lack of data
that would indicate the appropriate
level of Pb in environmental media that
may be associated with adverse effects,
as well as the comments of the CASAC
Pb panel that a significant change to
current air concentrations {e.g., via a
significant change to the standard) was
likely to have significant beneficial

evxdence and analyses. Thu approach is  effects on the magmlude of Pb

with the requi of the in the env the
NAAQS provisions of the Act. These secondary standard was revised to be
provisions require the Admini to with the revised pnmary

establish a secondary standard that, in
the judgment of the Administrator, is
“requisite to protect the public welfare
from any known or anticipated adverse
effects associated with the presence of
the pollutant in the ambient air.” In so
doing, the Administrator seeks to
astablish standards that are neither more

standard (73 FR 67011, N b

dard. Our hto idering
these issues recogmzes that the
available welfare effects evidence
generally reflects laboratory-based
avidence of toxicological effects on
specific organisms exposed to
concentrations of Pb. 1t is widely
recognized, however, that
environmental exposures from
atmospherically derived Pb are likely to
be lower than those commonly assessad
in laboratory studies and that studies of
exposures similar to those in the

envi are often panied by
significant confounding and modifying
factors (e.g., otber metals, acidification),
mcrensmg our uncertainty about the
likelibood and de of

2008).

2, Approach for the Current Review
Our approach for reviewing the

current secondary standard takes into

consideration the approaches used in
the last Pb NAAQS review and involves

and ecosystem responses.
B. Welfare Effects Information

Welfare effects addressed by the
secondary NAAQS include, but are not
limited to, effects on soils, water, crops,
vegetnlion mnnmnde materials,

dd g key poli

nor less stringent than y for this
purpose.
1. Approach in the Last Review

In the last review, completed in 2008,
the current secondary standard for Pb
was set equal to the primary standard
(73 FR 66964, November 12, 2008). As
summarized in sections I.C and ILA.1
above, the primary standard was
substantially revised in the last review.
The 2008 decision considered the body
of evidence as assessed in the 2006 CD
(USEPA, 2006a) as well as the 2007 Staff

queshons in hghl of currently available
scientific and technical information. In
evaluating whether it is spproprme to
consider retaining the current y

life, her, visibility and
climate, damage to and deterioration of
property, and hazards to transportation,
as well as effects on economic values

Pb dard, or wbether id

and on p fort and wellbeing.

of revision is appropriate, we have
adopted an approach in this review that
builds on the general approach from the
last review and reflects the body of
evidence and information now
available. As summarized above, the
Administrator's decisions in the
previous review were based on the

This d i key aspects of
the current evidence of Pb—related
welfare effects that are assessed in the
ISA and the 2006 CD, drawing from the
summary of policy-relevant aspects in
the PA (PA, section 5.1},

Lead has been demonstrated to have
harmful effects on reproduction and
development, growth, and survival in
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many species as described in the
assessment of the evidence available in
this review and consistent with the
conclusions drawn in the last review
(ISA, section 1.7; 2006 CD, sections
7.1.5 and 7.2.5). A number of studies on
ecological effects of Pb are newly
available in this review and are
critically assessed in the ISA as part of
the full body of evidence. The full body
of currently available evidence reaffirms
conclusjons on the array of effects
recognized for Pb in the last review
(ISA, section 1.7}. In so doing, in the
context of pollutant exposures
considered relevant the ISA
determines 7! that causal 72 or likely
causal 73 relationships exist in both
freshwater and terrestrial ecosystems for
Pb with effects on reproduction and
development in vertebrates and
invertebrates; growth in plants and
invertebrates; and survival in
vertebrates and invertebrates {ISA, Table
1-3). In drawing judgments regarding
causality for the criteria air pollutants,
the ISA places emphasis on “‘evidence
of effects at doses {e.g., blood Pb
concentration) or exposures (e.g., air
ations) that are rel to, or
somewhat above, those currently
experienced by the population.” The
ISA notes that the “‘extent to which
studies of higher ations are

one or two orders of magnitude above

current levels” (ISA, pp. Ix to Ixi}.
Although considerable uncertainties

are ized in lizing effects

in the ISA, “[t/he amount of Pb in
ecosystems is a result of a number of
inputs and it is not currently possible to
1 ine the contribution of

observed under pnrhculnr, small-scale
conditions, up to the ecosystem level of
biological organization, the ISA
determines that the cumulative
evidence reported for Pb effects at such
higher levels of biological organization
and for endpoints in single species with
direct relavance to population and
acosy"stem level effects (i.e.,

p ion, growth,
survival) is to jude that a

atmospherically-derived Pb from total
Pb in terrestrial, freshwater or saltwater
systems" (ISA, section 6.5). Further,
considerable uncertainties also remain
in drawing conclusions from effects
evidence observed under laboratory
conditions with regard to effects
expected at the ecosystem level in the
environment. In many cases it is
difficult to charecterize the nature and

causal relationship is likely to exist
between Pb exposures and community
and ecosystem-level effects in
freshwater and terrestrial systems {ISA,
section 1.7.3.7).

Thbe ISA also pmsents evidence for
saltwater ecosy luding that

itude of effects and to quantify
relationships between ambient
concentrations of Pb and ecogystem
due to the of
multiple stressors, variability in field
conditions, and differences in Pb
b)oavmlnblhty at that level of

current evidence is i quate to make

{ISA, section 6.5). In

causality determinations for most
population-level responses, as well as
community and ecosystem effects, while
finding the evidence to be suggestive
linking Pb and effects on reproduction
and development in marine
invertebrates (ISA, Table 1-3, sections
6.3.12 and 6.4.21).

As in prior reviews of the Pb NAAQS,
this review is focused on tbose effects
most pertinent to ambient air Pb

Given the reductions in

considered varies . . . but generally
includes those with doses or exposures
in the range of one to two orders of
magnitude above current or ambient
conditions.” Studies ‘“‘that use higher
doses or exposuras may also be
considered . . . [t]hus, a causality
determination is based on weight of
evidence evaluation for health,

ambient air Pb concentrations over the
past decades, these effects are generally
those associated with the lowest levels
of Pb exposure that have been
avaluated. Additionally, we recognize
the limitations on our ab\llty to dmw
lusions about env

exposures from ecological studies of
orgnmsm-lsvel effects, as most studies
were in labx

ecological or welfare effects, fi ing on
the evidence from exposures or doses
generally ranging from current levels to

71 Since the last Ph NAAQS review, the [SAs,
which have replaced CDs in documenting each
review of the scientific evidence (or air quality
citeria), employ a systematic frmmework for
weighing the evidence and describing associated
conclusions with rqud 1o causality, using

“causal” with
relevant exposure, “likely" 10 be a causal
relationship, svidence is ““suggestive” of a causal
relationship, “inadequate” evidence to infer a
causal relationship, and “not likely" to be a causal
relationship (ISA, Preamble}.

which may not accurately rapmsam
field conditions or the multiple

y, the ISA ludes that

““{r]ecent information available since the -

2006 Pb AQCD, includes additional
field studies in both terrestrial and
aquatic ecosy , but the !
between air concentration and

acosy exposure i to be
poorly charecterized for Pb and the
contribution of atmospheric Pb to
specific sites is not clear” (ISA, section
6.5).

Tt is also important to consider the
fate and transport of both current Pb and
Pb emitted in the past. It is this past
legacy of Ph that was cited as a
significant source of uncertainty in the
last review. Tbe extensive history of Pb
uses in developed wuntriau pled
with at b
has left a legacy of Pbin ecoaystemn
globally (e.g., 2006 CD, sections 2.3.1
and 7.1; 1977 CD, section 6.3.1).
Records of U.S. atmospheric emissions
of Pb in the twentieth and late
nineteemb centunes bave been

variables that govern exposure.

The relati bient air
Pband ecoaynem response is important
in making the connection between
current emissions of Pb and the
potential for adverse ecological effacts.

d in sedi cores (PA,
section 2.3; ISA, section 2.6.2; Landers
et al., 2010). Once deposited, Pb can be
mnsponed hy stormwater runoff or

The limitations in the data available on
this subject for tbe last review were
significant. There is no new evidence
since the last review tbat sub ially

and nearby
waler bodxes or nomd in soil layers in
forested areas, its further movement
influenced by soil or sediment

ition and ch v and

improves our understanding of the

relati between ambient air Pb and

72In thet a causal rel; hip exists
for Pb with specific ecological or welfare affects, the
EPA has concluded that “[e}vidence is sufficient to
conclude that there is s causal relationship with
relevant pollutant exposures (i.e.. doses or
axposures generally within one to two orders of
magnitude of current levals)” {ISA, p. lx.\i)

710 ining a likely cansal hi
exists for Pb with specific ecological or welfare
effects, the EPA has that i

measurable eoologlcal effects. As stated
in the last review, the role of ambient air
Pb in contributing to ecosystem Pb has
been declining over the past several
decades. It remains difficult to
apportion exposure between air and
olbar sources to inform our

sufficient 10 conclude that there is a likely ﬂuld
associstion with relevant pollutant exposurss . . .
but uncertalnties remain” (ISA, p. Ixii).

of the potential for
omsystem effects that might be
d with air emi . As noted

pbysical processes. Some new studies
are available that provide additional
information, briefly summarized below,
on Pb cycling, flux and retentjon within
terrestrial and aquatic systems. This
new information does not
fundamentally change our
ugdershmdmg from !he last mwew of

P!

in ecosystems over time but rether
improves our understanding of some of
the underlying processes and
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mechanisms in soil, water and
sediment. There is little new
information, however, on fate and
transport in ecosystems specifically
related to air-derived Pb (ISA, section
2.3}. There is limited newly available
information with regard to the timing of
ecosystem recovery from bistoric
atmosphaeric deposition of Pb (ISA,
sections 2.3.2.4 and 2.3.3.3).

Overell, recent studies in terrestrial
ecosystems provide deposition data
consistent with deposition fluxes
reported in the 2006 CD and
demonstrate consistently that
atmospheric deposition of Pb has
decreased since the phase-out of leaded
on-road gasoline (PA, section 2.3.2.2;
ISA, section 2.3.3). Follow-up studies in
several locations at high elevation sites
indicate little changa in soil Ph
concentrations since the phase-out of
leaded onroad gasoline in surface soils,
wns)s(em with the high mlenhon

d with
mlcmbial activity at lower temperatures
associated with high elevation sites.
However, amounts of Pb in the surface
soils at some lower altitude sites wers
reduced over the same time period in
the same study (ISA, section 2.3.3). New
studies in the ISA also enhance our
understanding of Pb sequestration in
forest soils by providing additional
information on the role of leaf litter as
a Pb reservoir in some situations and the
effect of litter decomposition on Pb
distribution (ISA, section 2.3.3).

Recent research on Pb trensport in
aquatic systems has provided a large
body of observations confirming that
such transport is dominated by colloids
rich in iron and organic material (ISA,
section 2.3.2). Recent research on Ph
flux in sediments provides greater datail
on resuspension processes than was
available in the 2006 CD, including
research on resuspended Pb largely
associated with organic material or iron
and manganese particles and research
on lhs importnm role played by anoxic
or depl oxygen env
cycling in aquatic systems. This newer
research is consistent with prior
evidence in indicating that appreciable
resuspension and release from
sediments largely occurs during discrete
events related to storms. It has also
confirmed that resuspension is an
important process that strongly
influences the lifetime of Pb in bodies
of water. Finally, there have been
advances in understanding and
modeling of Pb partitioning between
organic material and sediment in
aquatic environments (ISA, section

2.7.2).
The bioavailability of Pb is also an
important component of understanding

the effects Pb is likely to have on
organisms and ecosystems (ISA, section
6.3.3). It is the amount of Pb that can
intaract within the organism that leads
to toxicity, and there are many factors
which govern this interaction {ISA,
sections 6.2.1 and 6.3.3). The
bxoavmlnblhly of metals vanau widely
ding on the ph
and biologica] condmonu under which
an organism is exposed (ISA, section
6.3.3). Studies newly available since the
last Pb NAAQS review provide
additional insight into factors that
influence the bioavailability of Pb to
specific organisms {ISA, section 6.3.3}.
In general, this evidence is supportive of
previous conclusions and does not
identify significant new variables from
thosa identified previously. Section
6.3.3 of the ISA provides a detailed
discussion of bicavailability in
terrestrial synems Wi!h mgard to
aquatic sy of

L

uptake and elimination of Pb vary
widely among aquatic species.

There is a substantial amount of new
evidence in this review regarding the
ecological effects of Pb on individual
terrestrial and aquatic species with less
new information available on marine
species and ecosystems. On the whole,
this evidence supports previous
conclusions that Pb has effects on
growth, reproduction and survival, and
that under some conditions these effects
can be adverse to organisms and
ecosystems. The ISA provides evidence
of effects in additional species and in a
few cases at lower 8Xposures than
reported in the previous review, hut
does not substantially alter our

d ding of the ecologi
endpoints affected by Pb from the
previous review. Looking beyond

ism-level evidence, the evidence
of adversity in natural systems remains
sparse due to the difficulty in
ining the effects ofmnfoundms

bioavailability in f is
provided in sections 6.4.3 and 6.4.4 of
the ISA, and section 6.4.14 of the ISA
discusses bioavailability in saltwater
systems.

In terrestrial systems, the amount of
hioavailahle Pb present determines the
impact of soil Pb to a much greater
extent than does the total amount
present (ISA, section 6.3.11). In such
ecosystems, Pb is deposited either
directly onto plant surfaces or onto soil
where it can bind with organic matter or
dissolve in Ppore water. The Ph dissolved
in pore water is particularly bioavailabl

factors such as co-occurring metals or
system characteristics that influence
bioavailability of Pb in field studies.
The following paragraphs summarize
the information presented in this review
for terrestrial, aquatic and marine
systems.

With regard to terrestrial ecosystams,
recent studies cited in this review

previous Ilusions about the

effects of Pb, namely that increasing soil
Pb concentrations in areas of Ph
contamination (e.g., mining sites and
mdustnal sites) cen cause dscraasea in

to organisms in the soil and, therefore,
the impact of this Pb on the ecosystem
is potentially greater than sofl Pb that is
not in pore water {ISA, section 6.3.11).

In aquatic systems ss in terrestrial
systems, the amount of Pb bioavnilahle
to i is a better predi

Y,
and function. Previous reviews have

also reported on effects on bird and
plant communities (2006 CD, section
AX7.1.3). The shifts in bacterial species
and fungal diversity have been observed
near long-established sources of Pb

effect on organisms than the ovemll
amount of Pb in the system. Once
atmospherically derived Pb enters
surface water bodies through deposition

ination (ISA, section 6.3.12.7).
Most recent evidence for Pb toxicity to
terrestrial plants, invertebrates and

or runoff, its fate and bi ilability are
influenced by many water quality
charecteristics, such as pH, suspended
solids levels and organic content (ISA,
section 6.4.2). In sediments,
bioavailability of Pb to sediment-
dwelling organi may be infl d
by the presence of other metals,
sulfides, iron oxides and manganese
oxides and also by physical disturbance
(ISA, section 2.6.2). For many aquatic
organisms, Pb dissolved in the water
column can be the primary exposure
route, wbile for others sediment
ingestion is significant (ISA, section
2.6.2). As recognized in the 2006 CD
and further supported in the ISA, there
is a body of evidence showing that

verteb is from singl ies assays
in laboratory nudles which do not
the y of hi ilahility

and other modifiers of effect in natural
systems (ISA, section 6.3.12.7). Further,
models that might account for modifiers
of bioavailability have proven difficult
to develop (ISA, p. 6-16).

Evidence presented in the ISA and
prior CDs demonstrates the toxicity of
Pb in aquatic ecosystems and the role of
many factors, including Ph speciation
and various water chemistry properties,
in modifying toxicity {ISA, section
1.7.2}. Since the 2006 CD, additional
evidence for community and ecosystem
leve] effects of Pb is available, primarily
in microcosm studies or field studies
with other metals present (ISA, section
6.4.11). Such evidence described in
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previous CDs includes alteration of
pmda(or-prey dynamics, spec:eu

rich species ition, and
bmdivannty New studies available in
this review provide evidence in
additional habitats for these community
and ecological-scale effects, specifically
in aquatic plant communities and
sediment-associated communities at
both acute and chronic exposures
involving concentrations similar to
those previously reported (ISA, section
6.4.7). In many cases, it is difficult to
characterize the nature and magnitude
of effects and to quantify relationships
between ambient concentrations of Pb
and ecosystem response due to
existenca of multiple ecosystem-level
stressors, variability in field conditions,
and differences in Pb bioavailability
(ISA, sections 1.7.3.7 and 6.4.7).
Additionally, the degree to which air
concentrations have contributed to such
effects in freshwater ecosystems is
largely unknown.

With regard to evidence in marine
ecosystems, recently available evidence
on the toxicity of Pb to marine algae
augments the 2006 CD findings of
variation in sensitivity across marine
species. Recent studies on Pb exposure
include reports of growth inbibition and
oxidative stress in a few additional
species of marine algae (ISA, section
6.4.15). Recent literature provides little
new evidence of endpoints or effects in
marine invertebrates beyond those
reported in the 2006 CD. For example,
some recent studies strengthen the
evidence presented in the 2006 CD
regarding negative effects of Pb
exposure on marine invertebrates (ISA,
section 6.4.15.2). Recent studies also
identify several species exhibiting
particularly low sensitivity to high acute
exposures (ISA, section 6.4.15.2). Little
new evidence is available of Pb effects
on marine fish and mammals for
reproductive, growth and survival
endpoints that are particularly relevant
to the population level of biologi
orgamnnon and bigber (ISA, secuon
6.4.15). New studies on org

During the last review, the 2006 CD
assassed the available information on
critical loads for Pb (2006 CD, section
7.3). This information included
publications on methods and example
applications, primarily in Europe,
specific to the bedrock geology, soil
types, vegetation, and bistoricai
deposition trends in each European
country (2006 CD, p. E~24), with no
analyses available for U.S. locations
{2006 CD, sections 7.3.4-7.3.6). As a
result, the 2006 CD mncluded that

“Icl

before critical load estimatea can be
formulated for ecosystems extant in the
United States™ (2006 CD, p. E-24).

For this current review, newly
available evidence pertaining to critical
loads analysis includes limited recent
research on consideration of
biocavailability in characterizing Pb
effect concentrations or indices and on
modeling approaches to incorporate
chemistry effects on Pb speciation and
bioavailability {ISA, sections 6.3.7 and
6.4.8). With consideration of this
information and the four critical load
analysis studies newly available in this
review (none of which are for U.S.
ecosystems), the ISA does not modify
the conclusions noted above from the
2006 CD (ISA, sections 6.1.3, 6.3.7 and
6.4.8). In summary, the new information
in this review does not appreciably
change our evidence base or further
inform our understanding of critical
loads of Pb, including critical loads in
sensitive U.S. ecosystems.

There is no new evidence since the
last revlew that substantially i improves

our ding of the relati
between ambient air Pb and measurable
ecologicai effects. As stated in the last
review, the role of ambient air Pb in
contributing to ecosystem Pb has been
dsclining over the past several decades.
It remains difficult to apportion
exposure between air and other sources
to better inform our und. ding of

due to the of
multiple stressors, variability in field
conditions, and differences in Pb
bioavailability at that level of
organization (ISA, section 6.5). In
summary, the ISA concludes that
“[r]lecent information available since the
2006 Pb AQCD, includes additional
field studies in botb terrestrial and
aquatic ecosystems, but the connection
between air concentration and
ecosystem exposure continues to be
poorly characterized for Pb and the
contribution of atmospheric Pb to
specific sites is not clear” (ISA, section
6.5).

C. Si y of Risk A
Information

The risk assessment information
available in this review and summarized
here is based on the ecreaning-level risk
assessment performed for the last
raview, described in the 2006 REA, 2007
Staff Paper and 2008 notice of final
decision (73 FR 86964, November 12,
2008), as considered in the context of
the evidence newly available in this
review {PA, section 5.2). As described in
the REA Planning Document, careful
consideration of the information newly
available in this review, with regard to
designing and implementing a full REA
for this review, led us to conclude that
performance of a new REA for this
review was not warranted (REA
Planning Document, section 3.3). Based
on their consideration of the REA
Planning Document analysis, the
CASAC Pb Review Panel generally
concurred with the conclusion that a
new REA was not warranted in this
raview (Frey, 2011b). Accordingly, the
risk/exposure information considered in
this review is drawn primarily from the
2006 REA as summarized below (PA,
section 5.2 and Appendix SA; REA
Planning Document, section 3.1).

‘The 2006 screening-level assessment
d on estimating the potential for

£

the potential for ecosystem effoc!s that

ecological risks associated with

might be iated with air exp to Pb emitted into
As noted in the ISA, “[t}he amount of ambient air (PA, section 5.2; 2006 REA,
Pbin y is a result of a number  section 7}. A national-scale screen was

effects from Pb in saltwater ecosys!amn
(ISA, section 6.4.15} provide httle
evidence to inform our und of

of inputs and it is not currently possible
to determme the contrlbutiou of
1

linkages among atmospheric b
concentrations, ambj

ived Pb from total
Pbin tsrrssu-lnf freshwater or saltwater

saltwater systems and such aﬁects or to
inform our conclusions regarding the
likelihood of adverse effacts under
conditions associated with the current
NAAQS for Pb. Nor does the currently
available evidence indicate significantly
different exposure levels from the
previous review at which ecological
systems or receptors are expected to
experience effects.

** (ISA, section 8.5). Further,
conmdurnble uncertainties also remain
in drawing conclusions from evidence
of effects observed under laboratory
conditions with regard to effects
expected at the ecosystem level in the
environment. In many cases it is
difficult to characterize the nature and
magnitude of effects and to quantify
lationships between ambi

concentrations of Pb and ecosystem

used to evaluate surface water and
sediment monitoring locations across
the U.S. for the potential for ecological
impacts that might be associated with
atmospheric deposition of Pb (2006
REA, section 7.1.2). In addition to the
national-scale screen {2006 REA, section
3.6), the assessment involved a case
study approach, with case studies for
areas surrounding a primary Pb smelter
{2006 REA, section 3.1) and a secondary
Pb smelter {2006 REA, section 3.2), as
well as a location near a non-urban
roadway (2006 REA, section 3.4). An
additionaf case study, focused on
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ion of pherically
denvad Pb effacts on an ecologlcally
vul Ot Hub Brook
Experimental Fomst), was identified
{2006 REA, section 3.5). The Hubbard

case study facility were
(2008 REA, Appendix B). In addmon,
this facility, which closed in 2013, had
been emitting Pb for many decadss,

rations. For other jocations, a
lack of nearby nonair sources indicated
a potential role for air sources to
contribute to observed surface water Pb

Brook Experimental Forest (HBEF), in
the White Mountain Nauonal Forest,
near North Wood New H hi

ding some seven des prior to rations. Additionally, these
establishment of any Pb NAAQS such cuncentmnons may have been
that it is likely air ions infl d by Pb in ded

d with the facility were

was selected as a fourth case smdy
because of its location and its long
record of available data on
concentration trends of Pb in three
media {air or deposition from air, soil,
and surface water). The HBEF case
study was a qualitative analysis
focusing on a summary review of the
literature, without new quantitative
analyses {2006 REA, Appendix E}. For
the other three case studies, exposure
concentrations of Pb in soil, surface
water, and/or sediment concentrations
were estimated from available
monitoring data or modeling analysis
and then compared to ecalogical
screening benchmarks (2006 REA,
section 7.1).

In interpreting the results from the
2006 REA, the PA considers newly
available evidence that may inform
interpretation of risk under the now
current standard (PA, section 5.2}.
Factors that could alter our
interpretation of risk would include
new evidence of barm at lower
concentrations of Pb, new linkages that
enable us to draw more explicit
conclusions as to the air contribution of
environmental exposures, and new
methods of interpreting confounding
factors that were largely uncontrolled in
the previous risk assessment. In general,
howaever, the key uncertainties
identified in the last review remain
today.

The results for the ecological
screening assessment for the three case
studies and the national-scale screen for
surface water and for sediment in the
last review indicated a potential for
adverse effects from ambient Pb to
multiple ecological receptor groups in
terrestrial and aquatic locations.
Detailed descriptions of the location-
specific case studies and the national
screening assessment, key findings of
the risk assessment for each, and an
interpretation of the results with regard
to past air conditions can be found in
the 2006 REA. In considering the
potential for adverse welfare effects to
result from levels of air-related Pb that
would meet the current standard, the
findings of the 2008 REA, as
summarized in the PA, are di

q

substantial relative to the 1978 NAAQS,
which it exceeded at the time of the last
review. At the time of the last review
and also since the adoption of the
current standard, concentrations
monitored near this facility have
exceeded the level of the applicable
NAAQS {2007 Staff Paper, Appendix
2B-1; PA, Appendices 2D and 5A).
Accordingly, this case study is not
informative for considering the
likelihood of adverse welfare effects
related to Pb from air sources under air
quality conditions associated with
meeting the current Pb standard.

The secondary Ph smelter case study
location continues to emit Ph, and the
county where this facility is located
does not meet the current Pb dard

sadiments and may reflect contribution
of Pb from erosion of soils with Pb
derived from historic as well as current
air emissions.

The most useful case study to the
current review is that of the Vulnerable
Ecosystem Case Study located in the
HBEF. This case study was focused on
consideration of information which
included a long record (from 1976
through 2000} of available data on
concentration trends of Pb in three
media (air or deposition from air, soil,
and surface water). While no
quantitative analyses were performed, a
summary review of literature published
on HBEF was developed. This review
indicated: (1} Atmospheric Pb inputs do
not directly affect stream Pb levels at

(PA, Appendices 2D and 5A). Given the
exceedances of the current standard,
which likely extend back over 4 to 5
decades, this case study also is not
informative for considering the
likelibood of adverse welfare effects
related to Pb from air sources under air
quality conditions associated with
meeting the current Pb standard.

The locations for the near-roadway
non-urban case study are highly
impacted by past deposition of gasoline
Pb. It is unknown whether current
conditions at these sites exceed the
current Pb standard, but, given evidence
from the past of Pb concentrations near
highways that ranged above the
previous (1978) Pb standard (1986 CD,
section 7.2.1), conditions at these
locations during the time of leaded
g very likely ded the
current standard. Similarly, those
conditions likely resulted in Pb
deposition associated with leaded
gasoline that exceeds that being
deposited under air quality conditions
that would meet the current Ph
standard. Given this legacy,
consideration of the potential for
environmental risks from levels of air-
related Pb associated with meetmg the

HBEF b d ited Pb is almost
entirely retained i in the soil profile; and
(2) soil horizon analysis results showed
Pb to have become more concentrated at
lower soil depths over time, with the
soil serving as a Pb sink, appreciably
reducing Pb in pore water as it moves
through the soil layers to streams
(dissolved Pb concentrations were
reduced from 5 pg/L to about 5 ng/L
from surface soil to streams). As a result,
the HBEF studies concluded that the
contribution of dissolved Pb from soils
to streams was insignificant (2006 REA,
Appendix E). Further, atmospheric
input of Pb, based on bulk precipitation
data, was estimated to decline
substantially from the mid-1970s to
1989; forest floor soil Pb concentrations
between 1976 and 2000 were also
estimated to decline appreciably {2006
REA, sections E.1 and E.2). In
considering HBEF and other terrestrial
sites with Pb burdens derived primarily
from long-range atmospheric transport,
the 2006 CD found tbat “{d)espite years
of elevated atmospheric Pb inputs and
elevated concentrations in soils, there is
little evidence that sites affected
primarily by long-range Ph transport
have expenenced significant effects on

current Pb dard in these | is
h\g_ ly uncertain.
be extent to which past air
emissions of Pb have contributed to
surface water or sediment Pb
ations at the locations

below.
While the contribution to Pb
ions from air as

q

to

nonair sources is not quan(iﬁa(i. air
emissions from the primary Pb smelter

identified in the national scale surface
water and sediment screen is unclear.
For some of the surfaca water locations,
nonair sources likely contributed
significantly to the surface water Ph

structure or function” (2008
CD p AX7-98). The explanation
suggested by the 2006 CD for this
finding is “{llow concentrations of Pb in
soil solutions, the result of strong
complexation of Pb by soil organic
matter” (2006 CD, p. AZX7-98)}. While
more recent 8oil or stream data on Pb
concentrations are not available, we find
it unlikely, given the general evidence
for air Pb emissions and concentration
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declines over the past several decades
(e.g., PA, Figures 2-1, 2-7 and 2-8), that
conditions would have worsened from
those on which these conclusions were
drawn (e.g., s0il data through 2000).
Therefore, this information suggests that
the now-lower ambient air
concentrations associated with meeting
the current standard would not be
expected to directly impact stream Pb
levels.

With regard to new evidence of Pb
effects at lower concentrations, it is
necessary to consider that the evidence
of adversity due specifically to Pb in
natural systems is limited, in no small
part because of the difficulty in
determining the effects of confounding
factors such as multiple metals and
modifying factors influencing
bioavailability in field studies.
Modeling of Ph-related exposure and
risk to ecological receptors is subject to
a wide array of sources of both
variability and nncenamly Vanubllny
is {ated wit
habitat types, physical and chemical
characteristics of soils and water that
influence Pb bioavailability and
terrestrial and aquatic community
composition. Lead uptake rates by
invertebrates, fish, and plants may vary
by species and season. For wildlife,
variability also is associated with food
ingestion rates by species and season,
prey selection, and locations of home
ranges for foraging relative to the Pb
contamination levels {USEPA, 2005b).

There are significant difficulties in
quantifying the role of air emissions
under the current standard, which is
significantly lower than the previous
standard. As recognized in the PA, Pb
deposited before the standard was
enacted remains in soils and sediments,
complicating interpretations regarding
the impact of the current standard;
bistoric Pb emitted from leaded gasoline
usage continues to move slowly through
systems along with more recently
deposited Pb and Pb derived from
nonair sources {PA, section 1.3.2). The
results from the location-specific case
studies and the surface and sedi

support the conclusions from the
previous review regarding key aspects of
the acological effects evidence for Pb
and the effects of

{including decreases in species
diversity, loss of vegetation, changes to
community composition, primarily in
soil microbes and plants, decreased

with levels of Pb occm-nng in ecological
media in the U.S. The EPA’s
concluuionu in this regard are based on

ion of the of the
currently avajlable evidence in the ISA,
particularly with regard to key aspects
summarized in the PA.

In considering the welfare effects
evidence with respect to the adequacy
of the current standard, tbe PA
considers the array of evidence newly
assessed in the ISA with regard to the
degree to which this evidence supports
conclusions about the effects of Pb in
the environment that were drawn in the
last review and the extent to which it
reduces previously recognized areas of
uncertainty. Further, the PA considers
the current evidence and associated
conclusions about the potential for
effects to occur as a result of the much
lower ambient Pb concentrations
allowed by the current d

growth of vegetation, and increased
numbser of invasive species) have been
demonstrated near smelters, mines and
other industries that have released
substantial amounts of Pb, among other
materials, to the environment (ISA,
sections 6.3.12 and 6.4.12). As noted in
the PA, however, our ability to
characteriza the role of air emissions of
Pbin conlnbuhng to lheas sffecu is

of

releases to other media and of other
pollutants. Co-released poilutants
include a variety of other heavy metals,
in addition to sulfur dioxide, which
may cause toxic effects in themselves
and may interact with Pb in the
environment, contributing uncertainty
to characterization of the role of Pb from
ambient air with regard to the reported
affects (PA, section 5.1). These
uncsnamnes limit our ability to draw

¥y
standard (set in 2008} than those
allowed by the prior standard, which
was the focus of the last review. These
considerations, as discussed below,
inform the Administrator’s conclusions
regarding the extent to wbich the
evidence supports or calls into question
the adequacy of protection afforded by
the current standard.

The range of effects that Pb can exert
on terrestrial and aquatic organisms
indicated by information available in
the current review is summarized in the
1SA {ISA, sections 1.7, 6.3 and 8.4} and
largely mirrors the findings of the
previous review {PA, section 5.1). The
integrated synthesis contained in the
1SA conveys how effects of Pb can vary
with species and life stage, duration of
exposure, form of Pb, and media
charecteristics such as soil and water
chemistry. A wide range of organism
effects are recognized, including effects
on growth, development {particularly of
the nervous system) and reproductive
success (ISA, sections 6.3 and 6.4). Lead
is mcogmzad to dmnbule from the air

screen performed in the last review are
difficult to interpret in light of the
current standard and are largely not
useful in informing judgments of the
potentia) for adverse effects at lavels of
deposition meeting the current
standard.

D. Conclusions on Adequacy of the
Current Secondary Standard

1 Endsnur and Risk-Based
ions in the Policy A

The current evidence, as discussed
more fully in the PA, continues to

into mul envi 1 media, as
summarized in section LD above,
contributing to multiple exposure
pathways for acological receptors. As
discussed in section 5.1 of the PA, many
factors affect the bioavailability of Pb to
receptors in terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems, contributing to diff

regarding the extent to
which Ph-related effects may be
associated with ambient air cundniom
that would meet the current standard.
The role of historically emitted Pb
poses additional complications in
addressing this question, as discussed in
the PA (PA, section 1.3.2). The vast
majority of Pb in the U.S. environment
today, particularly in terrestrial
ecosystems, was deposited in the past
during the use of Pb additives in
gasoline (2008 CD, pp. 2-82, AX7-36 to
AX7-38, AX7-98; Johnson et al., 2004},
although contributions from industrial
activities, including metals industries,
have also been documented {ISA,
section 2.2.2.3, Jackson et al., 2004). The
gasoline-derived Pb was emitted in very
large quantities (2006 CD, p. AX7-96
and ISA, Figure 2-8) and predominantly
in small sized particles which were
widely dispersed and transported across
large distances, within and beyond the
U.S. (ISA, section 2.2). As recognized in
the PA, bistorical records provided by
sediment cores in various environments
document the substantially reduced Pb
deposilion (auociated wi!h reduced Pb
) in many | (PA,
sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.3.2; ISA, section
2.2, ‘l) AsPhis persmenl in the
em lhass | past
envi 1 are exp d to
generally dommale current nonair
media

between laboratory-assessed toxicity
and Pb toxicity in these ecosystems, and
challenging our consideration of
environmental impacts of Pb emitted to
ambient air.

There is very limited evidence to
relate specific ecosystem effects with
current ambient air concentrations of Pb
through deposition to terrestrial and
aquatic ecoayulems and subsequem

of d d Pb through the

In studies in a variety of Y )
adverse ecosystem-level effects

env; (e.g., soil, sedi , water,
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organisms). The potential for ecosystem
effects of Pb from atmospheric sources
under conditions meeting the current
standard is difficult to assess due to
hmmmom on the svmlsblhty of

ion to fully ch
dlslnbulion of Pb from the atmospham
into ecosystems over the long term, as
well as limitations on information on
the biocavailability of atmospherically
deposited Ph (as affected by the specific
characteristics of the receiving
ecosystem). Therefore, while
information available since the 2006 CD
includes additional terrestrial and
aquatic field studies, *‘the connection
between air concentration and

and

potanml for welfare effects continues to
be poorly characterizad for Pb” (ISA,
section 6.5). Such a connection is even
harder to characterize with respect to
the current standard than it was in the
last review with respect to the previous,
much higher, standard.

The current evidence also continues
to support conclusions from the last
review with regard to interpreting the
risk and exposure results. These
conclusions are besed on consideration
of the screening-lavel ecological risk
assessment results from the last review
as described in the 2006 REA and
summarized in the notice of final
rulemaking (73 FR 87009, November 12,
2008) and in light of the currently
available evidencs in the ISA (PA,
section 5.2). As noted in section IL.C
abovae, the results from three of the four
case studies and from the national
screens are largaly not useful in
informing judgments of the potential for
adverse effects at lavels of deposition
associated with conditions that meet the
current standard. The Vulnerable
Ecosystem Case Study at the HBEF is
mora illustrative with regard to the
current review and, accordingly, is
given primary consideration. The EPA
concluded that atmospberic Pb inputs of
the past did not directly affect stream Pb
levels at HBEF because deposited Pb is
almost entirely retalned in the soil
profile and tbat tbere was “little
avidence that sites affected primarily by
long-range Pb transport [such as this
one] have experienced slgmﬁcanl aﬂ'ecu
on acosystem structure or functi

conclude that the 1978 standard was not
providing adequate protection to
ecosystems and, when considered with
regard to air-related ecosystem
exposures likely to occur with air Pb
levels that just meet the now-current
standard, additionally does not provide
evidence of adverse affects under the
current standard.
2. CASAC Advice

In the current review of the secondary
standard for Pb, the CASAC has
provided advice and recommendations
in their review of drafts of the ISA, of
the REA Planning Documem nnd of lhs

3. Administrator's Proposed
Conclusions on the Adequacy of the
Current Standard

Based on the evidence and risk
assessment information that is available
in this review concerning the ecological
effects and potential public welfare
impacts of Pb emitted into ambient alr
the Admini to
that the current sscondnry standard
provides the requisite protection of
public welfare from adverse effects and
should be retained.

In considering the adequacy of the
cun'cnt nandnrd the Administrator has
of the

draft PA. We have additi
comments from the public on dmﬁs of
these documents.”

d the
available evidence and conclusions
contained in the ISA; lhe llaff

of and

In their advice and
conveyed in the context of their review
of the draft PA, the CASAC agreed with
staff’s preliminary conclusions that the
available information since the last
review is not sufficient to warrant
revision to the secondary standard
(Frey, 2013b). On this subject, the
CASAC letter said that *[o]veral], the
CASAC concurs with the EPA that the
current scientific literature does not
support a revision to the Primary Lead
(Pb} National Ambient Air quality
Standard (NAAQS) nor the Secondary
Pb NAAQS" (Frey, 2013b, p. 1). The
CASAC also recognized the many
uncertainties and data gaps in the new
scientific literature and recommended
that research be performed in the future
to address these limitations (Frey,
2013b, p. 2).

Given the existing scientific data, the
CASAC concurs with retaining the current
secondary standard without revision.
However, the CASAC also notes that
hnpomm research gaps nml;‘!n For axnmprlu

the policy-relevant technical
information, including screening-lavel
risk information, presented in the PA;
the advice and recommendations from
CASAC; and public comments to date in
this review. In the discussion below, the
Administrator gives weight to the PA
conclusions, with which CASAC has
concurred, and takes note of key aspects
of the rationale presented for those
conclusions which contribute to her
proposed decision.

The Administrator notes the
conclusion in the PA that the body of
evidence on the ecological effects of Pb,
expanded in some aspecis since the last
review, continues to support
identification of ecological effects in
organisms relating to growth,
raproduclinn nnd survival as the most
d with Pb
exposure. In ‘consideretion of the
appreciable influence of site-specific
environmental characteristics on the
bioavailability and toxicity of

remain
the primary standard'’s indicator, level,
averaging time, and form for the d

standard. Other areas for additional nuur{:h
to address data gaps and uncertainty include
developing a critical loads approach for U.S.
conditions and a mult-media approach to

account for legacy Pb and contributions from
different sources. Addreasing these gups may

env 1 Pb in our
hare the PA noted the lack of studies
d under conditions closely

reflecting the natural environment. The
currently available evidence, while
somewhat expanded since the last
review, does not include evidence of
significant effects at lower

require tion of the
standard in future assessments.
The very few publxc comments
mcexvad on this review to date that have
d y of the current

(2006 CD, p. AX-98). We further note
here that, as conditions are unlikely to
have worsened since those on which
those conclusions were based, we find
it likely that current ambient air
concentrations do not directly impact
stream Pb levels under air quality
conditions associated with meeting the
now-current standard.

Tbe available risk and exposure
information continues to be sufficient to

secondary Pb standard indicate support
for retaining the current standard

ions or evidence of higher
level ecosystem effects beyond those
reported in the last review. There
continue to be significant difficulties in
interpreting effects evidence from
laboretory studies to the natural
environment and linking those effacts to

without revision, generally gr g the
secondnry standard with their similar
view on the primary standard.

74 All written comments submitted to the agency
will be available in 1he docket for this rulsmaking,
us will be transcripts and minutes of the public
moetings hald in conjunction with CASAC's review
of drafis of the PA, the REA Planning Document
and the ISA.

bient air Pb ions. Further,
the PA notes that the EPA is aware of
no new critical loads information that
would inform our interpretation of the
public welfare significance of the effects
of Pb in various U.S. ecosystems (PA,
section 5.1). In summary, while new
research bas added to the understanding
of Pb biogeochemistry and expanded the
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list of organisms for which Pb effects
have been described, the PA notes there
remains a significant lack of knowledge
about the potential for adverse effects on
public welfare from ambient air Pb in
the envi and the that

1V. Statutery and Executive Order
Reviews
Additional information about these
statutes and Executive Orders can be
found at http.//www2.epa.gov/laws-
latione/] 4 ive-ord:

occur from such air-derived Pb,
particularly under conditions meeting
the current standard {PA, section 6.2.1).
Thus, the scientific evidence presented
in detail in the ISA, inclusive of that
newly available in this review, is not
substantively changed, most particularly
with regard to the adequacy of the now
current standard, from the information
that was available in and supported the
decision for revision in the last review
(PA, section 6.2.1).

With respect to /risk-based

8 ers.

A. Executive Order 12866: Regult

Order 13175. This action does not
change existing regulations. It does not
have a substantial direct effect on one or
more Indian Tribes, since Tribes are not
obligated to adopt or implement any
NAAQS. The Tribal Authority Rule
gives Tribes the opportunity to develop

Planning and Review and Executive i
Order 13563: Improving Regulation and
Regulatory Review

This action is not a significant
regulatory action and was, therefore, not
submitted to the Office of Management
and Budget for review.

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

This action does not impose an
ion collection burden under the

iderations, the PA izes the
complexity of interpreting the previous
risk assessment with regard to the
ecological risk of ambient air Pb
associated with conditions meeting the
current standard and the associated
limitations and uncertainties of such
assessments. For example, the location-
specific case studies as well as the
nationa) scresn conducted in the last
review reflect both current air Pb
deposition as well as past air and nonair
source contributions (PA, section 6.3).
The Administrator takes note of the PA
conclusion that the previous assessment
is consistent with and generally
supportive of the evidence-based
conclusions about Pb in the
environment, yet the limitations on our
ability to apportion Pb between past and
Ppresent air contributions and between
air and nonair sources remain
significant.

In the Ad i '8 ideration
of the information available in this
review of the Pb secondary standard,
she gives weight to the PA conclusi

Paperwork Reduction Act. There are no
information collection requirements
directly associated with revisions to a
NAAQS under section 109 of the CAA
and this action doas not propose any
revisions to the NAAQS.
C. Regulatory Flexibility Act

1 certify that this action will not have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act.
This action will not impose any
requirements on small entities. Rather,
this action proposes to retain, without
revision, existing national standards for
allowable concentrations of lead in
ambient air as required by section 109
of the CAA. See also American Trucking
Associations v. EPA. 175 F.3d at 1044
45 (NAAQS do not have significant
impacts upon small entities because
NAAQS tbemselves impose no
regulations upon small entities).

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
Thm actiou does not contain any

that the currently available evidence
and exposure/risk information do not
call into question the adequacy of the
current standard to provide the requisite
protection for public welfare {(PA,
saction 6.3). In so doing, she also notes
the advice from CASAC in this review,
including that “[gliven the existing
scientific data, the CASAC concurs with
retaining the current dary standard

as describad in the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act, 2
U.5.C. 1531-1538 and does not
significantly or uniqualy affact small
governments. This action imposes no
enforceable duty on any state, local or
tribal governments or the private sector.

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism
Thiu action does not have federalism

without revision.” In light of these and
the above considerations, the
Administrator finds that the currently
available information does not call into
question the adequacy of the current
standard to provide the requisite
protection for public welfare and,
accordingly, reaches the conclusion that
it is appropriate to retain the current
secondary standard without revision.
The Admini solicits on
this conclusion.

lications. It will not have substantial
direct effects on the states, on the
relationship between the national
government and the states, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government.

F. Executive Order 13175: Ce I

and imf CAA programs such as
the Pb NAAQS but it leaves to the
discretion of the Tribe whether to
develop these programs and which
programs, or appropriate eiements of a
program, they will adopt. Thus,
Executive Order 13175 does not apply
to this action.

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
and Safety Risks

This action is not subject to Executive
Order 13045 because it is not
aconomically significant as defined in
Executive Order 12866. Tbe health
effects evidence and risk assessment
information for this action, which
focuses on children in addressing the at-
risk population, is summarized in
sections IL.B, I1.C and 11.D, and
described in the ISA and PA, copies of
which are in the puhlic docket for this
action.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution or Use

Tbis action is not subject to Exacutive
Order 13211, because it is not a
significant regulatory action under
Executive Order 12866.

L National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act

This rulemaking does not involve
technical standards.

]. Executive Order 12898: Federal
Actions To Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations

The EPA believes that this action will
not have disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental
effects on minority, low-income or
indigenous populations. The action
proposed in this notice is to retain
without revision the existing NAAQS
for Pb based on the Administrator’s
conclusion that the existing standards
protect public health, including the
health of sensitive groups, with an
adequate margin of safety. As discussed
earlier in this preamble (see section 11),

and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

This action does not have tribal
implications, as specified in Executive

the EPA exp the
available information regarding health
effects among at-risk populnnonn in

hing the prop: ision that the
existing standards are requisite.
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K. Determination Under Section 307(d}

Section 307(d)(1)(V) of the CAA
provides that the provisions of section
307(d} apply to “such other actions as
the Administrator may determine.”
Pursuant to section 307(d)(1)(V), the
Administrator determines that this
action is subject to the provisions of
section 307{d).
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acknowledges that further refinements
1o the listed species assessment will be
completed in future revisions and
requests public comment on specific
areas that will reduce the uncertainties
associated with the characterization of
risk to listed species identified in the
current assessment. The buman health
risk assessment includes all uses of
sulfur, including gas cartridges. The
most recent ecological risk assessment
includes all uses except gas cartridges.
A separate ecological risk assessment for
gas cartridge uses was conducted in
2010 and can be found in the sulfur
registration review docket.

* Triflumizole. The registration
review docket for triflumizole (EPA-
HQ-OPP-2006—0115) opened in the
Federal Register issue of March 28,
2007 (72 FR 14548) (FRL-8118-3}.
Triflumizole is a broad spectrum,
imidazole fungicide (group 3) that
inhibits ergosterol biosynthesis in fungi.
1t is registerad for use on a variety of
agricultural crops, ornamentals in
greenhouses/shade houses, interior
scapes, and Christmas trees/conifers on
nurseries and plantations. It is also
registered for use as a pre-plant
pineapple seed treatment. The Agency
has conducted a human health risk
assessment for dietary (food and
drinking water), residential and
occupetional exposure pethways. The
Agency has also conducted a

quantitative ical risk

or information during the comment
period. The Agency may, at its
discretion, consider data or information
submitted at a later date.

o The data or information submitted
must be presented in a legible and
useahle form. For example, an English
translation must accompany any
material that is not in English end a
written transcript must accompany any
information suhmilled as an
audi hic or vid hic record.
Written material may be submitted in
paper or electronic form.

o Submitters must clearly identify the
source of any submitted data or
information.

* Submitters may request the Agency
to reconsider data or information that
the Agency rejected in a previous
review. However, submitters must
explain why they believe the Agency
should reconsider the data or
information in the pesticide’s
registration review.

As provided in 40 CFR 155.58, the
registration review docket for each
pesticide case will remain publicly
accessible through the duration of the
registration review / process; that is, until
all actions d in the final d
on the registration review case have
been completed.

List of Subjects
Environmental protection,
o onh 1of :

Ac

which includes a screening-level listed
species assessment. EPA acknowledges
that further refinements 1o the listed
species will be pleted in
future revisions and requests public
comment on specific areas that will
reduce the uncertainties associated with
the characterization of risk to listed
species identified in the current
assessment.

1. Other related information.
Additional information on these
pesticides is available on the chemical
pages for these pesticides in Chemical
Search hnp.//www epa. gov/pesnmdes/

h, and in each

Fluazi . Hexythiazox, Pesticides and

pests, Quinclorac, Sulfur, Triflumizole.
Dated: June 19, 2013.

Michael Goodis,

Acting Director, Pesticide Re-Evaluation

Division, Office of Pesticide Programs.

[FR Doc. 201315304 Filed 6-25-13; 8:45 am)

SRLNG CODE 6500-80-P

individual docket listed in Table 1. in
Unit I11. Information on the Agency's
registration review program and its
implementing regulation is availahle at
http://www.epa. gov/oppsrrdl/
registration_review.

2. Information submission
requirements. Anyone may submit data
or information in response to this
document. To be considered during a
pesticide’s registration review, the
submitted data or information must
meet the following requirements:

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

{FRL-9627—4]

Integ <ol A for
Lead

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of availability.

DATES: The document will be available
on or around June 26, 2013.

The “I 38
Assessment for Lead” will be made
available primarily through the Internet
on the NCEA home page under the
Recent Additions and Publications
menus at http://www.epa.gov/ncea. A
limited number of CD-ROM or paper
copies will be available. Contact Ms.
Marieka Boyd by phone: 919-541-0031;
fax: 919-541-5078; or email:
boyd.marieka@epa.gov to request either
of these, and please provide your name,
your mailing address and the document
title, “'1 d Science A for
I.Aed" (EPAIBOO/R—IDIWSF) to facilitate
processing of your request.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
technical information, contact Dr. Ellen
Kirrane, NCEA; telephone: 919-541—
1340; facsimile: 918-541-2985; or
email: Kirrane.ellen@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFOAMATION:

Background

Section 108 (a) of the Clean Air Act
directs the Administrator to identify
certain pollutants, wbich among other
things, ““cause or contribute to air
pollution which may reasonahly be
anticipated to endanger public bealtb or
welfare” and to issue air quality criteria
for them. These air quality criteria are
1o “accurately reflect the latest scientific
knowledge useful in indicating the kind
and extent of all identifiable effects on
public health or welfare which may be
expected from the presence of le]
pollutant in the ambient air.

Under section 109 of the Act EPA is
then to estahlish NAAQS for each
pollutant for which EPA has issued
criteria. Section 109 (d) of the Act
subsequently requires periodic review
and, if appropriate, revision of existing
air quality criteria to reflect advances in
scientific knowledge on the effects of
the pollutant on pubhlic health or
waelfare. EPA is also to periodically
review and, if appropriate, revise the
NAAQS, based on the revised air quality
criteria,

Pb is one of six “criteria’ pollutants
for which EPA has established NAAQS.
Periodically, EPA reviews the scientific
basis for these sumderds by prepanng

: EPA is ing the
eveilab)lny of a ﬁnal document mled

Lead™ [EPAISOO/R—ID/MSF) The
document was prepared by the National
Center for Environmental Assessment
(NCEA) within EPA’s Office of Resaarch

« To ensure that EPA will id
data or information submitted,
interested persons must submit the data

and Develop as part of the raview
of the national ambient air quality
standards (NAAQS) for lead (Pb).

an
(fom\erly called an Air Quality Cnterle
Document). The ISA provides a concise
review, synthesis, and evaluation of the
most policy-relevant science to serve as
a scientific foundation for the review of
the NAAQS. The Clean Air Scientific
Advisory Committea (CASAC}, an
independent science advisory
committes whose review and adviso:
functions are mandated by Section 109
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(d) (2} of the Clean Air Act, is charged
(among other things) with independent
scientific review of EPA’s air quality
criteria.

On February 26, 2010 (75 FR 8934),
EPA formally initiated its current
review of the air quality criteria for Pb,
requesting the submission of recent
scientific information on specified
topics. Soon after, a science policy
workshop was held to identify key
policy issues and questions to frame the
review of the Pb NAAQS (75 FR 20843).
Drawing from the workshop
discussions, a draft of EPA’s “Integrated
Review Plan for the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards for Lead” (EPA/
452/D-11/001) was developed and
made available in March 2011 for puhlic
comment and was discussed hy the
CASAC Pb Review Panel (CASAC
panel) via a publicly accessible
teleconference consultation on May 5,
2011 (76 FR 20347, 76 FR 21346). The
final Integrated Review Plan was
released in December 2011 (76 FR
76972) and is available at http.//www.
epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pb/s_pb_
2010_pd.htmi.

As part of the science assessment
phase of the review, EPA beld a
workshop in December 2010 to d

ISA (78 FR 938). Subsequently, on June
4, 2013, the CASAC provided a
consensus letter for their review to the
Administrator of the EPA (http://
) /sab/sabproduct.nsf/0/

39A3C8177D869EA085257B800
06C7684/$File/EPA-CASAC-13-004+
unsigned.pdf). The letters from CASAC,
as well as public comments received on
the ISA drafis can be found in Docket
ID No. EPA-HQ-ORD-2011-0051.

EPA has considered comments by the
CASAC panel and by the public in
prepering this final ISA.

Dated: June 18, 2013.

Abdel M. Kadry,

Acting Director, National Center for
Environmental Assessment.

IFR Doc. 201315144 Filed 6-25-13; 8:45 am]
BALLNG CODE $560-50-P

o Mail: OPP Docket, Environmental
Protection Agency Docket Center (EPA/
DC), {28221T), 1200 Pennsylvania Ave.
NW., Washington, DC 20460—-0001.

Submit written withdrawal request by
mail to: Information Technology and
Resources Management Division
(7502P), Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmenta) Protection Agency, 1200
Pennsylvania Ave. NW., Washington,
DC 20460-0001. ATTN: Michael
Yanchulis.

e Hand Delivery: To make special
arrangements for hand delivery or
delivery of boxed information, please
follow the instructions at http//
www.epa.gov/dockets/contacts.htm.

Additional instructions on
commenting or visiting the docket,
along with more information about

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

(EPA-HQ-OPP-2013-0380; FRL-9388—4]

Pesticide Maintenance Fee: Notice of
Receipt of Requests to Voluntarily
Cancel Certain F

dockets generally, is available at
http://www.epa.gov/dockets.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
M\chnel Yanchulis, Informnnon
h y and R
Division {7502P), Office of Pesticide
Programs, Environmenta! Protection
Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave. NW.,
W DC 20460-0001; telephone

with invited scientific experts, initial
draft materials prepared in the
development of the ISA (75 FR 69078).
The first external review draft ISA for
Pb was released on May 6, 2011
(http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncealisa/
recordisplay.cfm?deid=226323). The
CASAC panel met at a public meeting
on July 20, 2011, to review the draft ISA
(76 FR 36120). Subsequently, on
December 9, 2011, tbe CASAC provided
a consensus letter for their review to the
Adm)ms!mtor of the EPA (http://
di n:(/
fedrgstr nctlwtes/D3E2£84880253M
D852579610068A8A1/$File/EPA-
CASAC-12-002-unsigned.pdf). The
second external review draft ISA for Pb
was released on Fehruary 2, 2012
(http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/isa/
recordisplay.cfm?deid=235331). The
CASAC panel met at a public meeting
on April 10, 2012, to review the draft
ISA (77 FR 14783). Subsequently, on
July 20, 2012, the CASAC provided a
consensus letter for their review to the
Admlmstrator of the EPA (h ltp 7

nsf/

1351FD83BI5FA11385257A410
064E0DC/$File/EPA-CASAC-12-005-
unsigned.pdf). The third external review
draft ISA for Pb was released on
November 27, 2012 (http://
cfpub.epa.govincea/isa/
recordisplay.cfm?deid=242655). The
CASAC panel met at a public meeting
on February 5, 2013, to review the draft

AGENCY: Envi ! Protection
Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), EPA is issuing
a notice of receipt of requests by
registrants to voluntarily cancel certain
pesticide registrations. EPA intends to
grant these requests at the closa of the
comment period for this announcement
unless the Agency receives substantive
within the period
that would merit its further review of
the requests, or unless the registrants

number: {703) 347-0237; email address:
yanchulis.michael@epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
I General Information
A. Does this action apply to me?

This action is directed to the public
in general, and may be of interest to a
wide range of stakeholders including
envxmnmental human heellb and
agricultural the )
industry; pesticide users; and memhers
of the public interested in the sale,
distribution, or use of pesticides.

B. What should I consider as I prepare
my for EPA?

withdraw its req If tbese

are granted, any sale, distribution, or
use of products listed in this notice will
be permitted after the registration has
heen cancelled only if such sale,
distribution, or use is consistent with
the terms as described in the final order.
DATES: Comments must be received on
or before December 23, 2013.
ADDRESSES: Submit your comments,
identified by docket identification (ID)
number EPA-HQ-OPP-2013-0380, hy
one of the following methods:

o Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov. Follow the online
instructions for submitting comments.
Do not suhmit electronically any
information you consider to be
Confidential Business Information (CBI}
or other information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute.

1. Submitting CBI. Do not submit this
information to EPA through
regulations.gov or email. Clearly mark
the part or all of the information that
you claim to be CBI. For CBI
information in a disk or CD-ROM that
you mail to EPA, mark the outside of the
disk or CD-ROM as CBI and then
identify electronically within the disk or
CD-ROM the specific information that
is claimed as CBI. In addition to one
complete version of the comment that
includes information claimed as CBI, a
copy of the comment that does not
contain the information claimed as CBI
must be submitted for inclusion in the
public docket. Information so marked
will not be disclosed except in
accordance with procedures set forth in
40 CFR part 2.
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Comment 1-1

Our Rancho Cucamonga facility is one of only thirteen facilities that will be regulated by Proposed
Rule 1420.2. As such, we have first-hand knowledge regarding the regulated equipment and
activities, insight into the challenges of compliance, and potential environmental and economic
impacts. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment
prepared by the SCAQMD for Rule 1420.2. Our complete comments are attached.

Response to Comment 1-1
No response is necessary.

Comment 1-2

Our greatest concern during the rule development process has been that the rule would contain
technologically or economically infeasible provisions that would not produce meaningful
emissions reductions in the community. We appreciate the time that District staff has taken to
better understand our equipment, emissions, and business. We believe that the August 5, 2015
version of the rule is better for the community as well as for Gerdau. However, the Draft EA
evaluates an earlier version of the proposed rule. If provisions of earlier versions of the rule were
to be restored, or new requirements added prior to rule adoption, the rule would very likely cause
the closure of the Rancho Cucamonga facility. In such case, the Draft EA would be deficient under
CEQA, because it fails to evaluate the substantial environmental effects of facility closure.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the draft EA. If you have any
questions regarding our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Response to Comment 1-2

The Draft EA analyzed the June 12, 2015 version of PR 1420.2, which was the current version of
the rule when the Draft EA was prepared. Through the public consultation process, the commenter
provided comments to SCAQMD staff that some provisions such as the need to enclose slag
handling and storage areas, the high in-draft velocity requirement for total enclosures, and the
requirement to pave unpaved areas of the facility might lead to the closure of the commenter’s
facility. Since the June version of PR1420.2, SCAQMD staff has been working with stakeholders
and has revised some of the provisions. The approach and core provisions requiring ambient
monitoring of lead, the ambient lead concentration limits, lead point source requirements,
requirements for operating within an enclosure, housekeeping and maintenance, and requirements
for a compliance plan if certain thresholds are exceeded have not changed. In general, the revisions
provided clarifications, provided other compliance options, or reduced the frequency of
implementing specific provisions. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EA, modifications to the
proposed rule will not increase or create any new environmental impacts and in areas where the
frequency of implementing certain housekeeping measures is reduced, will lessen certain
environmental impacts; therefore the Draft EA provides a conservative analysis of the impacts of
PR 1420.2. As proposed, PR 1420.2 does not include requirements which were in previous
versions of the rule which would result in the foreseeable closure of the commenter’s facility. As
noted above, the revisions to the rule since the June 12, 2015 have lessened the facilities’
requirements and as such any new rule language will not cause the commenter’s facility to close.
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Comment 1-3

1. Version of the Rule Reviewed

As originally proposed, Rule 1420.2 would have had a substantial negative effect on our plant in
Rancho Cucamonga. Many of the requirements in the early versions of the rule would have been
technologically infeasible. Other early provisions would have imposed extraordinary costs of
compliance while having no or negligible benefit in reducing ambient lead concentrations in the
community. As aresult, the early versions of the rule would have caused the closure of the Rancho
Cucamonga plant.

We realize that the staff continues to fine tune details regarding the proposed rule. Some of the
issues described in our comments may be moot, with the release of the August 5, 2015 version of
the rule, and others may become moot with additional rule revisions prior to adoption. However,
to comment on the Draft EA, it is necessary to comment in the context of the version of the rule
reviewed in that document. If the adopted version of the rule excludes provisions in the June 12,
2015 version of the proposed rule for which the Draft EA is deficient, then the CEQA deficiency
may be addressed (provided the change does not implicate other potentially significant impacts).
Conversely, if the adopted rule includes provisions that were present in the earlier drafts of the rule
but not in the June 12, 205 version evaluated in the Draft EA, or if new requirements are added,
then CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 would require at a minimum that the Draft EA be revised
and recirculated for public comment prior to adoption of the rule in order to evaluate additional
adverse environmental impacts, including direct and indirect environmental impacts associated
with closure of the Ranch Cucamonga facility.

Response to Comment 1-3

The Draft EA analyzed the June 12, 2015 version of PR 1420.2, which was the current version of
the rule when the Draft EA was prepared. Through the public consultation process, the commenter
provided comments to SCAQMD staff that some provisions such as the need to enclose slag
handling and storage areas, the high in-draft velocity requirement for total enclosures, and the
requirement to pave unpaved areas of the facility might lead to the closure of the commenter’s
facility. Since the June version of PR1420.2, SCAQMD staff has been working with stakeholders
and has revised some of the provisions. The approach and core provisions requiring ambient
monitoring of lead, the ambient lead concentration limits, lead point source requirements,
requirements for operating within an enclosure, housekeeping and maintenance, and requirements
for a compliance plan if certain thresholds are exceeded have not changed. In general, the revisions
provided clarifications, provided other compliance options, or reduced the frequency of
implementing specific provisions. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EA, modifications to the
proposed rule will not increase or create any new environmental impacts and in areas where the
frequency of implementing certain housekeeping measures is reduced, will lessen certain
environmental impacts; therefore the Draft EA provides a conservative analysis of the impacts of
PR 1420.2. As proposed, PR 1420.2 does not include requirements which were in previous
versions of the rule which would result in the foreseeable closure of the commenter’s facility. As
noted above, the revisions to the rule since the June 12, 2015 have lessened the facilities’
requirements and as such any new rule language will not cause the commenter’s facility to close.
SCAQMD staff has reviewed the modifications to PR 1420.2 and concluded that none of the
modifications alter any conclusions reached in the Draft EA, nor provide new information of
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substantial importance relative to the draft document. As a result, these minor revisions do not
require recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15073.5.

Comment 1-4
2. The EA Should Be Revised to Evaluate the Current Proposed Rule.

As noted, the Draft EA analyzes the impacts of the June 12, 2015 version of the proposed rule.
The proposed rule has been changed in important ways since that time. In order for the EA to
achieve CEQA’s objective of informing the public and the decision-makers about the
environmental consequences of the proposed decision, the EA should be revised to include
analysis of the latest version of the draft PR 1420.2. All edits made in the August 5, 2015 draft
PR 1420.2 need to be reflected in an updated Project Description section of the EA. In addition,
the environmental analysis needs to be updated to account for additional project components as
listed in the August 5, 2015 draft proposed rule. EA revision should occur before either the EA or
the rule is presented to the Governing Board for adoption. In addition, it is expected that changes
in response to these and other public comments will disclose for the first time that the rule may
result in significant adverse environmental impacts. Therefore, a revised draft EA should be
recirculated for public comment before adoption of the EA or the rule.

Response to Comment 1-4

The Draft EA analyzed the June 12, 2015 version of PR 1420.2, which was the current version of
the rule when the Draft EA was prepared. Since the June version of PR1420.2, SCAQMD staff
has been working with stakeholders and has revised some of the provisions. The approach and
core provisions requiring ambient monitoring of lead, the ambient lead concentration limits, lead
point source requirements, requirements for operating within an enclosure, housekeeping and
maintenance, and requirements for a compliance plan if certain thresholds are exceeded have not
changed. In general, the revisions provided clarifications, provided other compliance options, or
reduced the frequency of implementing specific provisions. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final
EA, modifications to the proposed rule will not increase or create any new environmental impacts
and in areas where the frequency of implementing certain housekeeping measures is reduced, will
lessen certain environmental impacts; therefore the Draft EA provides a conservative analysis of
the impacts of PR 1420.2. SCAQMD staff has reviewed the modifications to PR 1420.2 and
concluded that none of the modifications alter any conclusions reached in the Draft EA, nor
provide new information of substantial importance relative to the draft document. As a result,
these minor revisions do not require recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
§15073.5.
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Comment 1-5

3. The EA Omits Impacts from the Most Significant Undertaking Required by the Rule:
Construction of Gerdau’s Meltshop/Baghouse.

The District acknowledges that Gerdau’s Rancho Cucamonga facility will not be able to meet
many of the requirements of the rule without completion of its meltshop/baghouse project. Yet
the EA omits all discussion of the impacts of constructing and operating this project. Page 2-7 of
the EA explains that the environmental analysis for the rule includes only impacts from installation
of a negative air pressure system and increased housekeeping.

Response to Comment 1-5

As described on Page 2-7 of the Draft EA, the commenter’s meltshop/baghouse project was
previously analyzed under CEQA by the City of Rancho Cucamonga as the lead agency (Project
File No.: Environmental Assessment and Conditional Use Permit DRC2008-00512) and, as a
CEQA responsible agency, the SCAQMD issued air permits to construct on July 24, 2014, which
was prior to the PR 1420.2 rulemaking process. Since the construction of the meltshop/baghouse
was previously analyzed under a separate CEQA document and the permits to construct have been
issued, SCAQMD staff found the construction of the meltshop/baghouse to be reasonably certain
with or without PR 1420.2; therefore, SCAQMD staff considered the meltshop/baghouse as part
of the CEQA baseline and did not include the impacts associated with the construction of the
meltshop/baghouse in the Draft EA. The Draft EA focused on the additional measures that the
facility would have to implement in order to comply with PR 1420.2, which included the
installation of a negative air pressure system and increased housekeeping.

Comment 1-6

The Draft EA dismisses impacts from the meltshop/baghouse project because the project was
initially proposed and permits to construct issued before Rule 1420.2 was proposed. Even so, Rule
1420.2 will fundamentally change the regulatory landscape for the company. Completion of the
project will essentially be mandated by the rule, as the only other means of compliance would be
to cease operations. CEQA precedents confirm that the change in legal status of even an ongoing
activity can cause environmental impacts that must be reviewed in an EIR. See, e.g., Lighthouse
Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal. App. 4% 1170. Adoption or amendment
of a regulation in recognition of the status quo can nonetheless require CEQA review because a
change in enforceability can result in changes in the physical environment. The environmental
impacts of a change in regulatory status are even more closely tied to the proposed rule here, where
the meltshop/baghouse project has not yet been constructed, and progress on the project has been
suspended since the District announced its intention to adopt proposed Rule 1420.2.

Response to Comment 1-6

The District has not “dismissed” impacts from the meltshop/baghouse project. As stated in the
Draft EA, those impacts were analyzed under CEQA during the permitting process for that
project. (See EA, p. 2-7.) The Lighthouse Field Beach case referenced by the commenter is
distinguishable because that case involved a City’s failure to conduct any analysis whatsoever of
the referenced project — future permission for off-leash dog use at a beach. A future change of
legal status associated with off-leash use was important only because it had the potential to trigger
environmental impacts that had never been considered. In particular, the Court found that the
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granting of express permission for off-leash dog use might result in an increase of that use over
and above any off-leash use already accounted for in the baseline. In contrast, any changes
prompted by the adoption of Proposed Rule 1420.2 have been fully considered. More specifically,
the meltshop/baghouse project and the associated construction impacts were expressly considered
in an Initial Study and the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) prepared by the lead permitting
agency, the City of Rancho Cucamonga. Further, SCAQMD already relied on this MND as a
responsible agency when it approved the permits for the meltshop/baghouse project. Lastly, while
Gerdau may have suspended the meltshop/baghouse project, it is SCAQMD staff’s understanding
that this suspension is temporary and that Gerdau intends to complete that project as originally
planned provided PR 1420.2 is approved with the latest revisions.

Comment 1-7
Omission of the impacts of the meltshop/baghouse project also creates deficiencies in detailed
analyses in the Draft EA. For example, the discussion of construction impacts (starting on pg.2-
15 of the Draft EA) implies that construction of air pollution control devices for the compliance
plan were assessed in the EA, but Gerdau’s construction was omitted. Also, the EA states that
construction impacts will not overlap between facilities: “Given the short duration of construction
and the amount of time for facilities to comply with PR 1420.2, staff assumed that the construction
phases at these different facilities would not overlap (pg. 2-17).” However, this assumption does
not take into account the lengthy construction schedule for the Gerdau’s meltshop/baghouse
project. In Appendix B of the Draft EA, the construction phase of the air pollution control devices
is listed as only 21 days. Thus, it is quite possible that, on a peak-day, construction of the
meltshop/baghouse project will overlap with construction by other facilities subject to proposed
Rule 1420.2. The schedule that Gerdau has previously submitted to the District shows that
construction of the meltshop/baghouse project will take approximately two years, not a few days.

Similarly, the EA analyzes only 54 days of construction of a total enclosure, while Gerdau’s
construction will require additional months following completion of the new baghouse. The EA
also severely underestimates the size of the assumed enclosure, analyzing only 31,250 square feet
of enclosure compared to the 285,000 feet proposed for Gerdau’s project.

Response to Comment 1-7

As described on Page 2-7 of the Draft EA, the commenter’s meltshop/baghouse project was
previously analyzed under CEQA by the City of Rancho Cucamonga as the lead agency (Project
File No.: Environmental Assessment and Conditional Use Permit DRC2008-00512) and, as a
CEQA responsible agency, the SCAQMD issued air permits to construct on July 24, 2014, which
was prior to the PR 1420.2 rulemaking process. Since the construction of the meltshop/baghouse
was previously analyzed under a separate CEQA document and the permits to construct have been
issued, SCAQMD staff found the construction of the meltshop/baghouse to be reasonably certain
with or without PR 1420.2; therefore, SCAQMD staff considered the meltshop/baghouse as part
of the CEQA baseline and did not include the impacts associated with the construction of the
meltshop/baghouse in the Draft EA.

As discussed in Section I11.c) on Page 2-21 of the Draft EA, “criteria pollutant project-specific air
quality impacts from implementing PR 1420.2 would not exceed air quality significance thresholds
(Error! Reference source not found.), cumulative impacts are not expected to be significant for air
quality. SCAQMD cumulative significance thresholds are the same as project-specific significance
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thresholds. Therefore, potential adverse impacts from implementing the proposed rule would not
be "cumulatively considerable" as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(1) for air quality
impacts. Per CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(4), the mere existence of significant cumulative impacts
caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s
incremental effects are cumulative considerable.” Therefore, it is not necessary to evaluate the
overlapping emissions from the construction of Gerdau’s meltshop/baghouse with the construction
emissions for rule compliance.

The enclosures to be built were assumed to be for two other facilities (Atlas Pacific Corp (referred
to as Facility H in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA) and Liberty Manufacturing (referred
to as Facility L in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA) and the size of the total enclosure
was estimated based on a review of satellite photographs and locations of the processes to be
enclosed. At the time of analysis, SCAQMD staff analyzed the rule requirements and found that
these would be the only two facilities which would need to build a total enclosure solely to comply
with PR 1420.2. Based on facility site visits performed by SCAQMD staff and the current rule
requirements, SCAQMD staff now finds that only one facility (Atlas Pacific Corp) will require the
construction of a total enclosure; therefore the construction analysis contained in the Draft EA is
conservative.

Comment 1-8
If the District continues to exclude Gerdau’s meltshop/baghouse project from the proposed Rule
1420.2 impact analysis, at a minimum the project must be included in the cumulative impacts
analysis for both air quality and greenhouse gas impacts. Gerdau’s meltshop/baghouse project
will overlap with implementation of other construction required to comply with Rule 1420.2. As

noted above, the cumulative impacts would be significant for air quality and require preparation
of Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Response to Comment 1-8

As discussed in Section I11.c) on Page 2-21 of the Draft EA, “criteria pollutant project-specific air
quality impacts from implementing PR 1420.2 would not exceed air quality significance thresholds
(Error! Reference source not found.), cumulative impacts are not expected to be significant for air
quality. SCAQMD cumulative significance thresholds are the same as project-specific
significance thresholds. Therefore, potential adverse impacts from implementing the proposed
rule would not be "cumulatively considerable” as defined by CEQA Guidelines 815064 (h)(1) for
air quality impacts. Per CEQA Guidelines 815064(h)(4), the mere existence of significant
cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the
proposed project’s incremental effects are cumulative considerable.” Because PR 1420.2 will not
have any significant environmental impacts, cumulative or otherwise, an EIR is not necessary
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15070.
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Comment 1-9

4. The EA Must Evaluate Environmental Impacts Resulting from Economic Impacts.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 provides:

Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on
the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed
decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from
the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.
The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail
greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the
analysis shall be on the physical changes.

As explained above, the pre-June 12, 2015 versions of the rule contained provisions that would
have been technologically or economically infeasible, and would have resulted in the closure of
the Rancho Cucamonga facility. For example, it likely would be technologically infeasible to
achieve the point source control efficiency required by Subsection (f) for small point sources with
low concentrations of lead in the exhaust. Even if achievable, this requirement would have resulted
in no measurable benefit in the community, at great expense. Similarly, pre-June versions of the
rule would have required total enclosure of handling and storage of lead-containing materials,
including slag. For Gerdau, this would have required construction of total enclosure for our lead
handling and slag storage area, which currently spans approximately 12.4 acres. The cost of
construction of such an enclosure would have been many millions of dollars, and it could not have
been completed within the time frame specified. Testing has shown that our slag has a lead content
within the range of naturally occurring soils in California, so this expense would not have produced
a meaningful reduction in lead concentrations in the community.

The June 12, 2015 version of the rule likewise contained a number of provisions that were
technologically, economically or legally infeasible. If adopted, these provisions would result in
the closure of the Rancho Cucamonga plant. This consequence will be discussed in greater detail
in our comments on the proposed rule and the Draft Socio-economic Report.

CEQA does not require the EA to discuss the direct economic impact to the company or the
community from the closure. But facility closure would cause substantial environmental effects
in the immediate vicinity, in the region, and beyond. These impacts must be discussed in the EA
if any of the above-listed provisions is contained in the final rule as adopted.

The Rancho Cucamonga facility is a major employer and contributor to the local economy, and its
closure could set in motion localized environmental impacts considered blight or urban decay.
Vacancy of a major business or structure can trigger a downward spiral of other business closures
and long-term vacancies. In CEQA, “urban decay” is generally defined as visible symptoms of
physical deterioration that invite vandalism, loitering, and graffiti. Urban decay may include
boarded doors and windows, deferred maintenance of structures, unauthorized use of buildings
and parking lots, littering, dead or overgrown vegetation, and third party dumping of refuse. Thus,
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Comment 1-9 (continued)
a deteriorating economic condition may cause deterioration of the physical conditions. These

changes in the physical environment would be adverse environmental impacts that must be
evaluated under CEQA.

The Draft EA would also need to evaluate the alternative scenario of removal of the facility to
avoid blight. There would be substantial environmental impacts associated with dismantling the
facility. These include engine emissions from demolition equipment and off-road and on-road
motor vehicles, including vehicles removing waste from the site. It also would include fugitive
emissions associated with demolition and vehicular travel on the site.

Many of our employees are highly skilled and highly compensated workers. But the Rancho
Cucamonga facility is the last remaining steel mill in California; therefore, their skills may not
match the requirements of other employers in the immediate vicinity. Closure of the plant may
initiate an extended period during which the employees drive substantial additional miles looking
for new employment. An increase in vehicle miles traveled translates into additional traffic and
air quality impacts that would need to be quantified and evaluated in the Draft EA.

On the regional, statewide and global levels, closure of the Rancho Cucamonga facility would
affect major market chains, including waste management, metals recycling, and the production of
seismic rebar, with consequential environmental impacts. The Rancho Cucamonga facility
receives scrap metal from sources throughout Southern California. (Approximately 90% comes
from sources within 75 miles of the plant, 6% from sources between 75-125 miles, and the
remainder from sources more than 125 miles, including small amounts from Arizona and Nevada.)
The plant recycles the scrap metal to produce seismic rebar needed for construction in California.
Loss of this facility would cause dislocation in construction, demolition, and metals recycling,
manufacturing and supply.

These dislocations would directly cause environmental impacts. Scrap metal would have to be
hauled longer distances. Because there is no other steel mini-mill in California, the scrap metal
would have to be hauled out of state or out of the country. Given our knowledge of the metals
industry, we believe the most likely outcome is that the scrap metal would be hauled by truck or
train to the Ports of Los Angeles or Long Beach, transshipped onto marine vessels, and transported
to Asia. There, it would be recycled into new steel products. This may or may not include seismic
rebar, depending upon the market interests of the scrap purchaser or recycler. In any event,
California's need for seismic rebar would need to be met by manufacturers outside California.
Thus, the CEQA analysis would need to include the substantial traffic, transportation, air emissions
and other impacts associated with transporting the scrap out of California, and transporting seismic
rebar into the state. In addition, given California's groundbreaking regulation of greenhouse gas
emissions, it is most likely that recycling the scrap metal and manufacturing the seismic rebar
outside the state will produce much greater greenhouse gas emissions than baseline emissions for
these same activities.

Our air quality expert, Joseph Hower of Ramboll Environ US Corporation, prepared a simple air
quality analysis assuming that the work and the Rancho Cucamonga facility would shift to an
existing facility in Arizona. Even under this scenario, air emissions impacts of closing the Rancho
Cucamonga facility would be significant, as shown in Table 1 below:
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Comment 1-9 (continued)

Table 1. Emissions Increase due to Transportation of Scrap Metal and Final Product
in the event of Shutdown of the Gerdau TAMCO Facility

Di‘:’:ﬁ }:::;ks Delivery Trucks Increase from
Parameter Nucor Plant in to and from T{XMCO Steel
. TAMCO Mill Shutdown
Arizona
Vehicle Miles Travelled (miles/day)’
Total VMT | 141,823 | 44,738 | 97,085
' Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions (1b/day)?
NOx 1,934 610 1,324
CO 382.3 120.6 261.7
PMio 60.6 19.1 41.5
PMzs 39.1 12.3 26.7
SO« 52 1.6 3.5
VOC 75.2 23.7 51.5
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (MT/yr)?
CO2 85,215 26,881 58,334
CH4 0.6 0.2 0.4
N0 29 0.9 2.0
Total GHG* 86,127 27,169 58,958
Notes:

! Project VMT were estimated by multiplying the 2013 VMT by the production rate
scaling factor.

2 Criteria pollutant emissions were estimated using the VMT in SCAB.

3 Greenhouse gas emissions were estimated using the VMT in California.

4 Calculated using the following global warming potentials from the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Second Assessment Report. Available
at http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/wgl/en/ch2s2-10-2.html#table-2-
14, Accessed August, 2014,

As noted above, the more likely outcome would be a shift in the scrap and manufacturing to Asia,
resulting in air emissions far greater than those in Table 1.

Given the magnitude of all these impacts, a full environmental impact report would likely be
required.

Response to Comment 1-9

The proposed rule has been revised since the release of the Draft EA based on SCAQMD staff’s
work with the affected facilities, including Gerdau. It is the SCAQMD staff’s understanding based
on various conversations with representatives from Gerdau that revisions to Proposed Rule 1420.2
have addressed all the facilities’ concerns and that the facility no longer believes closure is
reasonably foreseeable. SCAQMD staff has made a number of revisions to Proposed Rule 1420.2
to address concerns raised by Gerdau such as, but not limited to, extending the compliance date
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for the total enclosure with negative air from July 2017 to April 2018, revising requirements for
storing slag, reducing the inward face velocity for openings in total enclosures with negative air
from 300 to 200 feet per minute, and allowing a 15 minute rolling average for demonstrating
compliance with differential pressure monitoring for total enclosures with negative air. As
proposed, PR 1420.2 does not impose requirements that would make facility closure reasonably
foreseeable. Because the revised rule does not contain requirements that are technologically or
economically infeasible and facility closure is not reasonably foreseeable, CEQA does not require
the analysis of indirect environmental impacts associated with facility closure. Therefore, the
direct and indirect impacts from facility closure do need to be analyzed in the Final EA.

Comment 1-10

5. The Draft Relies Excessively on Unsubstantiated Assumptions.

Many conclusions in the Draft EA are based on nothing more than staff impressions with no
supporting information. There are several variations on unsupported conclusions:

e For some impact topics, where the rule allows two or more compliance options, the Draft
EA analysis seems to assume only one of the options will be followed, and ignores the
impacts associated with the other option(s). For example Subsection (h)(5) of the rule
requires that all materials capable of generating any amount of fugitive lead dust, including
slag, be stored in sealed, leak-proof containers, located within a total enclosure, or
stabilized using dust suppressants. The Draft EA does not appear to evaluate any impacts
(e.g., construction air emissions, conflict with land use zoning and other restrictions,
stormwater runoff from additional impermeable surfaces) associated with fully enclosed
storage of slag. If the analysis in the Draft EA is based on the assumption that all regulated
companies will use the dust suppressant compliance option, this assumption should be
clearly stated. Alternatively, the Draft EA should evaluate the impacts associated with
construction and operation of full enclosure of slag.

Response to Comment 1-10

Where there were multiple options for compliance, SCAQMD staff analyzed the impacts
associated with the option that each facility would likely choose, based on SCAQMD staff’s
understanding of the affected facilities. The Draft EA evaluated the most conservative assumptions
that are foreseeable at the 13 existing affected facilities to ensure compliance with provisions of
PR 1420.2 for all the environmental topics. For future facilities, PR 1420.2 will be adopted and
the facilities will need to consider the various requirements for rule compliance and undergo
CEQA review when applying for their air quality permits.

With respect to the portion of the comment referring to provision (h)(5) of PR 1420.2, that
provision provides for an alternative to the construction of a total enclosure for storage of slag. In
particular, it allows facilities to choose other options such as using sealed, leak-proof containers
or stabilization using dust suppressants. This provision of Proposed Rule 1420.2 was
modified/included to allow use of dust suppressants based on comments from Gerdau. In addition,
Proposed Rule 1420.2 also allows use of dust suppressants during transport of slag, as requested
by Gerdau. It is the SCAQMD staff’s understanding that Gerdau intends to comply with
paragraphs (h)(5) and (h)(6) using dust suppressants based on meetings and correspondence with
representatives of Gerdau and SCAQMD staff. Since Gerdau is currently applying dust
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suppressants to their slag piles, the environmental impacts associated with complying with this
rule provision are included in the CEQA baseline. Furthermore, based on a review of operations
at the other 12 affected facilities, none of the facilities would need to apply dust suppressants in
order to comply with this provision in PR 1420.2. Therefore, there are no new environmental
impacts associated with this rule provision which have not been evaluated in the Draft EA.

With respect to the enclosure option, the most conservative assumption for the slag handling and
storage provision would be to assume that all facilities would construct total enclosures. However,
based on SCAQMD staff review of the operations at the affected facilities, it was found that most
of these facilities would be able to comply with this rule provision without the need for
construction of a total enclosure. The Draft EA conservatively assumed that two facilities (Atlas
Pacific Corp (referred to as Facility H in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA) and Liberty
Manufacturing (referred to as Facility L in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA)) would
construct total enclosures. With the current revisions to PR 1420.2, only one facility (Atlas Pacific
Corp) would need to construct a total enclosure to comply with PR 1420.2.

Comment 1-11

e For some impact topics, where there is a potential exemption from the rule, the analysis
appears to assume that the exemption will apply to all companies and their activities that
would otherwise be regulated, and the Draft EA does not discuss the impacts of any
compliance actions whatsoever. For example, the Draft EA appears to assume that all slag
handling will be exempt from the sealed container requirement in Subsection ___, because
it does not consider construction or operational impacts associated with totally enclosed
slag conveyance systems handling hot slag.

Response to Comment 1-11

Where there were potential exemptions, SCAQMD staff analyzed the impacts associated with the
option that each facility would likely choose in order to comply with PR 1420.2, based on
SCAQMD staff’s understanding of the affected facilities. In the commenter’s example, SCAQMD
staff did not assume that all slag handling would be exempt, but that most of the facilities already
comply with the rule provisions based on its understanding of each facility’s operations; therefore,
their compliance activities would be considered to be in the CEQA baseline and no environmental
impacts would result from PR 1420.2. Additionally, the Draft EA conservatively assumed that two
facilities (Atlas Pacific Corp (referred to as Facility H in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft
EA) and Liberty Manufacturing (referred to as Facility L in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft
EA)) would construct total enclosures in order to comply with this provision of PR 1420.1. With
the current revisions to PR 1420.2, only one facility (Atlas Pacific Corp) would need to construct
a total enclosure to comply with PR 1420.2. Therefore, the Draft EA evaluated the most
conservative assumptions that are foreseeable at the 13 existing affected facilities to ensure
compliance with provisions of PR 1420.2. For future facilities, PR 1420.2 will be adopted and the
facilities will need to consider the various requirements for rule compliance and undergo CEQA
review when applying for their air quality permits.
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Comment 1-12

e Some assumptions are articulated but the basis for the assumptions are not documented, or
the assumptions are not supported with references to relevant data or technical references
demonstrating the reasonableness of the assumptions. The Draft EA makes broad and
unsubstantiated assumptions regarding zoning, land use, and noise ordinances, among
others. In many cases, it would be fairly simple to obtain accurate information or data
rather than making broad, unsupported assumptions, yet the Draft EA makes no effort to
do so. For example, the discussion of Questions XII. d) and XVIL. c) in the Checklist state
that it is not known whether the regulated facilities are in an airport land use plan or within
two miles of a public airport. The District expects the rule to affect thirteen known facilities
at thirteen known locations. (DEA, p. 1.6). Given the known locations of the facilities and
of the region’s airports, it would be a straightforward task to locate this information.
Similarly, it would be a simple matter to determine how the requirements of the rule would
be treated under local zoning, land use and other ordinances regulating landscaping,
aesthetics, building heights, noise and other parameters in the relevant cities and counties.
The Draft EA fails to do so.

Given the very small number of sources regulated by the rule, the Draft EA’s failure to provide
meaningful detail is contrary to CEQA's requirements for public disclosure and opportunity to
comment.

Response to Comment 1-12

Respecting the commenter’s concern about aesthetic impacts, the Draft EA already considers the
potential impact from minor facility modifications that could impact aesthetics due to the rule
(these modifications do not include the meltshop/baghouse project at Gerdau as this project has
previously been approved and is part of the CEQA baseline). In particular, page 2-11 of the Draft
EA states “Since PR 1420.2 affects operations on-site at existing facilities in industrial areas, any
new construction at these facilities is expected to be similar to existing buildings or other
structures”.

Respecting potential airport impacts, on Page 2-35 of the Draft EA, the analysis states that “Two
of the facilities are located within two miles of a public airport.” Senior Aerospace is located
approximately 0.6 miles east of the Burbank Airport but is not located within the airport influence
area. Teledyne Battery Products is located approximately 1.7 miles southeast of the San
Bernardino International Airport but is not within the airport safety review area. At the
commenter’s request, this clarifying information has been updated in Section XI1.d) on Page 2-43
and in Section XVII.c) on Page 2-51 of the Final EA, but does not provide new information or
affect the analysis and significance determination of the Draft EA.

Regarding potential land use and zoning impacts, the Draft EA already considers the potential
impact from minor facility modifications that could impact land use due to the rule (these
modifications do not include the meltshop/baghouse project at Gerdau as this project has
previously been approved and is part of the CEQA baseline). In particular, the Draft EA already
stated on Page 2-41 that the potential facility modifications will not divide an established
community because any facility modifications will occur onsite or will be so minor that they will
not affect any land use plans, policies, or regulations, including any zoning or building height
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provisions. For example, the likely construction of an enclosure at Atlas Pacific Corp (referred
to as Facility H in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA) would be consistent with the land
use policies, regulations, building height requirements, and zoning of the Agua Mansa Specific
Plan and General Plan for the city of Rialto.

Regarding potential noise impacts, the Draft EA already considers the potential impact from minor
facility modifications that could impact noise due to the rule (these modifications do not include
the meltshop/baghouse project at Gerdau as this project has previously been approved and is part
of the CEQA baseline). As stated on Page 2-43 of the Draft EA, construction activities are
anticipated to have the potential for the most noise impacts, but these would be indistinguishable
from surrounding background noise found in the industrial areas where all facilities making
modifications pursuant to PR 1420.2 are located, and are thus less than significant.

Comment 1-13

Page | Comment

1-2 | Introduction: The text states that the rule will reduce “the further accumulation of lead
dust in and around these” metal melting facilities. The Draft EA does not provide any
evidence that accumulation has occurred or is occurring in and around these facilities.
Therefore, the Draft EA should not take credit for such reductions in evaluating the
effects of the rule.

Response to Comment 1-13

In the prior statement in the Draft EA, the purpose of Rule 1420.2 is “to reduce lead emissions
from metal melting facilities by limiting the ambient lead concentration and requiring
housekeeping and maintenance provisions to reduce the amount of lead emitted into the air from
point and fugitive sources”. Through atmospheric deposition, lead dust generated at facilities will
necessarily deposit on the soil in the vicinity of the facility and will accumulate over time. Lead is
an element which does not decompose and SCAQMD monitoring data has shown elevated levels
of lead at source-oriented monitors placed at Trojan Battery and Gerdau, which substantiates the
statement that lead accumulation on surfaces is expected in the vicinity of these lead sources.

Comment 1-14
1-2 | Project Location:
The text following this heading describes the entire South Coast Air Basin and
portions of the Salton Sea and Mojave Desert Air Basins. The inference is that this
entire area is the Project Location. This is misleading in that the rule affects specifically
13 facilities that have been identified by the SCAQMD. As summarized in EPA’s
Integrated Science Assessment (ISA; see 78 Fed.Reg. 38318, June 26, 2013), “Since
the phase-out of Pb in on-road gasoline, Pb is widely recognized as a source-oriented
air pollutant. Variability in air Pb concentrations is highest in areas including a Pb
source, with high concentrations downwind of the sources and low concentration at
areas far from sources.” (80 Fed.Reg. 278, 283, January 5, 2015.) This means that
lead emission reductions from the rule will have an effect near the source but there will
be no measurable change in the SCAB as whole.
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Response to Comment 1-14

The project location section of the Draft EA describes SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. A description of
the 13 facilities affected by PR 1420.2 was included on Page 1-6 of the Draft EA. This proposed
rule would also affect any potential new facility that meets the proposed rule’s applicability
provisions. As such, the project location section appropriately described the entire SCAQMD
jurisdiction because a new facility could choose to locate its operations anywhere within the entire
jurisdiction of SCAQMD.

Comment 1-15

Presenting the I;l‘OjeCt area as the entire SCAB and portions of two more basins
causes deficiencies in the EA. The Draft EA fails to present relevant information about
the existing environment in the vicinity of the 13 regulated facilities. The SCAQMD’s
network of ten non-source oriented monitors shows ambient concentrations in 2007 to
2013 “well below the 2008 NAAQS for lead of 0.15 pg/m°,” ranging from 0.01 to 0.03
pg/m®. (Preliminary Draft Staff Report dated April 2015, p. 1-7.) Information is
presented in the April 2015 Staff Report regarding fence-line monitoring for the
Gerdau/Tamco facility, but even for this facility there is no information presented in
the Staff Report or the Draft EA about ambient lead levels in the surrounding
community. Information is presented in the Draft Staff Report about Trojan Battery,
but it the text does not disclose whether the measurements are taken at the fenceline or
in the community. Without relevant information regarding the environmental setting,
it is impossible to accurately assess the effects of the rule.

Response to Comment 1-15

A more robust discussion of the lead monitoring data can be found in the Staff Report for PR
1420.2. The analysis in the Draft EA did not rely on the monitoring data in the environmental
impact analysis or CEQA significance determinations and the Draft EA was not deficient in this
regard. However, at the request of the commenter, additional information on the recent monitoring
data has been included beginning on Page 1-6 in the Final EA.
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Comment 1-16

1-4 | Health Effects of Lead: The Draft EA references and quotes a few selective phrases
from U.S. EPA documents to create the misleading impression that there is substantial
doubt and uncertainty regarding a health protective lead exposure level to ensure young
children do not experience nervous system effects including cognitive effects.
Selective quotes suggest that the federal NAAQS of 0.15 ng/m? is not health protective
for young children. In fact, EPA’s January 5, 2015 Federal Register Notice clearly
explains that the agency proposes to retain the 0.15 pg/m® primary NAAQS because it
will protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects associated
with the presence of lead in the ambient air, including an adequate margin of safety to
address uncertainties and a reasonable degree of protection against hazards that
research has not yet even identified. (80 Fed.Reg. 278 ef seq.) EPA also stated that
when a standard of a particular level is just met at a monitor sited to record the highest
source-oriented concentration in an area, the large majority of children in the
surrounding area would likely experience exposures to concentrations well below that
level. (80 Fed.Reg at 287.) The misleading presentation of EPA’s research and
conclusions taints the Draft EA’s discussion of the environmental and regulatory
setting, as well as the policy decisions reflected in the rule. The EPA’s work should be

presented more fully and accurately in the EA. i

Response to Comment 1-16

A more robust discussion of the health effects of lead can be found in the Staff Report for PR
1420.2. The analysis in the Draft EA did not rely on the subject information in the environmental
impact analysis or CEQA significance determinations. However, at the request of the commenter,
additional information about the health effects of lead has been added on Page 1-4 of the Final EA.

Comment 1-17

1-6 | Table 1-1: The SIC codes presented in this table do not correspond to the NAIC codes
used on pages 1-8 to 1-16, making it difficult for the reader to follow the descriptions
of the regulated companies and the Project Description. References should be
standardized. Both Table 1-1 and the discussion on pages 1-8 to 1-16 would be
improved by identifying the facilities by name. Naming the facilities would also aid
the reader in reviewing assumptions regarding construction and other actions required
for compliance, to confirm the accuracy of emissions estimates and other impact
analyses.

Response to Comment 1-17

Table 1-1 lists the facilities by their SIC codes for informational purposes. In order to be consistent
with the descriptions of facilities starting on Page 1-13 of the Final EA, Table 1-1 has been replaced
with a table showing the corresponding NAICS codes. Furthermore, the names of facilities have
been added in the various discussion sections of the Final EA, when the identification of the
specific facility is relevant to the discussion and analysis of environmental impacts.
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Comment 1-18

1-10 | Process Emission Points and Controls: Gerdau strongly disagrees that transfer,
handling and storage of slag can be a source of fugitive lead dust emissions. Gerdau
has submitted test data to the District showing that the lead content of its slag is within
the range of lead concentration present in native soils in California. The EA does not
present any data supporting its statement that slag is a source of lead emissions. As
such, the EA misrepresents the environmental setting for the project. This in turn
results in the EA attributing emissions benefits to implementation of the rule.

Response to Comment 1-18

The transfer, handling, and storage of slag is one of the processes that occurs at the affected
facilities. While the commenter has submitted source test information regarding the lead content
of the slag at its facility, those results might not be indicative of the slag handled at other facilities.
Based on visual inspection at the various affected facilities, SCAQMD staff identified the transfer,
handling, and storage of uncovered slag as a potential source of fugitive emissions and proposed
provisions in PR 1420.2 to control those emissions. The SCAQMD staff reviewed the data
regarding samples taken from Gerdau’s slag. Based on review of the data there is lead in the
slag. As Gerdau is aware, provisions of Proposed Rule 1420.2 were modified for the storage and
transport of slag based on information provided from Gerdau. The proposed rule allows the use of
dust suppressants or total enclosures and other closed transportation systems for the storage and
transport of slag. The analysis in the Draft EA did not quantify the reductions from the transfer,
handling, and storage of slag and did not take credit for those reductions.

Comment 1-19

1-17 | Applicability: The EA states that data from SCAQMD monitors at two metal mantling
facilities have shown the potential for this source category to exceed the NAAQS lead
limit of 0.15 pg/m> averaged over a rolling 3 month period. This statement does not
accurately reflect the data. At least with respect to data gathered at TAMCO/Gerdau,
monitoring occurred on the grounds of the facilities, near the fenceline. Monitoring
did not occur in the ambient air as defined for purposes of compliance with the federal
NAAQS. By overstating data regarding the lead concentrations in the existing setting,
the EA in turn attributes environmental benefits to implementation of the proposed rule.
In this regard, it also should be noted that the definition of ambient air in the proposed
rule does not conform to federal definitions. This should be fully explained in the EA
so that the public is not misled by quotes from federal documents taken out of context.

Response to Comment 1-19

A more robust discussion of the lead monitoring data can be found in the Staff Report for PR
1420.2. The analysis in the Draft EA did not rely on the monitoring data in the environmental
impact analysis or CEQA significance determinations. However, at the request of the commenter,
additional information on the recent monitoring data has been included beginning on Page 1-6 in
the Final EA.

For the purposes of this rule, ambient air will refer to any outdoor air which is similar to the
California Air Resources Board definition rather than the federal definition. It should also be noted
that the proposed rule and the 2008 NAAQS for lead requires compliance with ambient air lead
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standards based on facility emissions that contribute to exceedances, with facility emissions not
having to be the sole cause.

Comment 1-20

2-6 | Discussion and Evaluation of Environmental Impacts: Paragraph 3 states that the
CEQA analysis assumes a worst case scenario where facilities are expected to do
further actions to meet the core requirements of the proposed rule, or additional controls
as part of a compliance plan. However, as noted in Part I of these comments, the
analysis omits all impacts associated with Gerdau’s construction and operation of its
meltshop/baghouse project. In addition, the analysis omits impacts associated with the
potential closure of the Gerdau facility if the rule as analyzed in the EA were to be
promulgated. As such, the EA fails to evaluate all impacts associated with the proposed
rule.

Response to Comment 1-20

As described on Page 2-7 of the Draft EA, the commenter’s meltshop/baghouse project was
previously analyzed under CEQA by the City of Rancho Cucamonga as the lead agency (Project
File No.: Environmental Assessment and Conditional Use Permit DRC2008-00512) and, as a
CEQA responsible agency, the SCAQMD issued air permits to construct on July 24, 2014, which
was prior to the PR 1420.2 rulemaking process. Since the construction of the meltshop/baghouse
was previously analyzed under a separate CEQA document and the permits to construct have been
issued, SCAQMD staff found the construction of the meltshop/baghouse to be reasonably certain
with or without PR 1420.2; therefore, SCAQMD staff considered the meltshop/baghouse as part
of the CEQA baseline and did not include the impacts associated with the construction of the
meltshop/baghouse in the Draft EA. The Draft EA focused on the additional measures that the
facility would have to implement in order to comply with PR 1420.2, which included the
installation of a negative air pressure system and increased housekeeping.

The rule has been revised since the release of the Draft EA based on SCAQMD’s staff’s work with
the affected facilities, including Gerdau. It is the SCAQMD staff’s understanding based on various
conversations with representatives from Gerdau that revisions to Proposed Rule 1420.2 have
addressed all the facilities” concerns and that the facility no longer believes closure is reasonably
foreseeable. SCAQMD staff has made a number of revisions to Proposed Rule 1420.2 to address
concerns raised by Gerdau such as, but not limited to, extending the compliance date for the total
enclosure with negative air from July 2017 to April 2018, revising requirements for storing slag,
reducing the inward face velocity for openings in total enclosures with negative air from 300 to
200 feet per minute, and allowing a 15 minute rolling average for demonstrating compliance with
differential pressure monitoring for total enclosures with negative air. As proposed, PR 1420.2
does not impose requirements that would make facility closure reasonably foreseeable. Because
the revised rule does not contain requirements that are technologically or economically infeasible
and facility closure is not reasonably foreseeable, CEQA does not require the analysis of indirect
environmental impacts associated with facility closure. Therefore, the direct and indirect impacts
from facility closure do need to be analyzed in the Final EA.
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Comment 1-21

2-7 | Discussion and Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:

The text at the top of the page suggests that most facilities are expected to meet
point source requirements in the rule. Table 2-3 on page 2-16. In fact, the EA assumes
that no construction of point source controls will be required, and so attributes no
impacts to this portion of the rule. The EA should be more explicit in stating the
assumptions underlying its analysis and conclusions. The EA also should explain the
basis for assuming that no additional point source controls will be required. For
example, the EA might explain that point sources not already equipped with air
pollution control devices are expected to be exempt through other provisions of the
rule.

Response to Comment 1-21

A provision was added to Proposed Rule 1420.2 that allows low emitting lead sources with an inlet
or uncontrolled lead emission rate of 0.005 Ib/hour or less to be exempt from demonstrating a
control efficiency of 99 percent as required in subdivision (f), provided the facility conducts a
source test every 24 months. The Draft EA provided specific assumptions used for lead point
source controls in Table 2-1, stating that “all 13 facilities currently have point source emission
controls” and that five facilities would likely need to replace the filter media in their existing
control devices.

Comment 1-22

In addition, the proposed rule contains many requirements that are not
addressed in the assumptions presented on pages 2-6 to 2-7. For example, the
explanation of assumptions does not address the requirements for total enclosure of
materials storage areas, including slag storage. If the EA is based on the assumption
that no construction or operation is required because all regulated facilities will use
dust suppressants on slag piles and handling of hot slag will be exempt, this must be
stated clearly in the EA. :

Response to Comment 1-22

This comment is referring to provision (h)(5) of PR 1420.2, which does not require the construction
of a total enclosure for storage of slag, but allows facilities to choose other options such as using
sealed, leak-proof containers or stabilization using dust suppressants. PR 1420.2 was modified to
allow use of dust suppressants based on comments from Gerdau. In addition, PR 1420.2 also
allows use of dust suppressants during transport of slag, as requested by Gerdau. It is the SCAQMD
staff’s understanding that Gerdau intends to comply with paragraphs (h)(5) and (h)(6) using dust
suppressants based on meetings and correspondence with representatives of Gerdau and SCAQMD
staff. Currently, Gerdau is applying dust suppressants to their slag piles; therefore, the
environmental impacts associated with complying with this rule provision are included in the
CEQA baseline. Furthermore, based on a review of operations at the other 12 affected facilities,
none of the facilities would need to apply dust suppressants in order to comply with this provision
in PR 1420.2. Therefore, there are no new environmental impacts associated with this rule
provision which have not been evaluated in the Draft EA.
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Based on SCAQMD staff review of the operations at the affected facilities, it was found that most
of these facilities would be able to comply with the rule provision related to materials storage
areas, including slag storage, without the need for construction of a total enclosure. The Draft EA
conservatively assumed that two facilities (Atlas Pacific Corp (referred to as Facility H in Table
B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA) and Liberty Manufacturing (referred to as Facility L in Table
B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA)) would construct total enclosures. With the current revisions
to PR 1420.2, only one facility (Atlas Pacific Corp) would need to construct a total enclosure to
comply with PR 1420.2. Therefore, the Draft EA evaluated the most conservative assumptions that
are foreseeable at the 13 existing affected facilities to ensure compliance with provisions of PR
1420.2 for all the environmental topics. For future facilities, PR 1420.2 will be adopted and the
facilities will need to consider the various requirements for rule compliance and undergo CEQA
review when applying for their air quality permits.

Comment 1-23

2-8/9 | Table 2-1: The table does not list Transportation as an Environmental Topic to be
Analyzed for Total Enclosures or Compliance Plan. Because Total Enclosures will
need to be constructed for two facilities and the Compliance Plan requirement of the
PR 1420.2 is expected to result in construction of new air pollution control devices,
construction activities will involve additional vehicle trips to the applicable site. This
should be captured in the transportation analysis and listed in the Environmental Topic
to be Analyzed column of Table 2-1.

Response to Comment 1-23

Transportation impacts associated with construction of the enclosures at the two facilities and
compliance plan requirements were analyzed in the Draft EA. In response to this comment,
“Transportation” will be added to Table 2-1 for “Total Enclosures” and “Compliance Plan” in the
Final EA.

Comment 1-24

2-10 | Aesthetics: The Draft EA dismisses the topic of aesthetic impacts with the observation

to |that the 13 regulated facilities are located in urbanized industrial or commercial areas.
2-11 | This is not sufficient under CEQA. Aesthetic issues can be of particular interest to
neighbors in highly urbanized settings. In addition, requirements for total enclosure of
slag handling and storage could result in the construction of new conveyor systems and
tall new walls that would be visible from a distance. There are only 13 regulated
facilities. The EA should more specifically describe the setting of the 13 facilities, and
provide a meaningful, supported explanation for the conclusion that there will be no
significant aesthetic impacts.

Response to Comment 1-24

Based on correspondences and meetings with Gerdau representatives, it is SCAQMD staff’s
understanding that Gerdau intends to use dust suppressants in lieu of constructing any type of
structures to comply with transport and storage of slag. As previously discussed in Response to
Comment 1-10, the proposed rule added the option to use dust suppressants based on comments
from Gerdau and information regarding the lead content in their slag. The Draft EA conservatively
assumed that two facilities (Atlas Pacific Corp (referred to as Facility H in Table B-10 in Appendix

PR 1420.2 C-59 October 2015



Final Environmental Assessment: Appendix C

B of the Draft EA) and Liberty Manufacturing (referred to as Facility L in Table B-10 in Appendix
B of the Draft EA)) would construct total enclosures. With the current revisions to PR 1420.2, only
one facility (Atlas Pacific Corp) would need to construct a total enclosure to comply with PR
1420.2. Atlas Pacific Corp is located in an industrial area in the city of Rialto in San Bernardino
County and is surrounded by a tilt-up concrete warehouse building to the north, a junk yard to the
west, and vacant land to the east, west, and south. The enclosure to be built will be consistent with
the existing industrial buildings in the vicinity of the facility and will have to comply with the
building height restrictions within the city of Rialto’s Agua Mansa Specific Plan and the General
Plan for the city of Rialto. Furthermore, the San Bernardino Mountains are to the north of the
facility and there are no residences to the south of the facility whose scenic views could be blocked
by the structures.

Comment 1-25
2-13 | Air Quality: See Part 1, General Comments. The air quality analysis fails to consider
to |the construction and operational emissions associated with the Gerdau
2-23 | meltshop/baghouse project.

Response to Comment 1-25

As described on Page 2-7 of the Draft EA, the commenter’s meltshop/baghouse project was
previously analyzed under CEQA by the City of Rancho Cucamonga as the lead agency (Project
File No.: Environmental Assessment and Conditional Use Permit DRC2008-00512) and, as a
CEQA responsible agency, the SCAQMD issued air permits to construct on July 24, 2014, which
was prior to the PR 1420.2 rulemaking process. Since the construction of the meltshop/baghouse
was previously analyzed under a separate CEQA document and the permits to construct have been
issued, SCAQMD staff found the construction of the meltshop/baghouse to be reasonably certain
with or without PR 1420.2; therefore, SCAQMD staff considered the meltshop/baghouse as part
of the CEQA baseline and did not include the impacts associated with the construction of the
meltshop/baghouse in the Draft EA. The Draft EA focused on the additional measures that the
facility would have to implement in order to comply with PR 1420.2, which included the
installation of a negative air pressure system and increased housekeeping.

Comment 1-26

2-14 |TIIL a): The Draft EA concludes that there would be no adverse impact related to
inconsistency with an air quality plan because the proposed rule is consistent with the
plan. This reasoning improperly equates the Project and Project Objectives with the
Project impacts. The Draft EA must discuss whether the emissions associated with the
construction and operational actions needed to achieve compliance will conflict with

an approved air quality plan.

Response to Comment 1-26

The Draft EA properly evaluated whether the project itself would conflict with or obstruct any
applicable air quality plan as required in the checklist on page 2-13 of the Draft EA. In response
to the comment, a discussion has been added regarding the project’s impacts contained in Section
[11.b) and f) of the Draft EA (Page 2-15). Specifically, construction and operational emissions
associated with PR 1420.2 will not exceed the SCAQMD’s CEQA significance thresholds,
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therefore PR 1420.2 will not conflict with an approved air quality plan and this impact remains
less than significant.

Comment 1-27

2-17 The text at the top of the page presents very limited actions required to comply
with the requirements of the rule. This picture is not accurate with respect to
construction of total enclosure of slag handling and storage. If the EA is premised on
the assumption that no facility will need to construct enclosed conveyors and storage
enclosures, this assumption should be disclosed and explained. In the same vein, there
is no support for the assumption in footnote 4 that no grading would be required,
particularly if Gerdau is required to construct enclosed slag conveyors and total
enclosures for slag storage.

The last paragraph states that staff assumed construction periods for the various
facilities will not overlap. See Part 1, General Comments, with respect to the long
construction schedule required to complete the Gerdau meltshop/baghouse.

Response to Comment 1-27

Page 2-6 of the Draft EA includes a section titled “Discussion and Evaluation of Environmental
Impacts”, which goes into detail the assumptions used in the CEQA analysis based on the actions
facilities would need to take to ensure compliance with PR 1420.2. This information is repeated
on Page 2-16 of the Draft EA and provides a complete view of the actions needed to comply with
the rule. Further, as described on Page 2-7 of the Draft EA, the commenter’s meltshop/baghouse
project was previously analyzed under CEQA by the City of Rancho Cucamonga as the lead
agency (Project File No.: Environmental Assessment and Conditional Use Permit DRC2008-
00512) and, as a CEQA responsible agency, the SCAQMD issued air permits to construct on July
24, 2014, which was prior to the PR 1420.2 rulemaking process. Since the construction of the
meltshop/baghouse was previously analyzed under a separate CEQA document and the permits to
construct have been issued, SCAQMD staff found the construction of the meltshop/baghouse to
be reasonably certain with or without PR 1420.2; therefore, SCAQMD staff considered the
meltshop/baghouse as part of the CEQA baseline and did not include the impacts associated with
the construction of the meltshop/baghouse in the Draft EA. The Draft EA focused on the additional
measures that the facility would have to implement in order to comply with PR 1420.2, which
included the installation of a negative air pressure system and increased housekeeping. Since
Gerdau would only need to install a negative air pressure system, no grading would be required
for that action and it was not analyzed in the Draft EA.

As discussed in Section I11.c) on Page 2-21 of the Draft EA, “criteria pollutant project-specific air
quality impacts from implementing PR 1420.2 would not exceed air quality significance thresholds
(Error! Reference source not found.), cumulative impacts are not expected to be significant for air
quality. SCAQMD cumulative significance thresholds are the same as project-specific significance
thresholds. Therefore, potential adverse impacts from implementing the proposed rule would not
be "cumulatively considerable” as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(1) for air quality
impacts. Per CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(4), the mere existence of significant cumulative impacts
caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s
incremental effects are cumulative considerable.” Therefore, it is not necessary to evaluate the
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overlapping emissions from the construction of Gerdau’s meltshop/baghouse with the construction
emissions for rule compliance.

Comment 1-28
2-19 | Operational Impacts: The EA assumes that a round trip distance of 200 miles to
transport hazardous waste. The EA does not contain sufficient information regarding
the location of the regulated facilities or the waste disposal sites to substantiate this

assumption.

Response to Comment 1-28
The Draft EA assumed a worst case average distance of affected facilities sending operational
hazardous waste to the Allied Waste La Paz County Landfill in Arizona (which is based on a 200
mile round trip from the 1-10 district border. Most of the facilities send their hazardous waste to a
local smelter or to the US Ecology Inc. in Beatty, Nevada (which is about 126 miles round trip
from the SCAQMD border).

Comment 1-29

2-21 |IIL d) Toxic Air Contaminants: See comments above regarding construction
schedule assumptions. Twenty-one days is insufficient time to construct the Gerdau
meltshop/baghouse. It also is insufficient time to construct enclosed conveyors for slag
handling, total enclosures for slag storage, site paving the large Gerdau site, and other
requirements of the rule. If the EA is premised on the assumption that compliance with
these standards will not be required due to use of other compliance options or
exemptions, the assumptions should be disclosed and explained.

Response to Comment 1-29

PR 1420.2 was modified to allow use of dust suppressants based on comments from Gerdau, and
Gerdau will not need to construct enclosures as a result of PR 1420.2. In addition, PR 1420.2 also
allows use of dust suppressants during transport of slag, as requested by Gerdau. It is the SCAQMD
staff’s understanding that Gerdau intends to comply with paragraphs (h)(5) and (h)(6) using dust
suppressants based on meetings and correspondence with representatives of Gerdau and SCAQMD
staff. Currently, Gerdau is applying dust suppressants to their slag piles; therefore, the
environmental impacts associated with complying with this rule provision are included in the
CEQA baseline. Furthermore, based on a review of operations at the other 12 affected facilities,
none of the facilities would need to apply dust suppressants in order to comply with this provision
in PR 1420.2. Therefore, there are no new environmental impacts associated with this rule
provision which have not been evaluated in the Draft EA.

The SCAQMD’s CEQA thresholds of significance are based on a maximum daily mass emission
basis. By assuming a shorter construction duration, SCAQMD staff also assumed more equipment
would be needed on a daily basis, which would provide a conservative analysis of the maximum
daily emissions. It should be noted that Proposed Rule 1420.2 was modified to extend the time to
install the total enclosure with negative air from July 2017 to April 2018 in response to comments
from Gerdau.
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Comment 1-30

2-22 | Greenhouse Gas Impacts: See comments above. In the same manner that the EA
underestimates construction and operational emission of criteria pollutants, so too it
underestimates emissions of greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, as described in
Part I, General Comments, closure of the Rancho Cucamonga facility would cause
major disruptions and shifts in scrap metal hauling and recycling and the manufacture
of seismic rebar for the California market. These shifts would result in a substantial
increase in greenhouse gas emissions that must be evaluated in the EA, if the proposed
rule retains any provisions that would result in the closure of the Rancho Cucamonga
facility.

Response to Comment 1-30

The greenhouse gas emissions were estimated using the same assumptions used in the air quality
analysis. As described in responses to comments above, since the air quality emissions were not
underestimated, neither were the greenhouse gas emissions.

The rule has been revised since the release of the Draft EA based on SCAQMD’s staff’s work with
the affected facilities, including Gerdau. It is the SCAQMD staff’s understanding based on various
conversations with representatives from Gerdau that revisions to Proposed Rule 1420.2 have
addressed all the facilities” concerns and that the facility no longer believes closure is reasonably
foreseeable. SCAQMD staff has made a number of revisions to Proposed Rule 1420.2 to address
concerns raised by Gerdau such as, but not limited to, extending the compliance date for the total
enclosure with negative air from July 2017 to April 2018, revising requirements for storing slag,
reducing the inward face velocity for openings in total enclosures with negative air from 300 to
200 feet per minute, and allowing a 15 minute rolling average for demonstrating compliance with
differential pressure monitoring for total enclosures with negative air. As proposed, PR 1420.2
does not impose requirements that would make facility closure reasonably foreseeable. Because
the revised rule does not contain requirements that are technologically or economically infeasible
and facility closure is not reasonably foreseeable, CEQA does not require the analysis of indirect
environmental impacts associated with facility closure. Therefore, the direct and indirect impacts
from facility closure do need to be analyzed in the Final EA.

Comment 1-31

2-23 | Biological Impacts: The EA dismisses impacts to biological resources because the

to | regulated facilities are within urban areas. This is not sufficient analysis under CEQA.
2-25 | The June 2015 version of the rule evaluated in the EA would require elimination of
nearly all landscaped areas at the Gerdau plant. The same may be true of other
regulated facilities. Within an urban environment, even non-native vegetation can be
important in connecting habitats of sensitive species. Moreover, CEQA requires
analysis of impacts to migratory birds regardless whether a specific species is listed as
threatened or endangered.

Response to Comment 1-31

Although PR 1420.2 contains certain landscape limits, SCAQMD staff is unaware of any evidence
suggesting that landscaped areas at the affected facilities play any role with respect to any species
or habitats, including migratory birds and the commenter has not provided any evidence to the
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contrary. Most of the facilities are located within urban, industrialized areas and are either
completely paved or do not contain landscaped areas which are important in connecting the
habitats of sensitive species. At the request of US Battery Manufacturing Company, which has
landscaped areas along the property boundary, PR 1420.2 has been updated to allow a greater area
of landscaping square footage (from 100 ft? to 500 ft?). Although this facility has the largest
landscaped area of any of the affected facilities, this facility is located within an industrial area,
surrounded by a railroad track to the south and other industrial concrete buildings. This facility
does not provide habitat for sensitive species and there are no additional biological impacts which
were not envisioned in the Draft EA.

Comment 1-32 _

2-24 | Biological Impacts: The EA suggests that the proposed rule would have a beneficial
impact “more closely in line with protecting biological resources™ because it is
designed to reduce lead emissions. Implicit in this claimed environmental benefit is
the assumption that current levels of lead in the environment are harming biological
resources. The EA must provide support for this assumption or delete the
unsubstantiated claim of environmental benefit to biological resources.

Response to Comment 1-32

The purpose of Rule 1420.2 is “to reduce lead emissions from metal melting facilities by limiting
the ambient lead concentration and requiring housekeeping and maintenance provisions to reduce
the amount of lead emitted into the air from point and fugitive sources”. Through atmospheric
deposition, lead dust generated at facilities will necessarily deposit on the soil in the vicinity of the
facility and will accumulate over time. Lead is an element which does not decompose and
SCAQMD monitoring data has shown elevated levels of lead at source-oriented monitors placed
at Trojan Battery and Gerdau, which substantiates the statement that lead accumulation on surfaces
is expected in the vicinity of these lead sources.

Based on the elevated levels of lead detected by the ambient air monitors placed in the vicinity of
Trojan Battery and Gerdau, and the atmospheric deposition of lead dust in the vicinity of affected
facilities, it is reasonable to assume that by limiting the source of lead emissions, PR 1420.2 will
reduce the amount of lead which is introduced into the environment surrounding the affected
facilities.

Comment 1-33

2-26 | Cultural Resources Discussion, V. a): The EA states that none of the facilities
include any existing structures that would be considered historically significant, that
have contributed to California history, or that pose high artistic values. The EA
provides no substantiation for this conclusion in the form of cultural resources surveys
or even site visits by trained historians or architects.

Response to Comment 1-33

SCAQMD staff is unaware of any evidence that the facilities include historically significant
structures and the commenter has not provided any evidence or made any claims to the contrary.
As stated on Page 2-26 of the Draft EA, “PR 1420.2 would require the placement of ambient air
quality monitors, construction of total enclosures, and implementation of housekeeping and
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maintenance activity requirements, such as wet washing, vacuuming, and stabilizing dirt areas.
Ambient air monitors may be placed off-site in the surrounding industrial area.” None of the
provisions in PR 1420.2 would affect existing structures and the commenter has not provided any
evidence to the contrary. The enclosure to be constructed at Atlas Pacific Corp (referred to as
Facility H in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA) would be a new enclosure which would
not affect ant of the existing structures on-site. Facilities which would require the use of different
filter media for their point source controls would not result in changes to the existing structures or
control equipment.

Comment 1-34

2-27 |Energy: The Draft EA fails to quantify and evaluate the following energy (gas,

to |electricity, gasoline and diesel) requirements of compliance with the proposed rule:
2-31 | construction and operation of enclosed slag conveyors; construction of enclosed slag
storage; construction and operation of the Gerdau meltshop/baghouse, including three
new 1,500 hp exhaust fans; 1-in-3 day air monitoring.

Response to Comment 1-34

As described on Page 2-7 of the Draft EA, the commenter’s meltshop/baghouse project was
previously analyzed under CEQA by the City of Rancho Cucamonga as the lead agency (Project
File No.: Environmental Assessment and Conditional Use Permit DRC2008-00512) and, as a
CEQA responsible agency, the SCAQMD issued air permits to construct on July 24, 2014, which
was prior to the PR 1420.2 rulemaking process. Since the construction of the meltshop/baghouse
was previously analyzed under a separate CEQA document and the permits to construct have been
issued, SCAQMD staff found the construction of the meltshop/baghouse to be reasonably certain
with or without PR 1420.2; therefore, SCAQMD staff considered the meltshop/baghouse as part
of the CEQA baseline and did not include the impacts associated with the construction of the
meltshop/baghouse in the Draft EA. The Draft EA analyzed the impacts from the additional
measures that the facility would have to implement in order to comply with PR 1420.2, which
included the installation of a negative air pressure system and increased housekeeping. The energy
impacts from the construction of the two enclosures at Atlas Pacific Corp (referred to as Facility
H in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA) and Liberty Manufacturing were included in
Table 2-7 of the Draft EA.

This comment is referring to provision (h)(5) of PR 1420.2, which does not require the construction
of a total enclosure for storage of slag, but allows facilities to choose other options such as using
sealed, leak-proof containers or stabilization using dust suppressants. Proposed Rule 1420.2 was
modified to allow use of dust suppressants based on comments from Gerdau. In addition, Proposed
Rule 1420.2 also allows use of dust suppressants during transport of slag, as requested by Gerdau.
It is the SCAQMD staff’s understanding that Gerdau intends to comply with paragraphs (h)(5) and
(h)(6) using dust suppressants based on meetings and correspondence with representatives of
Gerdau and SCAQMD staff. Currently, Gerdau is applying dust suppressants to their slag piles;
therefore, the environmental impacts associated with complying with this rule provision are
included in the CEQA baseline. Furthermore, based on a review of operations at the other 12
affected facilities, none of the facilities would need to apply dust suppressants in order to comply
with this provision in PR 1420.2. Therefore, there are no new environmental impacts associated
with this rule provision which have not been evaluated in the Draft EA.
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The energy impacts associated with the monitoring requirements of PR 1420.2 were included in
Table 2-9 on Page 2-30.

Comment 1-35
2-33 | Geology and Soils, VIL. b): The EA fails to evaluate any impacts on soil erosion or
loss of topsoil associated with removing landscaping, grading and paving the site. Ifit

is assumed that no facility will be required to take these actions due to other compliance

options or exemptions, the EA should clearly state the assumptions and the underlying

support for the assumptions.

Response to Comment 1-35

As stated on page 2-6 of the Draft EA, SCAQMD staff analyzed impacts on soil erosion and loss
of topsoil from paving at two facilities. At the request of US Battery Manufacturing Company,
which has landscaped areas along the property boundary, PR 1420.2 has been updated to allow a
greater area of landscaping square footage (from 100 ft2 to 500 ft2). Once these facilities are paved,
the potential of substantial soil erosion and the loss of topsoil would be minimized. Additionally,
the Gerdau Plant contains large unpaved areas and no geological hazards are reasonably foreseen
from paving their property.

Comment 1-36

2-41 | Land Use and Planning, X. b): The Draft EA summarily dismisses this topic because
the regulated facilities are located in urbanized, industrial or commercial areas. This is
inadequate under CEQA. Rule requirements implicating the zoning, planning and other
land use controls of local governments include the construction of tall walls or
buildings, installation of enclosed conveyors, removal of landscaping, to illustrate just
a few. The EA must be revised to include a meaningful discussion of potential land

use impacts.

Response to Comment 1-36

Regarding potential land use and zoning impacts, the Draft EA already considers the potential
impact from minor facility modifications that could impact land use due to the rule (these
modifications do not include the meltshop/baghouse project at Gerdau as this project has
previously been approved and is part of the CEQA baseline). In particular, the Draft EA already
stated on page 2-41 that the potential facility modifications will not divide an established
community because any facility modifications will occur onsite or will be so minor that they will
not affect any land use plans, policies, or regulations, including any zoning or building height
provisions. For example, the likely construction of an enclosure at Atlas Pacific Corp (referred to
as Facility H in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA) would be consistent with the land use
policies, regulations, building height requirements, and zoning of the Agua Mansa Specific Plan
and General Plan for the city of Rialto.

As described on Page 2-7 of the Draft EA, the commenter’s meltshop/baghouse project was
previously analyzed under CEQA by the City of Rancho Cucamonga as the lead agency (Project
File No.: Environmental Assessment and Conditional Use Permit DRC2008-00512) and, as a
CEQA responsible agency, the SCAQMD issued air permits to construct on July 24, 2014, which
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was prior to the PR 1420.2 rulemaking process. Since the construction of the meltshop/baghouse
was previously analyzed under a separate CEQA document and the permits to construct have been
issued, SCAQMD staff found the construction of the meltshop/baghouse to be reasonably certain
with or without PR 1420.2; therefore, SCAQMD staff considered the meltshop/baghouse as part
of the CEQA baseline and did not include the impacts associated with the construction of the
meltshop/baghouse in the Draft EA. The Draft EA analyzed the impacts from the additional
measures that the facility would have to implement in order to comply with PR 1420.2, which
included the installation of a negative air pressure system and increased housekeeping.

The Draft EA conservatively assumed that two facilities (Atlas Pacific Corp (referred to as Facility
H in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA) and Liberty Manufacturing (referred to as Facility
L in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA)) would construct total enclosures. With the current
revisions to PR 1420.2, only one facility (Atlas Pacific Corp) would need to construct a total
enclosure to comply with PR 1420.2. Atlas Pacific Corp is located in an industrial area in the city
of Rialto and is surrounded by a tilt-up concrete warehouse building to the north, a junk yard to
the west, and vacant land to the east, west, and south. The enclosure to be built will be consistent
with the existing industrial buildings in the vicinity of the facility and will have to comply with
the building code requirements within the city of Rialto’s Agua Mansa Specific Plan and the
General Plan for the city of Rialto.

As previously discussed, Proposed Rule 1420.2 allows use of dust suppressants for storage and
transport of slag. The owner or operator of a lead melting facility has a variety of choices to comply
with the storage and transport of slag. Based on meetings with affected facilities, the only facility
that has commented on the concern for constructing a structure storing or transporting for slag has
been Gerdau. This was an issue that Gerdau provided written comments and also discussed in
Working Group meetings. As a result, Proposed Rule 1420.2 was modified to allow in addition to
storing slag in sealed, leak-proof containers, and transport of slag within closed conveyor systems
or in sealed, leak-proof containers to allow use of dust suppressants for both the storage and
transport of slag. Provision (h)(3)(c) of the September 2, 2015 version of PR 1420.2, which
addresses the paving of landscape areas, does not conflict with city permits, ordinance, or
requirements for the State Water Control Board where paving would be required.

Comment 1-37

2-43 | Noise, XIL a), b), and ¢): The Draft EA omits discussion of the potential noise impacts
associated with the construction and operation of enclosed slag conveyors. If it is
assumed that no facility will be required to construct and operate enclosed slag
conveyors due to other compliance options or exemptions, the EA should clearly state
the assumptions and the underlying support for the assumptions.

Response to Comment 1-37

The Draft EA conservatively assumed that two facilities (Atlas Pacific Corp (referred to as Facility
H in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA) and Liberty Manufacturing (referred to as Facility
L in Table B-10 in Appendix B of the Draft EA)) would construct total enclosures. With the current
revisions to PR 1420.2, only one facility (Atlas Pacific Corp) would need to construct a total
enclosure to comply with PR 1420.2. Atlas Pacific Corp is located in an industrial area in the city
of Rialto in San Bernardino County and is surrounded by a tilt-up concrete warehouse building to
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the north, a junk yard to the west, and vacant land to the east, west, and south. By building an
enclosure over existing processes occurring at the Atlas Pacific Corp facility, the existing noise
impacts would be reduced at that facility. As previously discussed, Proposed Rule 1420.2 allows
use of dust suppressants for storage and transport of slag. The owner or operator of a lead melting
facility has a variety of choices to comply with the storage and transport of slag. Based on
meetings with affected facilities, the only facility that has commented on the concern for
constructing a structure storing or transporting for slag has been Gerdau. This was an issue that
Gerdau provided written comments and also discussed in Working Group meetings. As a result,
Proposed Rule 1420.2 was modified to allow in addition to storing slag in sealed, leak-proof
containers, and transport of slag within closed conveyor systems or in sealed, leak-proof containers
to allow use of dust suppressants for both the storage and transport of slag. Currently, Gerdau is
applying dust suppressants to their slag piles; therefore, the environmental impacts associated with
complying with this rule provision are included in the CEQA baseline. Furthermore, based on a
review of operations at the other 12 affected facilities, none of the facilities would need to apply
dust suppressants in order to comply with this provision in PR 1420.2. Therefore, there are no new
environmental impacts associated with this rule provision which have not been evaluated in the
Draft EA.

pomment 1-38

2-43 | Noise, XIL d): The Draft EA states that it is not known whether existing facilities are
located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport. Only 13
facilities are regulated by the rule. This information is readily available and should be
disclosed in the Draft EA. !

Response to Comment 1-38

On Page 2-35 of the Draft EA, the analysis states that “Two of the facilities are located within two
miles of a public airport.” Senior Aerospace is located approximately 0.6 miles east of the Burbank
Airport but is not located within the airport influence area. Teledyne Battery Products is located
approximately 1.7 miles southeast of the San Bernardino International Airport but is not within
the airport safety review area. This information has been updated on Page 2-43 of the Final EA.

Comment 1-39

2-47 | Solid and Hazardous Waste:

to The Draft EA states that no demolition is expected as a result of the proposed
2-49 |rule. See comments above regarding the EA’s failure to evaluate Gerdau’s substantial
meltshop/baghouse construction, which will include generation of demolition waste.

In addition, cities and counties are required by state law to reduce the amount

of waste, including construction waste, going to landfills. In the event that onerous or
infeasible requirements are restored or added to the rule, causing closure of the Rancho
Cucamonga facility, then either cities and counties will struggle to meet their diversion
requirements under state law, or the scrap metal currently processed at the Rancho
Cucamonga facility will need to be transported to out of state or out of country facilities,
causing environmental impacts described elsewhere in these comments.

Response to Comment 1-39
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As described on Page 2-7 of the Draft EA, the commenter’s meltshop/baghouse project was
previously analyzed under CEQA by the City of Rancho Cucamonga as the lead agency (Project
File No.: Environmental Assessment and Conditional Use Permit DRC2008-00512) and, as a
CEQA responsible agency, the SCAQMD issued air permits to construct on July 24, 2014, which
was prior to the PR 1420.2 rulemaking process. Since the construction of the meltshop/baghouse
was previously analyzed under a separate CEQA document and the permits to construct have been
issued, SCAQMD staff found the construction of the meltshop/baghouse to be reasonably certain
with or without PR 1420.2; therefore, SCAQMD staff considered the meltshop/baghouse as part
of the CEQA baseline and did not include the impacts associated with the construction of the
meltshop/baghouse in the Draft EA. The Draft EA focused on the additional measures that the
facility would have to implement in order to comply with PR 1420.2, which included the
installation of a negative air pressure system and increased housekeeping.

The rule has been revised since the release of the Draft EA based on SCAQMD’s staff’s work with
the affected facilities, including Gerdau. It is the SCAQMD staff’s understanding based on various
conversations with representatives from Gerdau that revisions to Proposed Rule 1420.2 have
addressed all the facilities” concerns and that the facility no longer believes closure is reasonably
foreseeable. SCAQMD staff has made a number of revisions to Proposed Rule 1420.2 to address
concerns raised by Gerdau such as, but not limited to, extending the compliance date for the total
enclosure with negative air from July 2017 to April 2018, revising requirements for storing slag,
reducing the inward face velocity for openings in total enclosures with negative air from 300 to
200 feet per minute, and allowing a 15 minute rolling average for demonstrating compliance with
differential pressure monitoring for total enclosures with negative air. As proposed, PR 1420.2
does not impose requirements that would make facility closure reasonably foreseeable. Because
the revised rule does not contain requirements that are technologically or economically infeasible
and facility closure is not reasonably foreseeable, CEQA does not require the analysis of indirect
environmental impacts associated with facility closure. Therefore, the waste impacts from facility
closure do need to be analyzed in the Final EA.

Comment 1-40

2-49 | Transportation and Traffic: See Part I, General Comments. In the event that onerous

to |or infeasible requirements are restored or added to the rule, causing closure of the
2-51 | Rancho Cucamonga facility, then the scrap metal currently processed at the Rancho
Cucamonga facility will need to be transported to out of state or out of country facilities,
causing environmental impacts described elsewhere in these comments.

Response to Comment 1-40

The rule has been revised since the release of the Draft EA based on SCAQMD’s staff’s work with
the affected facilities, including Gerdau. It is the SCAQMD staff’s understanding based on various
conversations with representatives from Gerdau that revisions to Proposed Rule 1420.2 have
addressed all the facilities’ concerns and that the facility no longer believes closure is reasonably
foreseeable. SCAQMD staff has made a number of revisions to Proposed Rule 1420.2 to address
concerns raised by Gerdau such as, but not limited to, extending the compliance date for the total
enclosure with negative air from July 2017 to April 2018, revising requirements for storing slag,
reducing the inward face velocity for openings in total enclosures with negative air from 300 to
200 feet per minute, and allowing a 15 minute rolling average for demonstrating compliance with
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differential pressure monitoring for total enclosures with negative air. As proposed, PR 1420.2
does not impose requirements that would make facility closure reasonably foreseeable. Because
the revised rule does not contain requirements that are technologically or economically infeasible
and facility closure is not reasonably foreseeable, CEQA does not require the analysis of indirect
environmental impacts associated with facility closure. Therefore, the transport of scrap material
outside of the SCAQMD boundaries do need to be analyzed in the Final EA.
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