SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Final Environmental Assessment for

Proposed Rule 1157 — PM10 Emission Reductions froAggregate and
Related Operations

December 2004
SCAQMD No. 040901JK

Executive Officer
Barry R. Wallerstein, D. Env.

Deputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources
Elaine Chang, DrPH

Assistant Deputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources
Laki Tisopulos, Ph.D., P.E.

Planning and Rules Manager
CEQA and Socioeconomic Analysis
Susan Nakamura

Author: James Koizumi, Air Quality Specialist
Technical Tuyet-le PhamAir Quality Specialist
Assistance:

Reviewed By: Steve Smith, Ph.D. — Program Supervisor

Lee Lockie, M.S. — Director, Area Sources
Kurt Wiese — District Counsel




SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
GOVERNING BOARD

CHAIRMAN: WILLIAM A. BURKE, Ed.D.
Speaker of the Assembly Appointee

VICE CHAIRMAN: S. ROY WILSON
Supervisor, Fourth District
Riverside County Representative
MEMBERS:

MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
Supervisor, Fifth District
Los Angeles County Representative

JANE W. CARNEY
Senate Rules Committee Appointee

WILLIAM S. CRAYCRAFT
Councilmember, City of Mission Viejo
Cities Representative, Orange County

BEATRICE J.S. LAPISTO-KIRTLEY
Mayor, City of Bradbury
Cities Representative, Los Angeles County, Ead®egion

RONALD O. LOVERIDGE
Mayor, City of Riverside
Cities Representative, Riverside County

JAN PERRY
Councilmember, Ninth District

Cities Representative, Los Angeles County, WedRamgion

BILL POSTMUS
Supervisor, Fourth District
San Bernardino County Representative

JAMES SILVA
Supervisor, Second District
Orange County Representative

CYNTHIA VERDUGO-PERALTA
Governor's Appointee

DENNIS YATES

Councilmember, City of Chino
Cities Representative, San Bernardino County

EXECUTIVE OFFICER:

BARRY R. WALLERSTEIN, D.Env.



PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmentasessment (EA) for
Proposed Rule 1157 — Emission Reductions from Aggiee and Related
Operations. The Draft EA was released for a 30#ylic review and comment
period from September 2, 2004, to October 1, 2000 comment letters were
received from the public. To facilitate identifgimodifications to the document,
modifications to the document are included as Ut textand text removed
from the document is indicated by-strikethrough

The Draft EA contained the August 27, 2004 versb®PR 1157. Modifications
have been made to the proposed Draft EA in accoedaiith changes to the Staff
Report and Proposed Rule for clarity and continuity

None of the modifications alter any conclusionschea in the Draft EA, nor
provide new information of substantial importanedative to environmental
impacts in the draft document that would requireircellation of the Draft EA
pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act§QA) Guidelines §15073.5.
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INTRODUCTION

The area of jurisdiction under the South Coast Qurality Management District (SCAQMD)
exceeds state and federal ambient air quality aralsdfor PM10 (defined as particulate matter
with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or lesE)ese microscopically fine particles can
originate from a variety of area sources, both ratand man-made, and from a variety of
stationary source processes, which include dirsss®ons (referred to as primary PM10) and
atmospheric chemical reactions that convert gas@aiticles (referred to as secondary PM10).
Approximately one-third of the ambient PM10 concetibns are a result of soil dust
entrainment, commonly referred to as fugitive dush response to these elevated PM10 levels,
the SCAQMD adopted Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, toucedfugitive dust and the corresponding
PM10 emissions.

Currently, fugitive dust from aggregate facilities regulated under Rule 403 in the Basin.
Proposed Rule (PR) 1157 would expand upon the gemggitive dust control requirements
required at facilities with aggregate and relatpdrations that currently are subject primarily to
Rule 403. PR 1157 would implement a portion of 2083 AQMP control measure BCM-08 —
Further Emission Reductions from Aggregate OpematiPM10). Aggregate operations are
defined as plants that produce sand, gravel, cdustamne, and quarried rocks. PR 1157 would
implement the non-cement operation portion of Garteasure BCM-08. A separate rule will
be proposed to address emissions generated by temaenifacturing operations. Operations
that are related to aggregate processes use save), gcement, crushed stone, and/or quarried
rocks in their products, crush miscellaneous base,are inert landfills that handle
construction/demolition debris. PR 1157 would cohPM10 emissions though the use of
performance standards and proposed dust contrauresa

Throughout this document, references to the prapopeoject or PR 1157 are used
interchangeably.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The California Legislature created the SCAQMD in7T9as the agency responsible for
developing and enforcing air pollution control mulend regulations in the South Coast Air Basin
(Basin) and in portions of the Salton Sea Air Baamml Mojave Desert Air Basin, referred to
herein collectively as the district. By statutee ISCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality
management plan (AQMP) which outlines plans andggarms to achieve compliance with
federal and state ambient air quality standardsifaareas within the distritt Furthermore, the
SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that camy the AQMP. PR 1157 would
implement control measure BCM-08 — Further Emis$teauctions from Aggregate Operations
(PM10) contained in the 2003 AQMP. Additional inf@tion on this control measure can be
viewed or downloaded at http://www.agmd.gov/agmpsd2003AQMPChap4.pdf.

! SCAQMD, Board Package for Proposed Rule 403, Agetal 38, April 2, 2004.

2 The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, He& Safety Code §§40400-40540.
® Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).

* Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).

PR 1157 1-1 December 2004
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

PR 1157 is a “project” as defined by CEQA Guidedigd 5378 and California Public Resources
Code 821065. SCAQMD is the lead agency for thiggat and has prepared this-drBihal
Environmental Assessment (EA) with no significadverse environmental impacts pursuant to
its certified regulatory program. California PublResources Code 821080.5 allows public
agencies with certified regulatory programs to prem plan or other written document in lieu of
an environmental impact report once the Secretérhe® Resources Agency has certified its
regulatory program. The SCAQMD'’s regulatory pragraas certified on March 1, 1989, and is
codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.

An environmental impact is defined as an impadh®physical conditions that exist within the
area which would be affected by a proposed projectuding land, air, water, minerals, flora,
fauna, noise, or objects of historic significanc@EQA and Rule 110 both require that potential
significant adverse environmental impacts of pregoprojects be evaluated, and that feasible
methods to reduce or avoid these significant aégvensironmental impacts be implemented. To
fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMias prepared this—drafinal EA to
address the potential significant adverse envirgriai@mpacts associated with implementing
PR 1157. The draft EA is a public disclosure doeaomntended to: (a) provide the lead agency,
responsible agencies, decision makers and the agemaiblic with information on the
environmental effects of the proposed project; @)dbe used as a tool by decision makers to
facilitate decision making on the proposed project.

SCAQMD's review of the proposed project shows that project would not have significant
adverse effects on the environment. Thereforealbernatives or mitigation measures are
required to be included in this draft EA to avoid reduce any significant effects on the
environment (CEQA Guidelines §815252(b)(2)). Theiemmental checklist and discussion in
Chapter 2 supports the conclusion of no signifieatverse environmental impacts.

All commentsreceived during the public comment period on thaysis presented in theilsaft
EA will-be-has beemesponded to and amecluded inthe Appendix D of thigkinal EA. Prior to
making a decision on the proposed project, the SKIBQ5overning Board must review and
certify the Final EA as providing adequate inforimaton the potential adverse environmental
impacts of PR 1157.

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The district is faced with a number of constraiemsi complex circumstances to achieving clean
air. These include the physical and meteorologie#ting, the large pollutant emissions burden
within the entire district, and the rapid populatigrowth of the area. The purpose of PR 1157 is
to further reduce primary PM10 emissions from aggte and related operations in the district,
implement AQMP control measure BCM-08 — Further &n Reductions from Aggregate
Operations (PM10) in the 2003 AQMP, and to complithwnost stringent control measure
requirements.

PROJECT LOCATION
The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,4@Bare miles (referred to hereafter as the
district), consisting of the four-county South CoAs Basin (Basin) (Orange County and the

PR 1157 1-2 December 2004



Final Environmental Assessment

nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, aad Bernardino counties) and the Riverside
County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSABJY the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).
The Basin, which is a subregion of the SCAQMD’sgdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean
to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardind,Sam Jacinto Mountains to the north and
east. The Los Angeles County portion of the MDA&®dwn as North County or Antelope
Valley) is bounded by the San Gabriel Mountainshi® south and west, the Los Angeles/Kern
County border to the north, and the Los Angelesfamardino County border to the east. The
Riverside County portion of the SSAB is boundedHsy San Jacinto Mountains to the west and
spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley. THer& nonattainment area (known as the
Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion ofeRside County and the SSAB that is
bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the westtla® eastern boundary of the Coachella
Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).

Santa
Barbara

San Joaquin Kern{County ° San Bernardino County

Mojave Desert
Air Basin

Riverside nty

)

San Diego Salton Sea
South Coast , . : :
AzUOualgasIVlana ement District Air Basin | A”;I Basin
S— SCAQMD Jurisdiction A\ San Diego County| mperial County

Figure 1-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

There are three levels of regulatory requiremehtt apply to the aggregate and related
industries: 1) federal requirements (i.e., U.S.iEBmmental Protection Agency or EPA); 2) state
(i.e., the California Air Resources Board (CARBYather state agencies), and, 3) local (i.e., the
SCAQMD and local governments). The following is @verview of federal, state and local
regulatory programs that are applicable to the egage and related operations.

PR 1157 1-3 December 2004
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Federal Requirements

The federal Clean Air Act requires the SCAQMD tampdan AQMP that identifies a control
strategy to demonstrate compliance with the fedamabient air quality standards. To address
this federal mandate, the 2003 AQMP for the distmcluded Control Measure BCM-08 —
Further Emission Reductions from Aggregate and @enManufacturing Operations. In
addition, there are other federal requirementsappty to aggregate and related operations. The
following is a brief summary of these requirements.

Standards of Performance for Hot Mix Asphalt Fées

EPA promulgated standards for hot mix asphaltitsslin Title 40, Chapter I, Part 60, Subpart |
of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR PartSebpart 1). Subpart | assigns a 20 percent
opacity limit and a 90 micrograms/dry standard cubeter PM content for fugitive emissions.

Standards of Performance for Nonmetallic Mineraldessing Plants

EPA promulgated standards for various equipment pmodtesses of aggregate and related
operations in the Code of Federal Regulations (BR ®art 60, Subpart OOQO). In particular,

Subpart OOO limits opacity to 10 percent for fugitiemissions at the transfer point of the
conveyors; however, it does not address the drgppfnmaterials from the conveyors to the
storage piles. Subpart OOO also sets a limit opdfent opacity for fugitive emissions

generated from the crushers.

State Requirements

State law also requires the SCAQMD to adopt an AQiuER identifies a control strategy to
demonstrate progress towards achieving the statbieam air quality standards. The
2003 AQMP for the district that included Control dere BCM-08 — Further Emission
Reductions from Aggregate and Cement Manufactu@pgrations, was also submitted to the
CARB to comply with state law.

In addition, Senate Bill 656 (SB 656, Sher) whichswenacted by the Legislature in 2003
requires CARB in consultation with local air distg, to adopt a list of most feasible control
measures to reduce PM10 and PM2.5. SB 656 alsoresgqCARB and local air districts to
adopt implementation schedules for appropriaterobmeasures by July 31, 2005, and CARB
to report actions taken and recommend further astio achieve the state PM standards.

Fhe-states-ofTexas, San Joaquin Valley APCD, Clark County (Miyaand Maricopa County
(Arlzona) have developed S|m|lar rules prlmarrw Drocess operatlohyrseensm—l;lenela—&nd
- - a ala a a 0 Of

Local Requirements

SCAQMD Rule Requirements

At present, SCAQMD does not have a source-speunilie directed at aggregate and related
operations located in the district. Instead, theperations are required to comply with
SCAQMD Rule 203 - Permit to Operate, Rule 401 —iblesEmissions, Rule 402 — Nuisance,
Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, Rule 404 — Particulatettbta Concentration, and Rule 405 — Solid
Particulate Matter — Weight.

PR 1157 1-4 December 2004



Final Environmental Assessment

Rule 401 — Visible Emissions

Rule 401 controls visible emissions from any ainteminants discharged into the atmosphere
from any single source. All sources are restridtedh discharging emissions for a period or
periods of time more than three minutes in any loo@ which is as dark as or darker than the
shade designated No. 1 on a Ringelmann Chart, suaf opacity to obscure an observers view
to a degree equal or greater than smoke desigiaietl on a Ringelmann Chart. Commercial
charbroilers excluding those with control equipmentthose that are chain-driven; equipment
for melting, heating or holding asphalt or coal pétch for on-site roof construction or repair;
and pile-drivers are restricted from dischargingssions that are equivalent or exceed smoke
designated No. 2 on a Ringelmann Chart or thatwbsasion to a degree equal or greater than
smoke designated No. 2 on a Ringelmann Chart feogher periods of three or four minutes per
hour depending on the type of equipment.

Rule 402 - Nuisance

Rule 402 limits the discharge of any air contaminanother material from any sources that
causes public injury, detriment, nuisance or annoga The rule also restricts emissions that
endanger the comfort, repose, health or safeth@fpublic, or which cause, or have a natural
tendency to cause, injury or damage to businepsoperty.

Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust

PM10 emissions from all human dust generating giets/ including aggregate and related
operations are currently regulated by Rule 403.leRQ3 presents dust control measures in a
series of three tables. Table 1 presents bedbbiarcontrol measures (BACM). BACM are the
most stringent emission limitations or control teicjues which are commercially available.
Table 2 details dust control measures for largeatjpns. Large facilities are those with active
operations on property which contains 50 or moreesaof disturbed surface area; or any
earthmoving operation with a daily earth-movinglmoughput volume of 3,850 cubic meters or
more three times during the most recent 365-daypgerTable 3 displays Contingency Control
Measures for Large Operations. Rule 403 generfdjuses on PM10 emissions from
construction/demolition activities, disturbed sedaareas, earth-moving activities, open storage
piles, movements of motorized vehicles; and wingedr fugitive dust.

Under Rule 403, aggregate and related operati@eegquired to implement applicable actions in
Table 2 and applicable actions in Table 3 whenieglple performance standards cannot be met
from Table 2 actions. Facilities that conduct éagperations that do not implement measures in
Table 2 and 3 of Rule 403 are required to subnfitilg executed Large Operation Notification
(Form 204N) within seven days of qualifying as egéaoperation; maintain daily records to
document the specific dust control actions takdteralanuary 1, 2005, install and maintain
project signage and identify a dust control suenyiand notify the Executive Officer in writing
within 30 days after the site no longer qualifissadarge operation.

Rule 403.1 - Supplemental Fugitive Dust Control Ragrements for Coachella Valley
Sources

Rule 403.1 establishes special requirements forclgaa Valley fugitive dust sources. The
requirements are applicable to active operatiomnogtorage piles or disturbed surface areas,
construction (earth-moving) activities that are msoibject to local jurisdiction dust control
ordinance requirements. Requirements include wspded based operational restrictions;
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stabilization; control actions specified in TableoR Rule 403; restrictions on earth-moving
activities; fugitive dust control plans; signagend@monitoring; and recordkeeping.

Rule 404 - Particulate Matter- Concentration

Rule 404 regulates PM emissions from control extsabesed on concentration. Rule 404
includes a table which presents the maximum digghaate of particulate matter allowed by
process weight over the lesser of one completee@fobperation or one hour.

Rule 405 - Solid Particulate Matter — Weight

Rule 405 regulates PM emissions from control extsabsased on weight criteria. Rule 405
includes a table which presents the maximum coragons of particulate matter allowed in
discharged gas by volume of gas discharged ovdes$iser of one complete cycle of operation or
one hour.

Local Dust Control Ordinances
The SCAQMD adopted the 2002 Coachella Valley Staglementation Plan (CVSIP), which
includes the most stringent measures analysis gpipriate control measures.

Studies of Emissions from Aggregate Facilities

PM10 is generated during the mining, processingd dwandling (i.e., transporting,
loading/unloading, conveying, crushing, screenmiing, and storing) of the aggregates. Other
significant sources of PM and PM10 emissions apaued roads and track-out (materials from
the facility are transported to part of the pulbbads where it can be crushed and entrained into
the air by passing traffic.) The problem can besgaduring high winds. As a result, several
studies have been undertaken to address the PMis8iemproblem at affected facilities.

Environmental Effects of Gravel Mining Study

In response to increased concerns from the resideritwindale and nearby communities about
the effects of the mining operations on air andewaguality, Congresswoman Hilda Solis and
Congressman Henry Waxman initiated an investigatibme findings of this investigationvere
published in December 2002.

2004 SCAQMD Monitoring Program

The SCAQMD initiated a comprehensive air monitorgtgdy at six of the largest gravel mining
and processing operations in the Irwindale areMay 2003 to characterize their air quality
impacts. This PM10 ambient monitoring follows #@ CFR, Part 50, Appendixrdonitoring
procedures provided in Rule 403, which establisheBM10 upwind/downwind differential
concentration level that facilities must complylwitThe following are the key findings:

* Monitoring completed at four of the six sites iratie upwind/downwind PM10 measured
differences greater than 50 ug/rthreshold established by SCAQMD Rule 403. The
exceedances resulted in the issuance of Noticegiadtions (NOVs) to the responsible
facilities. While NOVs were issued, none of the WChave been settled or approved at this
time.

5 Environmental Effects of Gravel Mining in Irwindal€A: Basic Information Is Not Available to Assddsalth
and Environmental Risks to the Community.

PR 1157 1-6 December 2004



Final Environmental Assessment

* Results of the upwind sampling at two facilitiegygest that unpaved access roads and
track-out to paved public and privateads may contribute significantly to ambient PM10
levels. The finding is consistent with track-observed at several locations.

SCAQMD staff is conducting on-going monitoring, Ifiesurveillance and inspections of
aggregate and related operations in Irwindale suencompliance with health protective PM10
emission standards.

Irwindale Task Force

The SCAQMD established the Irwindale Task Forcd={IWhich consisted of representatives
from the SCAQMD, the City of Irwindale, the aggrégand related operations in the Irwindale
area, the Southern California Rock Products Assiocia(SCRPA), the Southern California
Ready Mixed Concrete Association (SCRMA), and thesaltants. The purposes of the ITF are
to: 1) enhance communication between the SCAQMRB, d¢hy of Irwindale,and affected
industries, 2) assist the affected industries im@ging with current dust rules, and 3) seek
commitments to mitigate fugitive dust.

This effort has been very successful-andwhde SCAQMD staff provides training to assist the
facilities in identifying and further implementirgffective dust controls. The SCAQMD staff
also works with the City of Irwindale to implemean Interagency Workplan that allows for
joint surveillanceand inspection activities and interagency complairiemal between the two

ageneiegursidictions

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PR 1157 would implement BCM-08 — Further Emissia@déktions from Aggregate Operations
(PM10), previously evaluated and discussed in timalR2003 Air Quality Management Plan
(August 2003) and Final Program Environmental Imp&eport for 2003 Air Quality
Management Plan (August 2003). PR 1157 specifiegrost effective emission controls that
would extend beyond the Rule 403 requirements arel tachnologically feasible and
cost-effective, to reduce dust impacts from affédeeilities on the surrounding communities.

The following subsections briefly summarize the P¥7. For the complete text of the
proposed rule, please refer to Appendix A.

Proposed Rule 1157

Purpose
PR 1157 would reduce PM10 emissions from aggregate related operations. Aggregate

operations are defined as operations that prodadéiamix sand, gravel and crushed stone
and/or quarried rock Related operations are defined as operationsuigasand, gravel, cement,

crushed stone, and/or quarried rocks in their petsjwrcrush miscellaneous base, and inert
landfills that handle construction/demolition debri

Applicability
PR 1157 applies to all permanent and temporary eggde and related operations, unless
otherwise exempted by the proposed rule.

PR 1157 1-7 December 2004
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Definitions

This subdivision lists keywords related to aggregatd related operations and defines them for
clarity and to enhance enforceability. For examplest suppressants are defined as water,
hygroscopic materials, or chemical dust stabilizessd as a treatment material to reduce fugitive
dust emissions.

Requirements
1. PR 1157 establishes the following performance staadls effective January 1, 2005:

* No fugitive dust emissions exceeding 20 percent opacity shalddischarged to the
atmosphere from any activity, equipmeapen-storage pile, or disturbed surface area,
based on an average of 12 consecutive readingsy 88AQMD Opacity Test Method
No. 9B. Less than five individual, consecutive ctisrges into the atmosphere, of
fugitive dust emissions exceeding 50 percent opaitdm any activity, equipment,
storage pile, or disturbed surface area, using S@B(Dpacity Test Method No. 9B,
effective December 3, 2009No visible dust plume exceeding 100 feet in amgation
shall be generated from any activity, equipmenenggiorage pile, or disturbed surface
area.

* Any pile of material spillage on any internal roaslisall -retbe -allewed promptly
removed Alternatively, piles of material spillage may bsaintained in astabilized
conditionwith ehemical-stabilizergust suppressantnd removed-aby the end of-the
each workday.

» All piles of material spillage not on internal re&aand carry-back shall be maintained in a
stabilized_conditiorwith ehermical-stabilizerglust suppressants until remavaCarry-
back -areis the dry materials that fall off the underside bk tconveyor belt and
accumulatesn the ground.

. Suff|C|ent appllcatlon of dust suppressants or anﬂst control methodsepp#eved—by the

5 ed
at—eaeh—emlsaen—seutae necessarv to meet the opamtv, consecutlvbame and dust
plume performance standards stated previously

» Where applicable, a gravel pad shall be instaled tontains one-inch or larger washed
gravel maintained to a depth of six inches, hasaextile lining underneath the washed
gravel, and is flushed with water or is completedplaced as necessary to comply with
the track out threshold set forth in Rule 403.

2. Loading, Unloading and Transferring:
* Operators of affected existing operations shalllyamjust suppressant or other dust

control methods—approved—by-theExeecutive—Offie¢reach emission source during

loading, unloading, or transferring activities -edrrexemptmaterials as necessary to
meet the opacity, consecutive discharge, and dustep performance standards stated

previously

available

3. Conveyor:
» Operators of existing operations using a convehail @pply dust suppressants_or other

dust control methods-renrexempt-materalait the-beginning-of-theonveyor-where
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nonexemptmaterials—arefed-to-the—conveyor-beltanmhcuding all transfer points

where -rerexempt materials are released materials as necessaryeéb the opacity,

consecutive discharge, and dust plume performanaceards stated previously

leas

4. Crushing Equipment:

Effective-August-1,-2005,-Operators of facilitie®perations conducting crushing activities
of rerexemptmaterials shall use baghouse(s) to control PM1&sams. Alternatively,

operators may apply dust suppressants other dasitotonethodsat the-feed-stream-to-the

crusher-and-ancluding all discharge points-durirg-such-activiti@s necessary to meet the
opacity, consecutive discharge, and dust plumepeaegnce standards stated previously

5. Screening Equipment:

Effective—August—1,—2005,60perators that conduct outdoor screening activities of
nenr-exempt materials shall use enclosed screening equipnteadt is equipped with a

baghouse. Alternatively, the operator-efageration—conductingcreening activities may
apply dust suppressants other dust control methbtse screening equipment includitg

feed-stream—to-the—crusher—andadlt discharge points_as necessary to meet the tgpaci
consecutive discharge, and dust plume performanaceards stated previously

6. Storage Piles:

» Operators of affected operations shall maintaia stabilized conditiorthe entiresurface
of the open storage piles -ef-reremptmaterials-at-al-timesexcept for areas of the piles
that are actively disturbed during the loading andihloading activities. Alternatively,
the operator may store-r@xemptmaterials in a silo or a bunker; maintain at ldast
feet of freeboard from the highest portion of thkeg and if a bunker is use, shall
stabilize the sidesf the pile thatis—netsurroundenle not shieldedby -a-non-porous
walls.

* At the end of each work-shiffay in which loading and unloading activities ef+on
exemptmaterials were performed, the operator shall @yadust suppressants to re-
stabilize disturbed areas of the piles.

* Operators of affected facilitiegderations shall not allow any open storage piles o
nonexemptmaterials to be greater than eight feet in heigtsuch piles are located
within 300 feet of off-site occupied buildings couses; otherwise, operators of affected
facility/operation shalHnstall-and-utiizgperatea water irrigation system to maintain the

entire surface of the piles instabilized conditiothe-entiresurfaceotthepiles

7. Internal Roadways:
a) Unpaved Roadways for Haul Trucks:
» Operators of affected facilitiegderations shall apply-@ust chemical stabilizers on
internal unpaved haul roads that the surface is maintained istabilized condition
* Operators of affected facilitiegderations shall post signs at the two ends of the
internal unpaved haul roads, stating that haulksushall use these roads unless

otherwise-exemptetlaveling to the maintenance areas
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b)

c)

Unpaved Roadways for Non-haul Trucks and-Other\elales-Parking and Staging

Areas:

* Operators of affected facilitiegderations shall apply chemical stabilizers on wega
roadway and parking and staqmq aress that the surface |s malntalned in a
stabilized conditionor apply-enaneh .
ofsix—inchesa gravel pad as prewouslv descrlbed in the Genléeaformance
Standard®n the entire unpaved non-haaad and/or parking and staging areas

Paved Roads:

» Operators of affected-a-hdacility/operation with a minimum of 60 aggregate and/or
mixer trucks exiting the facility on any daall water—clean,—and/eweep internal
paved roads wﬂh—Rute—l—B@ee#Hﬁeda streetsweeper by the end of each production
work shift; Ay

» Operators of—a#eeted—eetlng—a famhtwesloperatlon W|th Iess than 60 aggregate
and/or mixer trucks exiting the facility on any dslyall water,—clean—and/sweep
|nternal paved roads with a street swednethe end of every other work dageh

A A dOn days
that the roads are not swept the operator shalh/a/ﬂater as necessary to comply
with opacity, consecutive discharge, and dust plypedormance standards stated
previously on at least 100 feet of paved roadgherentire length of paved roads
leading to an exit to public paved roads, if suzdds are less than 100 feet long.

» Sweepers that are purchased after December 3,2@Mmeet the criteria of PM10-
efficient Rule 1186-certified sweepers.

» Operators of a new facility/operation shall use @eR1186-certified sweeper to
sweep the internal paved roads.

8. Track-Out:

The operator of-afacility/operation must-pestsighs-atthe-exits-of theftgstatingand

the drivers must take all reasonable steps to emtisat all loads on aggregate trucks-must
be areleveled,anrdmaintained withat least six inches of freeboard. The operatall sh
stabilize the load by applying dust suppressantsufiicient quantities to meet the
opacity, consecutive discharge, and dust plumeopeence standards stated previously,
prior to entering paved public roads or prior te 0§ a rumble grate and wheel washer.
The operator of a facility/operation must post sighthe exits of the facility requiring all
loads to comply with the requirements to ensuré #tlaloads on aggregate trucks are
leveledmaintained with at least six inches of freeboamf] are stabilized with dust
suppressants in sufficient quantities to meet fhaciy, consecutive discharge, and dust
plume performance standards stated previouslyr poi@ntering paved public roads or
prior to use of a rumble grate and wheel washer.

Effective December 3, 2005, the operator of a dts/e facility/operation shall install
and utilize a rumble grate, or a wheel washer, tuek washer that is located no less
than 30 feet prior to each exit that is used byegate and/or mixer trucks and leading to
a public road; ensure that all aggregate and mixeks leaving the facility go through
the rumble grate, wheel washer, or the truck waghest a sign by the rumble grate,
wheel washer, or truck washer restricting the sgeeid to five miles per hour. If the
internal road from the rumble grate, wheel wasbethe truck washer is not paved, the
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operator shall apply a pad as described in thergeperformance requirements to such
roads. If the distance between the rumble grateeelwasher, or the truck washer and
the public road is less than 30 feet, the operat@l demonstrate to the Executive
Officer that the rumble grate, wheel washer, orttihek washer utilized at this shorter
distance would be adequate to prevent track owust to the public road, by July 1,
2005. The operator of a new, temporary facilitgi@ion shall provide such
demonstration to the Executive Officer prior to beginning of its operation.

» Effective -August—1December 3 2005, theoperatorsof affecteda new permanent
facility/operatiorswith land size in excess of 25 acres or with aighesl daily
throughput of 750 tons, and tloperatorsof an existing _permanentacility/operations
with areain-excess-of 5@eresor-with-a minimum of60 aggregate and/or mixer trucks
trips-exiting the facility on any day shall install antline a rumble grate and a wheel
washer that is located no less than 30 feet frorh eait that is used by aggregate and/or
mixing trucks and leads to a paved public roade ifitmble grate shall be located within
10 feet of the wheel washefhe-wheelwashermust-wisthe-entire-circumference- of
each-wheelAll aggregate trucks and mixer trucks leaving thelity must go through a
rumble grate and wheel washer. The operator glosil a sign by the rumble grate to
designate the speed limit to five miles per hourtfaveling over the rumble grate and
wheel washer.Internal roads from the rumble grate and wheel waghthe facility exits
leading to the paved public roads shall be pavtiaggregate and/or mixerucks shall
stay on internal paved roads between the wheelevaahd the facility exits leading to
the paved public roads. If the distance betweenrtimble grate, wheel washer, or the
truck washer and the public road is less than 8@ fbe operator shall demonstrate that
the rumble grate, wheel washer, or the truck wastikzed at this shorter distance would
be adequate to prevent track out of dust to thdipubad to the Executive Officer by
July 1, 2005. The operator of a new, permanentitidoperation shall proved such
documentation to the Executive Officer prior to beginning of its operation

» Operators of -affected facility/operation shall provide aggregate and/or mixer Gmgs
and/or broker with “Fugitive Dust Advisory” informian once at least once each
calendar year.

9. Best Available Control Technology
* The operator of a new permanent facility/operatiball comply with all requirements set
forth in PR 1157 and apply Best Available Contrachinology as required by the
Executive Officer.

10.Federal Regulations
« New and/or modified equipment shall comply with@BR Part 60, Subpart | and/or 40
CFER Part 60, Subpart OOO as appropriate.

Recordkeeping Requirements

Operators are required to keep records on-sitéhfee years, except for Title V facilities which
are required to keep records on-site for five yedrsese records shall be made available to the
SCAQMD Executive Officer upon request. PR 1157nes$ records of wateringhdsweeping
and-cleaningschedule for internal paved roads; records—ef-desighoughput-oraggregate

and/or mixer trucks existing the facility, record$ “Fugitive Dust Advisory” information
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distribution, and records of new equipment inistdrt-up and/or_existingquipment start-up
after a repair to fix an equipment breakdown ifks#eg an exemption pursuant to the new
equipment start-upfeakdown exemption. _ Operators must maintain oscayf aggregate
materials transported directly to facilities witttigities and/or equipment at ready-mix concrete
and hot mix asphalt plants that produce matermisu$e in a public road paving project that is
being poured during high winds, if seeking an exiéomp Operators must maintain records of
operating days if seeking an exemption for infrequeining operations.

Test methods
Proposed rule language requires approved test aetteo be used in determining—meisture
content,opacity, threshold friction velocity and surfadalslization.

Bump-YUp-PrevisiensAdditional Requirements Triggered by Recurring ¥ians

PR 1157 requires additional requirements for opesabf existing facilities located within
500 meters of off-site occupied buildings or housea sensitive receptor, who accrues three or
more_validatecdpprovedotices of violation for causing or allowing fug#é dust emissions that
exceed 20 percent opacity based on an average cbrdgecutive readings using SCAQMD
Opacity Test Method No. 9B; five individual dischas into the atmosphere of fugitive dust
exceeding 50 percent opacity from any activity,ipouent, storage pile or disturbed surface area
using SCAQMD Opacity Test Method No. 9B, avisible fugitive dust plume exceeding 100
feet in any direction, issued on separate dates-gienfrom the samemission source at the
facility in any -threecontinuous—ealendayears twelve month period (“recurrent violations”)
starting-August-1December 32005. Within 30 days of the third notice beinglidated the
operator shall submit an emission reduction plantiie Executive Officer that proposes
additional emission control measures sufficientdmedy the cause of the recurrent violation
and prevent future violations; and provides for lienpentation of the specified additional control

measures at the earllest practlcable da%eh—fae#ﬁres—we&%—be—reqa#ed—tﬁe—@emeal

Offlcer shaII approve the emission reductlon plaihiwy 30 days of recelpt of a complete plan, if

it is determines that the plans implementation Wkely remedy the cause of the recurrent
violations. The Executive Officer may impose amdial conditions in the plan if it is
determined necessary to remedy the cause of thereet violations. The Executive Officer
may not require, as a condition of approving anssimh control plan, an operator to implement
control measures that are economically or techmoddly infeasible, that do not directly address
the cause of the recurrent violations, or that iregthe operator to take responsibility for the
conduct of a third party over whom the operator haslegal control. A disapproval or
conditional approval of a plan by the Executivei€f may be appealed to the Hearing Board.

The Executive Officer shall disapprove any plant tdaes not demonstrate a substantial
likelihood of preventing violations in the futurdf a plan is disapproved, the responsible party
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shall submit a revised plan which cures the defedgthin 30 days of receipt of notice of
disapproval.

Exemptions

ee#epmanee—stadapdsremﬁemems—eP-R—l—léLThe followmg actlvmes would be exempt

from opaC|tv, consecutlve dischargand visible plume requwements of PR 1157—eq&rﬂme

2 g he first elght hours of new equment
|n|t|al start-up and the flrst two hours of equipmhstart up after repair to fix an equipment
breakdown; and blasting operations.

» During high winds the operator would be exempt fropacity, consecutive dischargend
visible plume requirements, if all activities amgugément operationsther than dust controls
are ceased._ The following would not be requireadtdase operations during high winds:
activities and/or _equipment at ready-mix concrated &ot asphalt facilities that produce
materials for use in construction project thategg paved or poured during high winds; and
loading and transport of aggregate materials dyreict those facilities. The operator
requesting this exemption shall demonstrate, at Executive Officer's request, that
irreparable damage to the construction project @adcur if such operations are ceased
during high winds.

» Scalping screens would be exempt from enclose@scexjuirements.

* Operators of affected facilities/operatiomgpould be exempt from the use of chemical
stabilizers for—-a—speeifignternal unpaved road if the use of applicable dbamdust
suppressants on-thiditosespecific unpaved roadsolates the rules and/or regulations of the
local Water Quality Control Board or other goverminagency. Alternatively, an operator
may apply water in sufficient quantity and frequgoa those specific unpaved roads so that
the surface is maintained inséabilized condition The facility would be required to notify
the Executive Officer in writing 30 days prior teetuse of water and demonstrate that the
use of chemicals was not allowed on those spegu#u@d roads

 Empty haul trucks traveling to and from maintenaaceas would be exempt from the
requirement to use internal unpaved roads desidriatdhaul trucks if they travel on internal
unpaved non-haueadsfermenhaul-trucksthat comply with applying chemical stabilizers
on such unpaved roads so that the surface is m@dtan a stabilized condition, or install a
wash gravel pursuant to the general performana@regentsand-othervehiclethatcomply
with thenonrhaul truck and other vehiclteguirements set forth in the rule

* Unpaved_non-hauloads-ferren-haut-trucks—and-otheyehicleswould be exempt from the
unpavedion-haul roadrucks-and-etherequirements if such roads are used less tham tavic
day, and signs are posted on such roads to reteicpeed limit to 15 miles per hour and are
restricted to non-haul trucks-and-etdety vehicles only

» Carry-back that is generated by tunnel feed wowdexempted from the-thremy general
performance standardarry-back removal requirement.
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e Truck trimming areas are exempt from the unpaveadhsul road requirements.

* Facilities where aggregate trucks are not useamy @ggregate or related material to and off
the facility property are exempt from track outuggments

» Operators are not required to install and operatbeel washer if:

o All internal roads are paved and with the excaptid returned products, aggregate or
related materials are metered directly to a trudese facilities may accept returned
products and are still qualified for the exemptitom a wheel washer. The facilities are
instead required to have a rumble grate or truckhwnand comply with the less active
facility/operation track out requirements.

o Facilities that are less than five acres in lam sind that handle recycled asphalt and
recycle concrete exclusively, provided that therame installs a rumble grade that is
located no less than 30 feet prior to each exit ihaised by aggregate and/or mixer
trucks and leading to a public road; ensure tHatgairegate and mixer trucks leaving the
facility go through the rumble grate, wheel wasleithe truck washer; post a sign by the
rumble grate, wheel washer, or truck washer rdéstgdhe speed limit to five miles per
hour. The operators would also need to instatbaa pad as previously described in the
General Performance Standards on the entire unpaaddeading to a public road.

o Facilities that pave a minimum of one-fourth miterh the rumble grate to the facility
exit leading to a public road.

o Infrequent mining operations, provided that thdofeing: the operator shall install a
rumble grate and apply a gravel pad that meetsetipgirements described in the General
Performance Standards for a distance no less thariektt from the rumble grate to the
facility exit leading to a public road, and recosi®ll be kept. The operator shall inform
the District in the case that the facility operatorore than 52 days per year based on the
average of a rolling three year period after Decam®) 2004. Facilities that are required
to notify the District shall comply with the trackit requirements.

» The operator of a facility/operation is exempt fraging the test methods set forth in the
proposed rule for demonstration of surface staddilim of open storage piles where 90
percent of their volume contain materials thatlarger half inch, providing such piles meet
the opacity, consecutive discharge, and visiblengluequirements

Alternative Control Options

In lieu of using dust suppressants, facility malgmait for approval b the Executive Officer and
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency a plandtinieving equivalent emissions reductions
through alternative control measures.

AGGREGATE OPERATIONS AND RELATED OPERATIONS
The following subsections describe the various sypkoperations that would be regulated by
PR 1157.

Aggregate Operations
Aggregate operations produce sand, gravel, crusioses, quarried rocks, slag, and rock dust.

Crushed stone might be composed of limestone, tgraand any other hard rocks that are
produced by blasting and then crushing. Sand aadef consist of unconsolidated granular
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materials found in natural deposits. The proceseirsand and gravel is different depending on
the types of the products to be produced.

Construction Sand and Gravel

Sand and gravel are usually mined in a moist or ce@idition by open pit excavation or by
dredging. Open pit excavation is carried out viiiint end loaders, bucket wheel excavators, or
draglines. Mining by dredging is carried out wgtction or bucket-type dredges that remove
sand and gravel from the bottom of a lake or river.

After mining, sand and gravel are transported hbyegors, trucks, barges, or earth movers to
the aggregate plants where they are either staakpit dumped into hoppers. Sand and gravel
are then transported by belt conveyors, hydraulimmgs, or bucket elevators to scalping screens.
Materials that pass through scalping screens arénte sizing screens, which consist of either
horizontal or sloped single or multi-deck vibratisgreens. Oversize materials are directed to
crushers for size reduction before returning tositreening process.

After screening, sized gravel is stockpiled anddsardirected to log washers or rotary scrubbers
for the removal of clay and impurities. After sebhing, sand is sized by water classification, and
then dewatered by hydroseparators or separatossdmefore being stockpiled.

Industrial Sand and Gravel

Industrial sand and gravel are mined from open @itguartz-rich sand and sandstone. After
mining, the materials are transported by trucksamveyors to the aggregate plants where they
are stockpiled and crushed. For primary and sewmgndrushing, gyratory crushers, jaw
crushers, and impact mills are used. After crughihe materials are further ground to smaller
sizes (50 micrometers or smaller) by hammer millggomills, and then classified by screening
process(es). After initial crushing and screeningustrial sand and gravel are washed and
classified again before being scrubbed to removéase stains and further deslimed. The
purified sand is conveyed to drainage bins anchén tdried in rotary dryers. After drying,
industrial sand is cooled and classified again fgelf@ing stockpiled or packaged for shipment.

Concrete Batching

Concrete is mainly composed of water, cement, samdl coarse aggregate. Mineral admixtures
or pozzolans such as fly ash and ground granulaleest-furnace slag may be added to reduce
permeability, increase strength, or influence otbencrete properties. Chemical admixtures
may also be added to entrain air or modify tharsgtate.

Approximately 75 percent of the U.S. concrete mdpiced at concrete batch plants. Many plants
are located near aggregate sources; others magnigotarily set up near major job sites. At

most of the concrete batch plants, the concretenmad are gravity fed (charged) from the weigh

hoper into the mixer trucks, which mix the ingredgon the way to the job sites (dry batch

operation). The concrete may also be chargedartentral mix drum and transferred to a truck

(wet batch operation). The remaining manufactwedcrete includes concrete masonry and
precast products, such as concrete bricks, pavorges, structural components, bridge girders,
and panel for cladding.
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Typical equipment in a concrete batch plant inckudenveyors, elevators, elevated storage bins
and silos, weight hoppers, and mixers. The princarycern is particulate matter, mostly from
cement dust. Cement is so fine that it containg@pmately 150 billion particles per pound,
about 10 to 20 percent of which are smaller thee microns in diameter. Dust may also come
from pozzolan, sand, and aggregates. These dustut@es are generated during the
transferring and mixing of materials, as well asrirsand and aggregate open storage piles. The
movement of heavy trucks on unpaved or dusty sesfacound the plants also generates dust.
Typical dust controls at concrete batch plants nmmyude water sprays, dust suppressants,
hoods, baghouses, etc.

Hot Mix Asphalt

Hot mix asphalt is a mixture of size-graded, higlaldy aggregate with liquid asphalt cement
binder, which is heated and mixed in measured giesit To produce good quality hot mix

asphalt, a certain amount of fine aggregate leas # micrometers is required. Reclaimed
asphalt pavement is widely used in the asphalt urext Aggregate and reclaimed asphalt
pavement usually constitute over 92 percent by Wesfithe total mixture.

Hot mix asphalt is manufactured by batch mix, awndus mix, parallel flow drum mix, and

counterflow drum mix plants, which can be permanshkid-mounted, or portable. In 1996,
there were approximately 2,300 batch plants an@Qlp@rallel flow drum mix plants out of

3,600 estimated active hot mix asphalt plants ie thnited States, and they produced
approximately 240 million tons and 260 million tonsspectively. Today counterflow drum mix
plants comprise the majority (about 85 percent)jenbatch plants and parallel flow drum plants
account for 10 and five percent of the total, resipely.

In general, at hot mix asphalt plants, dust padies are generated during conveying, screening,
and mixing of materials, as well as from aggreggten storage piles. The movement of heavy
trucks on unpaved or dusty surfaces around théspdso generates dust. Typical dust controls
may include water sprays, hoods, enclosures, bagisowetc. _In addition, the drying of
aggregate may also generate dust emissions. Howeeedryers vent to a baghouse filter for
particulate control.

Batch Mix

With the batch mix process, aggregate is dried bgtary dryer. The hot aggregate is then
screened and, according to its grade (size), isfeared to individual bins over a weight hopper.
The aggregate with desired mix and weight is dryadiin a mixer (pug mill) for six to
10 seconds. The appropriate amount of liquid dspkanent and reclaimed asphalt pavement is
transferred to the pug mill. The total mixing timgually is less than 60 seconds. The hot mix is
stored in a silo or transferred directly into aplest truck.

Parallel Flow Drum Mix

With the parallel flow drum mix process, the sizadpd aggregate is transferred to the drum at
the burner end. As the drum rotates, the aggregatehe combustion products move in parallel
toward the other end of the drum. An appropria®ant of liquid asphalt cement is introduced
in the mixing zone located in the middle of therdruThe mixture is discharged at the end of the
drum and is conveyed to either a surge bin orcafsilloading into a transport truck.
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Counterflow Drum Mix

With the counterflow drum mix process, the aggredkaiws in opposite direction to the exhaust
gases. In addition, the liquid asphalt cement ng»one is located behind a burner flame zone.
As a result, this process is expected to geneesaedrganic emissions compared to the parallel
flow drum mix.

INDUSTRY PROFILE

Based on information obtained from the SCAQMD persystem and the 2001-2002 Annual
Emissions Reporting database, SCAQMD staff ideadtif816 aggregate and related facilities.
With the assistances of the Southern CaliforniakRBmducts Association (SCRPA) and the
Southern California Ready Mixed Concrete Assocmat(®8CRMA), staff also identified an
additional 79 potentially affected facilities.

To better characterize the aggregate industry SCBQ¥&ff solicited information through an
industry survey. Data collected from the survessisded staff to more accurately:

» identify and characterize facilities subject to fineposed rule;

» estimate PM10 emissions generated by affectedtfasjland,

» establish the baseline PM10 emissions for thisstrglun the district.

Surveys were distributed on March 26, 2004, to @&&ntially affected facilities. Out of
156 responses received, 47 responses were frometerixatching, 29 from aggregate, 26 from
hot mix asphalt, 25 from concrete product, 15 fronashed miscellaneous base facilities, eight
from facilities that fall under the “other” categofi.e., blending and bagging sand and cement,
landfill handling construction and demolition defretc.), and six from exempt facilities (i.e.,
out of business, located outside the district, mmglaggregate businesses). The majority of the
survey responses came from large and medium fasilias well as facilities with more than one
location.

Based on the industry’s input, there are approxgal9 aggregate, 100 concrete batching,
45 hot mix asphalt, and 25 crushed miscellaneoss fzilities in the district. For the rest of the
190 facilities in the universe, staff estimated tbBcrete product and 38 “other” facilities. The
number of facilities by category is presented ibl&dl-1.
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Table 1-1
Aggregate and Related Facilities in the South Coagtir Basin

Category Number of Facilities
Aggregate 29
Concrete Batching 100
Concrete Product 152
Crushed Miscellaneous Base 25

Hot Mix Asphalt 45
“Other” 38
Exempt 6

Total 395

AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES

PR 1157 would rely on existing technology that isrently available and, in some cases,
employed by some of the affected facilities. No rieshnologies will need to be developed to
comply with PR 1157. The following subsectionsald® the primary dust generating sources
regulated by PR 1157 and appropriate control teloigies.

Enclosed Conveyors

PM10 emissions from the open conveyors are genkdate to the following: wind impaction on
the open conveyors, conveyor belt vibrations dutimgdelivery of materials, residual materials
that remain _on the return side of the conveyor, it materials that fall to the ground and
become airborne or are tracked outside of theifacilA conveyor that is inside a tube or a
similar construction that is dust impermeable woelithinate PM10 emissionsDust curtains

can be used to contain dust within a conveyor enclosure. They should be installed at the head,

or ends to provide easy access during maintenance. However, ventilation in the conveyor tube
is usually required for worker safety; therefotee ventilation system should be equipped with
PM10 filters.

This type of system is currently employed by Kodrlidn (a facility that handles coke which is
a petroleum refining byproduct) in Pittsburg, Gaiifia, and several waste water treatment plants
(WWTP) in the United States to transport biosolids., Corona WWTP in Corona, California,
South Bayside WWTP in Redwood City, California, @iteers Creek in Washington, Rahway
WWTP in New Jersey, §1Ave. WWTP in Arizona, West Boise WWTP in IdahouSoValley
WWTP in Utah, and Sand Island WWTP in Hawaii).

The estimated cost for this system is $1,000 pet, fand yearly maintenance is required
(according to Ed Morris of Parkson Inc., a companylorida that manufactures the enclosed
conveyors). The enclosure can be quite expensigetlae maintenance associated with the
enclosure is an issue for aggregate operationsentherconveyors are usually many miles long;
therefore, this type of system is not currently Ewed by any of the aggregate operations in the
U.S. Staff has ruled out this technology as aaealsle option for further reducing emissions
from conveyors in existing facilities.
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Open Conveyors with Dust Suppressant

An automated dust suppressant spray system carstadled at the transfer points to dampen or
stabilize materials transported on conveyors; wknohld reduce PM emissions. For conveyors
and tunnel feeds, good housekeeping practicessaengal to inspect fallout of materials from
belt vibrations and from residual materials thatexd to the belt and fall out on the belt return
side. These control methods are commercially alvlgland currently are implemented by many
affected facilities.

Dust Suppressant

Dust suppressants, including water and chemicéaant (in both liquid and foam forms), are
utilized to suppress the formation of airborne dmsforming a crusted layer on the surface of
the material controlled. The liquid spray dust mession system is utilized to control PM
emissions from material handling at conveyor trangbints and to stabilize open storage piles
as well as unpaved roads. The wetting agent cawdier or a combination of water and
chemical surfactant. There are several types efmatal surfactants commercially available;
however, magnesium chloride and calcium chloridetlae most popular. According to the 1983
EPA'’s research, chemical surfactants reduce thfacutension of water; hence, reduce the
guantity of water necessary to achieve good conbsola minimum ratio of 4:1. Dust
suppressants are currently used by the majorigffetted facilities.

Micron-sized foam application is an alternativeatavater spray system. The foam system can
provide greater control at a lower additional maistrate than liquid spray systems; however,
the foam should be distributed throughout the nedterather than covering them. In addition,

the amount applied should allow the foam to digsiparhe presence of foam in the materials
indicates that either too much foam was used ofdam was not adequately dispersed within
the materials.

Drive-Over Grizzly and Bottom-Dumping

A drive-over grizzly is a device where materials delivered and received from the bottom of
the truck trailer through a set of uniformly spadss, rods, or rails constructed on top of an
underground hopper. Materials are then transpaaegrious processing equipment throughout
the facilities by conveyors which are equipped witiuid spray dust suppressant system.
During recent site visits to facilities alreadyngsithis system, AQOMD staff observed no fugitive
dust emissions during the unloading activity usiddve-over grizzly and bottom-dump trucks;
however, to many operations where unloading aree dtirectly to stockpiles due to limited
space, the drive-over grizzly may not be practical.

Telescopic Chute

Telescopic chutes are used to minimize the helgtitrhaterials fall into open storage piles, thus,
reducing PM emissions. The chute is attachedddrtinsfer point of the conveyor and is usually
cable-connected so a winch can lift the sectionth@fchute. The lower end of the chute should
be kept clear of the top of the pile to reduce .dudte materials should be contained within the
chute until discharged to within five feet from ttop of the pile. The chute is extendable or
retractable to adjust the distance between theotape pile and the chute. To be effective,

chutes are equipped with dust suppressant sprégnsyto knock down airborne dust. Staff has
not found any telescopic chutes being used at ggtgeand related operations; however, they
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are currently used to reduce dust emissions at ncakg and coal handling operations in
California. Staff has observed the chutes to bectfe in reducing PM10 emissions at these
operations.

Rumble Grate

A rumble grate is a wheel shaker device consistihcpised dividers (rails, pipe, or grate) of
minimum three inches tall and six inches apart 20deet long. As a vehicle passes over the
rumble grate, vibrations are produced to shake dffishe wheels. Rumble grates are currently
utilized by some affected facilities in combinatiaith wheel washers. Some cities in southern
California such as Manhattan Beach require theafishese grates before dump trucks enter
highways from a construction site.

Wheel Washer

A wheel washer system provides a thorough rinsinip® entire circumference of the tires and
rims of a vehiclebefore-a-truclbefore itexits the facility to prevent track-out onto paymeblic
roadways where PM10 can be re-entrained into thbyaother vehicles. Typically, & sensor

is used to activate the wheel washer before trektmailer enters, thereby ensuring that all four
tires are in contact with the water spray. Instglla rumble grate before the wheel washer
removes excessive dust from the tires and slowspked of the truck/trailer so that the wheel
washer can be most effective. Effective wheel weslare designed so that water runoff flows
away from the truck/trailer, preventing re-entragmhof dust onto the tires.

Wheel washers are not technology-forcing dust cbrequipment as they are currently being
used at several aggregate facilities as well asrete batch plants in California. Some existing
systems might need to be upgraded to improve thesir removal efficiency.

Rule 1186 Compliant Street Sweepers

One hundred and five aggregate and related opesatiot of 150 active facilities that responded
to the surveys currently use street sweepers t@vendust generated by trucks and vehicles
traveling from the unpaved roads to paved roadsmumg track-out emissions. However,
their efficiency can be improved by implementingsida requirements found in SCAQMD
Rule 1186.

Truck Transport

California Vehicle Code 23114 currently requireatttiuck/trailers carrying aggregates maintain
at least six inches of freeboard. PR 1157 requinas truck/trailers that are use to transport
aggregates level and maintain at least six incligszeboard prior to entering public roads or
prior to the use of a rumble grate and/or wheeheas

Effectiveness of Controls
All of the above-mentioned controls are effectivie properly operated, maintained, and
supervised. The expected effectiveness of dustaamirategies is summarized in Table 1-2.
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Table 1-2
Control Strategies and Efficiencies
Control Strategy Control Efficiency

Watering/misting 60%
Watering-and-Sweeping 75%
Chemical dust suppressant 80% - 90%
Watering/misting with hooding at conveyor trangiemnt 75%
Rumble grate and wheel washer 80%
Covered screening equipment with watering/misting 0%9

EMISSIONS AND EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS

Emissions Inventory
As described below, the total emissions inventdriaailities that would be subject to PR 1157
was developed from survey emissions.

Prior to the survey, the SCAQMD staff developedaadiine PM emissions inventory from the
2001-2002 Annual Emissions Reporting database dgremate and related operations in the
SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. The preliminary baseline ission of 0.9 ton PM per day did not
include PM emissions from associated unpaved roggksn storage piles, and track-outs. In
addition, this preliminary baseline emission inweptwas based only on data reported by a
group of aggregate and related operations thatrgen@ minimum of four tons of criteria
pollutants per year. From work on dust controlesu(Rules 1158, 403, and 1186), public
nuisance complaints, and site visits, it is likgat total PM emissions from this industry were
underestimated in the Annual Emissions Reportirigluiese.

Based on the survey data, staff estimated PM10semnis for each facility and each category
(i.e., aggregate, concrete batching, hot mix aspltaincrete miscellaneous base, concrete
batching, and “other”). Then staff scaled up therage PM10 emissions generated by each
category to estimate the baseline emissions inweritr the total number of aggregate and
related operations in the district. Staff only diskata from dry aggregate materials to calculate
PM10 emissions for each applicable activity andémuipment (i.e., loading/unloading,
hopper/surge bin, conveyor transfer point, crushisgreening, milling, silo, cement truck
loading, HMA load-out, and open storage pile). fiStédso estimated PM10 emissions from
unpaved roads and track-out.

Based on staff's evaluation, baseline PM10 emissfon the aggregate and related operations
are estimated to be 29 tons of PM10 per day (58p00dds of PM10 per day). The majority of
the emissions come from unpaved roads, open stopdge, screening equipment, and
conveyors. Table 1-3 summarizes the emissiondgffof the affected industries.
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Table 1-3
Baseline Process and Fugitive PM10 Emissions by @gory
Category Emissions (tons/day)
Fugitive —
process | Sogtie | Fovedand| o
Roads
Aggregate 6.36 1.67 8.61 16.64
Concrete Batching 2.87 0.07 0.17 3.11
Concrete Product 3.50 0.52 0.12 4.14
Crushed Miscellaneous Base 0.18 0.19 0.04 0.41
Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) 1.16 0.93 0.52 2.61
“Other” 0.03 1.86 0.03 1.92
Total 14 5 9 29

Emissions Reductions

The emission reductions in the 2003 AQMP for cdntneasure BCM-08 — Further Emission
Reductions from Aggregate Operations (PM10) wetienased to be 0.7 ton per day by the year
2010 for the Basin. However, because the emissioise 2003 AQMP inventory was likely
understated; the emissions reductions reportetido2®03 AQMP are also likely understated.

Emission reductions have been assessed based ofollinwing assumptions: (1) control
efficiency of 20 percent for loading/unloading/tséerring activities, conveyors, hoppers/surge
bins, storage piles, and internal roads; (2) comficciency of 90% for crushers and silos, and
(3) control efficiency of 50% for screening equipthdrom the levels of controls currently
employed by aggregate and related operations t@lgowith Rule 403. Staff used the same
survey data used to enhance the PM10 emissionatoryefor aggregate and related operations
to estimate improved emission reductions. Basedhenestimates revised by survey data,
PR 1157 is expected to reduce 6,600 tons of PMXOypar or 18 tons per day of PM10
(36,000 pounds of PM10 per day) emissions basedhenrevised emissions inventory of
10,600 tons of PM10 per year or 29 tons of PM10daer (58,000 pounds of PM10 per day)
derived from the survey. Emissions reductions expected to occur through the usage of
chemical dust suppressants, misting/watering, @avscreening equipment—and-heeding-at the
conveyor-transferpointsheel washers and rumble grates, and sweeping paadd

Based on staff analysis, chemical dust suppressaatexpected to achieve 80 to 90 percent
control efficiency if they are prepared and usegrapriately according to the manufacturers’
suggestions (e.g., minimum application of two tinges year). The control efficiency for
watering/misting ranges from-8D to 8675 percent, depending greatly on the usage frequency.
According to the EPA study (AP-42, Chapter 13.B2¢cember 2003), watering would be able to
achieve a control efficiency of 75 percent if theisture ratio is 2.0 (Moisture ratio is derived by
dividing the surface moisture content of the watex@ad by the surface moisture content of the
uncontrolled road). Therefore, emissions from aggte and related industries would be
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reduced to 4,000 tons per year or 11 tons per 22900 pounds of PM10 per day) through the
use of dust control techniques required by PR 1157.
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INTRODUCTION

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

GENERAL INFORMATION

Name of Proponent: South Coast Air Quality Managerestrict

21865 Copley Drive

Address of Proponent: Diamond Bar, CA 91765

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

Name of Project : Proposed Rule 1157 — PM10 EmmsRieductions from Aggregate
and Related Operations

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

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

Population and

O  Aesthetics O Geology and Soils IZI :
Housing

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

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

Planning
Cultural Resources [ Mineral Resources [l Transportation./Traffic

Energy (] Noise O Mandatory Findings
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DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

]

Date: _September 1, 2004 Signature:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

S Spmith_

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor — CEQA

Planning, Rule Development, and Area
Sources

PR 1157
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GENERAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The net effect of the proposed rule would be taucedfugitive dust PM10 emissions from
aggregate (including stone crushing) and relategratjpns (i.e., concrete batching, concrete
product, miscellaneous base crushing, hot-mix dsplents, and construction/demolition debris
landfills) in the district beyond the reductionsealdy required by Rule 403. Requirements
include:

* No dust emissions exceeding 20 percent opacity Beabgenerated from any activity,
equipment,open storage pile, or disturbed surface area, basedn average of 12
consecutive readings, using the SCAQMD Opacity Method No. 9B

* Less than five individual, consecutive discharg@s ithe atmosphere, of fugitive dust
emissions exceeding 50 percent opacity from aniviBctequipment, storage pile, or
disturbed surface area, using SCAQMD Opacity Tesdthdd No. 9B, effective
December 3, 2005.

* No dust plume exceeding 100 feet in any directioallde generated from any activity,
equipmentppen storage pile, or disturbed surface area.

» Prompt removal ofany pile of material spillage on any internal pavedds-shall-netbe
alewed Alternatively, piles of material spillage may beaintained in astabilized
conditionwith ehemical-stabilizerdust suppressandsid removed at the end of the day.

» All other piles of material spillage and carry-back not otennal pavedoads shall be
maintained in astabilized_conditionwith chemical stabilizers. Carry-back are the dry
materials that fall off the underside of the corwelyelt and accumulates on the ground.

. Suff|C|ent appllcatlon of dust suppressants or |ot:h|£st control methodsepp#eved—by the

at—eaeh—emlsaen—seutae necessarv to meet the opamtv, consecutlvbame and dust

plume performance standards stated previously

Control strategies for all facilities include: disstppression for loading, unloading amnansfer
points,at conveyors, crushing equipment, screening ecgipnopen storage pileandinternal
unpaved_haulroadswaysfer—haul unpavednon-haul roadstrucks-and-ethervehicles and
sweeping and-cleaningateringof paved roads. Crushing and screening equipmestsimall
use baghouses to control dust. Effective Decer8b2005,Rrumble grates and wheel washers
would be required for existing facilities-that-#meexcess-of 5@eres-owith 60 aggregate and/or
mixer truck trips exiting the facility on any daffective December 3, 2005, a rumble grates,
wheel washers or truck washer is required at alieotfaciliies. An operator of a
facility/operation with a minimum of 60 aggregatedfor mixer trucks exiting the facility on any
day shall sweep the internal paved roads with eestsweeper. Operators with less than 60
aggregate and/or mixer trucks exiting the facitityany day shall sweep the internal paved roads
with a street sweeper by the end of every othekwlay. On the days sweeping does not occur,
the operator is required to water as necessargrtply with opacity, consecutive discharge, and
dust plume performance standards stated previouSkyeepers purchased after December 3,
2004 are required to be Rule 1186-certified.

In addition to the standard requirements for afliliitees, PR 1157 control strategies for new

facilities include: -BACTforloading—and—unloadingumble grates and wheel washers for

facilities that are in excess of 25 acres or withdesigned daily throughput of 750 tons,
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Rule 1186-compliant street sweepe red-and

considered water application.

Recurrent violationsBump-up—requirements are included for facilities that lechtwithin

500 meters of off-site occupied buildings, housesemsitive receptors, that accrue three or more
approvedvalidated notices of violation for causing or allowing fugi dust emissions that
exceed 20 percent opacity, five individual conseeutlischarges into the atmosphere of fugitive
dust exceeding 50 percent opacity,fugitive dust plumes that exceed 100 feet in dinection,
issued on separate dates for a giganission source a the facility in anry-thosmtinuous twelve

month Qerlodewendapyearslhebump&&mqwmﬁenswwm%we&eﬁwebnon

enﬂre—su#aee—ef—the—p#e—&nd—pawqg—ef—mtemapaved—mads FaC|I|tv operator/owners

captured by the recurrent violation requirementsiid/ameed to submit an emissions reductions
plan. The plan must propose additional emissiamtrob measures sufficient to remedy the
causes of the recurrent violations and preventéutiplations. The plan must also provide for
implementation of the specified additional contr@asure at the earliest practicable date.

PR 1157 would increase the amount of water and waémdust suppressants used to stabilize
fugitive dust at affected facilities. PR 1157 tethconstruction of rumble grates, wheel washers,
screen enclosures, baghouses-ehand paving roads would increase criteria air pafits
during construction activities. However, as expdal below neither increase would be
significant. No other adverse environmental impaatre identified in this analysis.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant
Impact
Impact Impact
l. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista? 0O 0O ™M

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and O O 7
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

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

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?
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SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The proposed project impacts on aesthetics woultbhsidered significant if:

= The project will block views from a scenic highwarycorridor.

= The project will adversely affect the visual coniily of the surrounding area.

= The impacts on light and glare will be considereggphificant if the project adds lighting
which would add glare to residential areas or seesieceptors.

DISCUSSION

a) through d) PR 1157 does not require the coctsbru of any building, structure or other
edifice that could obstruct views of scenic researcEnclosures for screens;—chubzgjhouses,
dust suppressant application, rumble grates anceiashers may need to be added, and
roadways may need to be paved; however, these ebawgexisting equipment at existing
facilities would not change the visual characterssin the vicinity of the affected facilities.
Aesthetics from dust control equipment at new faed would be addressed in the CEQA
document for the new facility. PR 1157 does notamy way, require construction of any new
aggregate facilities. Adoption of the propose@ mubuld further control fugitive dust emissions
in the district, which would fulfil PM10 SIP comtment requirements. Implementing the
proposed rule may improve aesthetics by reducimsg tthat may obstruct or damage scenic vistas
thereby improving visibility. Further, implemengirdust control measures at night would only
be necessary if an affected facility operates gitnalready. As a result the proposed project is
not anticipated to create or require any new saupofelight or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in any scenic areas.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjact expected to have a significant adverse
impact on aesthetics. Since no significant advemsgacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
II.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or [ O M

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agriculturaka, O O M
or a Williamson Act contract?

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

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Project-related impacts on agricultural resourcesild be considered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:

= The proposed project conflicts with existing zonorgagricultural use or Williamson Act
contracts.

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

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

DISCUSSION

a) and ¢) PR 1157 would reduce PM10 emissions figgregate and related operations. The
proposed amendments do not, however, require tip@saiton of any land for the construction
of any building or structure, and do not requirenarsion of farmland to other uses. The
proposed amendments would not convert any existprgne or unique farmland to a
non-agricultural use; nor would the proposed ameardmcause other changes to the existing
environment which would result in the conversiorany existing, prime or unique farmland to a
non-agricultural use.
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b) The proposed rule would reduce PM10 emissiom® faggregate and related operations in
the district. The proposed rule has no effectasmd would not conflict with existing zoning or
any Williamson Act contracts.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjact expected to have a significant adverse
impact on agricultural resources. Since no sigaift adverse impacts are anticipated, no
mitigation measures are required.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant ~ Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
lll.  AIR QUALITY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [ O M
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute t O %} O
an existing or projected air quality violation?
c) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net insesa O %} O

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)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial @oitut O O M
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substanti [ O M
number of people?

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

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

Mass Daily Thresholds

Pollutant Construction Operation
NOX 100 Ibs/day 55 lbs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day

CO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day

TACs, Acutely Hazardous Materials, and Odor Threslolds

Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk1® in 1 million
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) Hazard Index 3.0 (project increment)
Hazard Index 8.0 (facility-wide)

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to
SCAQMD Rule 402

Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants

NO;

1-hour average 20 ug/m (= 1.0 pphm)
annual average 1 ug/n (= 0.05 pphm)

PM10

24-hour 2.5 ug/g

annual geometric mean 11604uug/ e
24-hour construct -+ ug
Sulfate 1 ugin?

24-hour average

CO
1-hour average
8-hour average

1.1 mg/ni (= 1.0 ppm)
0.50 mg/ni (= 0.45 ppm)

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 micronsize; NG, - Nitrogen Oxide, CO = Carbon Monoxide, VOC =
Volatile Organic Compounds, SOx = Sulfur Oxide;mgE microgram per cubic meter; pphm = parts per heshd
million; mg/nT = milligram per cubic meter; ppm = parts per mifli TAC = toxic air contaminant.
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DISCUSSION

(&) Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the 8QMD under state and federal law to reduce
emissions of those substances that impair publaitinencluding primary and secondary air
contaminants. Pursuant to the provisions of bbéhdtate and federal CAA, the SCAQMD is
required to attain the federal ambient air quaditgndards for all criteria pollutants, including
PM10. The SCAQMD's planning document which setthfpolicies and measures to achieve
federal and state air quality standards in theoregs the AQMP. The AQMP strategy includes
measures which target stationary, mobile and intiseurces. These measures are based on
feasible methods of attaining ambient air qualitgndards. The proposed rule fulfils AQMP
commitments to obtain further PM10 emission redungifrom aggregate and related operations,
and would assist the SCAQMD in its efforts to attatate and federal PM10 air quality
standards. Because the proposed project implemeosrol measure BCM-08 in the
2003 AQMP, it furthers rather than hinders impletagaon of the applicable AQMP. The direct
effect of implementing PR 1157 is a reduction in BMugitive dust emissions by 18 tons of
PM10 per day (36,000 pounds of PM10 per day). réadly, PR 1157 is also expected to reduce
the number nuisance complaints from the publictiredato aggregate and related facilities by
reducing PM10 emissions.

(b), (c) and (f) While the proposed rule is desgro reduce PM10 emissions, there is the
potential for adverse secondary air quality impamssociated with exhaust emissions from
construction operations.

Construction Activity Impacts

PR 1157 may require construction to install mistomgwvater irrigation systems, enclosures for
screens, chutes, baghouses, and rumble gratestaral washers, and pave on-site roads. The
following subsections describe construction ag#sitthat may occur to install dust control
equipment. Detailed construction assumptions, atgtlogy, and calculations are presented in
Appendix C.

Existing Facilities

Construction of Misting and Water Irrigation Systems

Most facilities are assumed to have some form o$ting or dust suppression for these
operations as part of compliance with Rule 403.nshrmiction for additional misting or water
irrigation systems for dust suppressants at transdts in process equipment, paved roads
and/or storage piles would consist of installingzzies, piping, pumps and electronic
instrumentation. This equipment would be attacteedxisting structures or support structures
would be built to support the equipment. Neithbeavy construction equipment nor
earthmoving operations are expected to be useaustall misting systems for dust suppressants;
therefore, construction of misting and water irtiga systems is not expected to generate
construction emissions.

Construction of Dust Control for Screening and Crushing Operations

PR 1157 requires baghouses for crushing and soag@&guipment or dust suppressants at the
feed stream and discharge points. If operatoress#to use baghouses for screening equipment,
the operator is also required to enclose the strgesquipment. Based on discussions with
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industry operators, operators would choose to uset gduppressants instead of installing
baghouses, because of advances in dust suppretssirdase effective even for materials that are
crushed, and using dust suppressants would be mase effective than installing and
maintaining a baghouse. Additionally, dust supgiess systems would be required for the
conveyers associated with the screening and crgsiparations. Therefore, since no baghouses
are expected to be constructed at existing faslito comply with PR 1157 and misting systems
are assumed to have negligible or no emissiongonstruction emissions are anticipated as a
result of controlling fugitive dust from crushingdscreening operations.

Construction of Slos or Bunkers

PR 1157 provides the option of enclosing storadespwithin silos or bunkers instead of
stabilizing storage pile surfaces. However, openatthat use bunkers would still be required to
stabilize the exposed surface. Based on discussiath facility operators, it is believed that
facilities would not build silos or bunkers to commith PR 1157.

Construction of Rumble Grates and Whedl Washers

Installation of Rumble Grates and Wheel Washers at Large, Active or Permanent New Stes

Rule 403 contains track-out requirements that regfaicilities with a disturbed surface area of
five or more acres, or with a daily import or expofr 100 cubic yards or more of bulk material
to install a rumble grate or wheel washer, or paveise washed gravel to stabilize unpaved
roads connecting to public roadways by Januaryp@52 PR 1157 requires that operators at new
facilities larger than 25 acres or with a desigpagdty of 750 tons per day or existing facilities
with-an—excess—of 58cres—orwith 60 or more aggregate and/or mixer truck tep#ing the
facility on any day to install rumble grates ande@hwashers no less than 30 feet from each exit
that is used by aggregate and/or mixer trucks eads to a paved public road. The proposed
rule also requires that the road between the rugmrales and wheel washers, and the public road
be paved. Operators at some large facilities ladrneady installed or intended to install rumble
grates and/or wheel washers, and pave onsite rgadewaomply with Rule 403 requirements.

| nstallation of Rumble Grates, or Wheel Washers or Truck Washes a All Other Permanent Stes

All other aggregate and related operations woulddugiired to install and utilized a rumble
grate, or a wheel washer or a truck washer nothess 30 feet from each exit that is used by
aggregate and/or mixer trucks and leads to a ppuelic road. Unpaved facilities would be
required to apply one-inch or larger wash graveintamed to a depth of six inches to no less
than 30 feet prior to each exit leading to paveolipuoads.

Installation of Rumble Grates and Wheel Washers That Do Not Require Construction

Not all facilities would require construction tostall bothrumble grates and wheel washers.
SCAQMD staff contacted one vender who can instatible grates and wheel washers over the
paved road without disturbing the road or requiragthmoving operations. This option would
be available to facilities that currently have phveads leading to public roadways, and since it
is less expensive it is assumed that operations pélved roads would choose this option.
Emissions from facilities that install rumble gm&nd wheel washers over a paved road without
disturbing the road or requiring earthmoving operet are considered negligible and do not
contribute to construction emission impacts.
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It was assumed that facilities that require oninile grates would not require any construction,
since rumble grates can be installed on dirt andadgequire grading or paving.

Installation of Rumble Grates and \Nheel Washers That Require Constr uctlon
In the draft EASH ) ,
be-conservativeit was assumed that aII affected faC|I|t|es (rfawlltles Iarger than 25 acres or
with a design capacity of 750 tons per day or egsfacilities with an excess of 50 acres or with
60 or more aggregate and/or mixer truck trips egithe facility on any day) would need to pave
30 feet from the rumble grates and wheel washetagublic roadway. In addition since few
facilities have both rumble grates and wheel washigrwas assumed for—thibe draft EA
analysis that all affected facilities (new facédilarger than 25 acres or with a design capatity o
750 tons per day or existing facilities with an ess of 50 acres or with 60 aggregate and/or
mixer truck trips exiting the facility on any daypuld require rumble grates and wheel washers.
Based on staff estimates from the survey dataa# assumed tha00 rumble grates and wheel
washers would be required by PR 1157 in the DrAf{¢ee-AppendixC).

However, since the current version of PAR 1157 doasinclude a land size provision in the
rumble grate and wheel washer requirement for iegigacilities/operations, staff now estimates
only 102 facilities would require wheel washers anchble grates. Some facilities reported in
the surveys that they currently have wheel wasteys control measure to reduce track-out to
comply with Rule 403 requirements). The estimatachber of facilities was developed from
the assumption that 20 percent of the facilitieeently have wheel washers. Based on this
information and the scaling methodology used bfif,gtavas estimated that 80 facilities would
need wheel washers to comply with PR 1157 requinésneEleven facilities reported that they
have two exits; therefore, staff estimates thattal tof 91 (80+11) wheel washers and rumble

grates.

In order to comply with PR 1157, if a facility haapaved roads leading to public roadways, it
was assumed that-AD feet of unpaved road would need to be distutbeistall the wheel
washer and rumble grate and pave the road from toethe public roadway: 10 feet of road
would need to be paved-befdoetweenthe rumble grate and wheel washe+280feet would
need to be paved foerthe+umble-grate amdel washer; and 30 feet of road would need to be
paved between the rumble grate and wheel washethangliblic roadway. It was also assumed
that two cubic yards of dirt would be handled.

PR 1157 allows—rinéwelve months for affected facilities to install rumbleaggs and wheel
washers, it was estimated that 10 percent of tfetafl facilities {20®1 facilities x 10%—=

10 facilities) would grade, pave and install rumbtates and wheel washers on the same day.
This number of facilities operators that chooseinstall rumble grates and wheel washers
requiring construction, likely overestimates th&uatnumber that would be installed on any one
day because most large facilities are already pawedit is likely that large facility operators
would install rumble grates and wheel washers deahot require construction for installation.
Emission estimates from these operations can bedfau Table C-1 of Appendix C. Grading
and paving for the installation of ten rumble gsad@d wheel washers would generate 80 pounds
of NOx per day, 10 pounds of VOC per day, 50 powfdSO per day, five pounds of SOx, per
day and 10 pounds of PM10 per day. Constructiorssans to install 10 rumble grates and
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wheel washers are presented in Table 2-2. Emsgjenerated by construction of the 10 rumble
grates and wheel washers with one storage pileosma would be below the significance
criteria presented in Table 2-1.

Table 2-2
Construction Impacts from Installation of Ten Rumble Grates, Wheel Washers
Prior to August-1December 3 2005

Sources CcO VOC NOx SOx | PM10
Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Ten Rumble Grates, Wheel Washers and Paving0 10 80 8 10
Construction Significance Threshold 550 75 100 150 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO

Potential Construction Triggered by Recurrent \iolasReguired-by-the Bumgp-Provision
Recurrent violationsBump-up-requirements are included in PR 1157 for facilitteat are
located within 500 meters of off-site occupied 8ungs, houses or sensitive receptors, that
accrue three or more validatedtices of violation during any-themntinuous twelve month
period -ealendar—yeat®r causing or allowing fugitive dust emissionsttiesxceed 20 percent

opaC|ty or fugltlve dust plumes that exceed 100 feany dwecﬂon—ssueel—en—separameerfer

. , geall he bumpup
reqewemen%s—&pply—en%e—the—seume—ef—welaﬂeﬁacmtv operator/owners captured by the
recurrent violation requirements would need to sititam emissions reductions plan. The plan
must propose additional emission control measut#ficient to remedy the causes of the
recurrent violations and prevent future violations.The plan must also provide for
implementation of the specified additional contrasure at the earliest practicable ddtes
speculative at this time to assume facilities wolketome subject to the recurrent violations
bumpup-provisions, since not all facilities are locatedhin 500 meters of off-site occupied
buildings, houses or sensitive receptors, andialatrons would have to be for one source over
three years. It is also speculative to assumeoipartators of affected facilities would violate PR
1157. Further, it is speculative to assume thatentioan one faculty would violate PR 1157 in
the same three year period, thus, requirng—irstal—of PMI0—control-measuresnissions
reductionsat the same time. Finally, based on current SCAQ®trds no facility has received
three violations for the same process within—a-ahwae year period; therefore, it can be
concluded that-bumpp-recurrent violation provisiorwould rarely be triggered. Therefore,
because it is speculative at this time that angcaéfd facilities would become subject to be
bump-up provisions in PR 1157, no evaluation okptél construction impacts is possible and,
consistent with CEQA Guidelines 815145, this disaus is terminated.

New Facilities

Construction at New Facilities

PR 1157 does not require construction of new agdesfgcilities, but in the event new aggregate
facilities are constructed, emissions from newliiées subject to PR 1157 would be lower than
emission from new facilities not subject to PR llBécause new facmtles would have to use
Rule 1186-certified street sweepe , ‘
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and install rumble grates and wheel washers fdlitftas larger than 25 acres or with a design
capacity of 750 tons per day, in addition to thevpgions required at existing facilities. BACT

for loading and unloading is currently required @odsidered water application. After adoption
of PR 1157, any construction of new aggregate ifeeslwould occur for reasons unrelated to
PR 1157. Like any new land used project, a neweaggde facility would likely be subject to

CEQA by the local land use agency and, therefooeildvbe required to undergo its own CEQA
analysis. Therefore, this analysis does not irelatpbacts from new facilities.

Operational Activity Impacts

Sweeper and Water Trucks

Under Rule 403 operators at affected facilities rawe/ required to control dust from unpaved
roads and prevent and remove dust from paved ro@adeently, facilities use watering trucks to
control dust from unpaved roads, and both wagetincks and sweepers to control dust from
paved roads. PR 1157 specifies the use of chemigsl suppressants on unpaved roads; and
watering, cleaning and/or sweeping of paved rodigs aach shift for facilities with 60 or more
aggregate and/or mixer trucks exiting the facitity any work day Facilities with less than 60
aggregate and/or mixer trucks exiting the faciigr work day would be required to sweep
streets by the end of every other work dayhemical dust suppressants often require water to
reactivate them, however, the frequency of watetiegion is less than, if water was used alone
for dust suppression.

Watering two to three times per day is considerdticeent to suppress dust on unpaved roads.
It can also be assumed that each additional sbiidwequire one watering, since only one shift
typically occurs during the hottest part of the dmd the remaining shifts occur during the
evening or morning hours. Roads that are stablillae chemical stabilizers can be assumed to
require only one watering per day to sufficientbntrol dust. Therefore, the requirement to use
chemical dust stabilizers would decrease the numibenter truck trips by one to two trips for a
single shift facility, two to three trips for a twahift facility, and three to four trips for a tlere
hour facility.

shift-facility-or-threefora-threshift-facility-The Draft EA contained an estimate of the number
of facilities that would be required, if all faties were required to sweep paved roads after each
shift. PAR 1157 was revised to require sweepingaifed roads only at facilities with 60 or
more aggregate and/or mixer trucks leaving thdifiag@er day. All other facilities would be
required to sweep paved roads by the end of ewber ovork day. Based on this change, staff
re-evaluated the number of facilities that would required to sweep paved roads. Staff
estimates that 94 facilities would need to sweeggaoads at the end of each work shift and
252 facilities would need to sweep paved roadshieyeind of every other work day. However,
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some facility operators reported that they curkestieep paved roads. Based on the surveyed
information and scaling this information to the rhen of affected facilities, staff estimated that
38 facilities would need to sweep paved roads daily 154 facilities would need to sweep every
other work day to comply with PR 1157. Facilitibsit sweep every other work day would be
required to water 100 feet or more of paved roadthe days sweeping is not required.

Based on this information it is still believed thé emissions from the additional sweeper trips

would be less than the emissions from the reducedber of unpaved road water trucks for the

following reasons:

» Paved road lengths are typically shorter than tipaued road lengths.

» Roads stabilized with chemical dust suppressamnisine less water; therefore, less water
truck trips.

 The Draft EA evaluated the August 27, 2004 versibRR 1157, which required all facilities
to sweep after every shift. The current versiothefrule only requires facilities greater than
60 aggregate and/or mixer trucks per day to swéiep each shift. At all other facilities
operators are required to sweep every other woykadd water on days they do not sweep.

A comparison between the current daily vehicle smileaveled and the daily vehicle miles
estimated to comply with PR 1157 is presented ibld@-3. Since the number of additional
sweeper/water truckipsmiles traveledvould be less than-eregualttte number of water truck
trips-miles traveledreduecedby applying chemical stabilizers instead of watbg operational
emissions at aggregate or relate facilities woelehain-the-same—alfecrease. Therefore, no
adverse air quality impacts from sweeper truckseapected.

Table 2-3
Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled for Road Dust Suppressn
Number Dail
Number Road Road of Number vﬁﬁe
Description of Length®, | Width?® | Passes| of Daily “Miles
Facilities® |  feet feet per Trips? —=
) Traveled
Trip ——
Existing Operations
Unpaved Roads, Water 389 474 30 2 2 139.8
Existing Total ~ ~ ~ ~ B 139.8
PR 1157 Operations
Unpaved Roads, Chemical/Water 389 474 20 2 1 69.9
Paved Roads Sweeper 30 100 20 1 1 0.6
Paved Roads Sweeper 8 100 20 1 2 0.3
Paved Roads Sweeper/Water Tfuck 154 100 20 1 1 2.9
PR 1157 Total i 73.7

a) Draft Staff Report Proposed Rule 1157: PM10 Emis®eductions from Aggregate and Related Operatidogember 2,
2004.

b) Number of passes per trip based on road width asuihaing 20-foot spray width

¢) The number of facilities only includes facilitatist are not currently sweeping or watering becafistule 403.
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Chemical Stabilizer Delivery Truck Trips

It was assumed that a large facility would need delevery of chemical stabilizers a week to
comply with PR 1157. Large facilities were assuntede the-931 facilities that would require
rumble grates and wheel washers. Since theredrafdected facilities, the remaining-3884
facilities (395 —921 =303304) were assumed to need one delivery every othek,wegch is
152 trips per week-{306304 trips/2). Therefore,—24245 delivery truck trips would be required
per week {901 + 152 =24445. Assuming that facilities operate six days peely 41 trips
per day {24445 trips per week/6 days per week = 41 trips) wouldhbeded to comply with
PR 1157. Detailed emission calculations are ptegein Table C-2 of Appendix C. Estimated
emissions from truck delivery of chemical stabitizare presented in Table 2-4. Operational
emissions generated by chemical stabilizer deliwergk trips would be below the significance
criteria presented in Table 2-1.

Table 2-4
Operational Emissions from Chemical Stabilizer Delrery Trucks

Sources CcoO VOC NOx SOx | PM10

Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Delivery Truck Trips 9 3 48 0.6 1
Operational Significance Threshold 550 55 55 150 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO
Conclusion

The intent of the proposed rule is to further redBd4110 fugitive dust emissions in the district.
The implementation of control measures would beomnaished through the adoption of
PR 1157. As previously noted, the direct effectngblementing the PR 1157 is a reduction in
PM10 fugitive dust emissions by 18 tons per dayd36 pounds of PM10 per day). Secondary
emissions from construction and operational aoisitmay increase emissions; however, as
shown above, the secondary emissions are belowsighdicant thresholds for construction and
operation.

As a result of the above, the proposed projecbisrpected to violate any air quality standards,
contribute to an existing or projected air qualitglation, result in a cumulatively considerable

net increase of any criteria pollutant, or diminghexisting air quality rule or future compliance

requirement.

d) Sensitive receptors in the district are cutye@xposed to daily PM10 conditions. PM10 has
been found to lodge within the lungs contributimgréspiratory problems. Implementing the
proposed project is intended to reduce PM10 fugitlust, which would reduce the exposure of
sensitive receptors to PM10 concentrations, thelaipgroving public health. The-bumpp
recurrent violatiorprovision was placed in PR 1157 specifically totpct sensitive receptors.

e) The proposed project may require an incremanta¢ase in the application of fugitive dust

control measures, which would result in an incretaencrease in emissions during construction
operations. Odors are often associated with diese$sions. Potential odor impacts from the
proposed project are not expected to be signifiteadause the incremental increase in the
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operation of heavy-duty construction vehicles wolalst for short periods of time or occur in
remote locations so it is not likely that substanddors would accumulate at any individual site.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piisjact expected to cause significant adverse
air quality impacts. Since no significant advarmepacts are anticipated, no mitigation measures
are required.

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

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

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

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally O O M
protected wetlands as defined by §404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

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

e) Conflicting with any local policies or ordinarsce O O M
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Halbit O O M

Conservation plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

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

apply:

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

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

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

DISCUSSION

(@) and (b) In general, the net effect of PR 1d%1ld be to incrementally extend dust control
requirements that are already required of fugitiust generating activities in the district. In
particular, PR 1157 would expand BACM requiremeatsl dust control requirements for
aggregate practices at existing facilities in tieritt. Construction of new aggregate facilities
would be expected to occur regardless of adoptioRR01157 and, therefore, is unrelated to
PR 1157. There are no provisions in the proposés that require or result in any specific
disturbance of undisturbed habitat or have a diweahdirect impact on plant or animal species.
No reductions in sensitive plant or animal speeaiesexpected to result from implementing the
PM10 control measures outlined in the proposed. rul® riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community would be affected by PR 1157. plementing the proposed rule may
improve wildlife habitats by reducing dust that nastruct or damage these areas.

(c) The proposed rule is expected to incrementatlyease existing efforts at existing facilities
in the district to control PM10 emissions. The pgoeed project does not require any direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or athactivities in, or near, wetland areas as defined
by 8404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Thus, noade effects on these areas are expected.

(d), (e) and (f) Minor construction to install gy or dust suppressants, screen enclosures,
chutes,wheel washers, rumble grates, and paving roadvi@ys rumble grates and wheel
washers to public roads is anticipated to occexadting affected facilities. The proposed rule is
expected to incrementally increase existing effantshe district to control PM10 emissions.
There are no provisions in the proposed rule thaflicts with any local policies or ordinances
that protect biological resources. The propos&gept would not interfere with the movement
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of any native or migratory animals, affect wildlderridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjact expected to have a significant adverse
impact on biological resources. Since no significadverse impacts are anticipated, no
mitigation measures are required.

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

significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

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

d) Disturb any human remains, including those [ O M
interred outside formal cemeteries?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Impacts to cultural resources would be consideiggafcant if:

= The project results in the disturbance of a sigaiit prehistoric or historic archaeological
site or a property of historic or cultural signdice to a community or ethnic or social
group.

= Unique paleontological resources are present thdtide disturbed by construction of the
proposed project.

= The project would disturb human remains.

DISCUSSION

a) through d) In general, the net effect of theppsed rule would be to incrementally extend
dust control requirements that are already requotdugitive dust generating activities at
existing aggregate and related operations acr@sslifitrict. The proposed rule would expand
existing fugitive dust requirements for existingyeggate operations. The proposed rule does not
require the demolition or construction of any bintgs or structures, or other activities that could
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potentially adversely affect cultural resources.nyAconstruction would occur at existing
aggregate and relate operation facilities in lacetithat have been previously disturbed (i.e.,
roads, storage piles, existing equipment). No ghanto historic, archaeological or
paleontological resources or unique geologic feastare required upon implementation of the
proposed rule. The proposed project does includeigons that require construction or other
activities that require site preparation activiteegh as grading or earth movement on existing
unpaved roads from rumble grates and wheel washgnsblic roads at facilities-ever50-aeres in
size—orwith 60 aggregate and/or mixer truck trips exitifagilities. Site disturbance from
construction activities is currently subject to thest control requirements of Rule 403. PR 1157
directly affects dust control or existing facilgiewhich are located on previously disturbed land.
As a result, no disturbance of human remains oretenes is anticipated as a result of adopting
and implementing the proposed project.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjact expected to have a significant adverse
impact on cultural resources. Since no signifiGahterse impacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
VI. ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation pfans O O M
b) Result in the need for new or substantiallgraid O O ™M
power or natural gas utility systems?
c) Create any significant effects on local or oegil O O M
energy supplies and on requirements for additional
energy?
d) Create any significant effects on peak and base [] O M
period demands for electricity and other forms of
energy?
e) Comply with existing energy standards? O O |

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

= The project conflicts with adopted energy conseovgplans or standards.

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

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

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

a) through e) In general, the net effect of theppsed rule would be to incrementally extend
dust control requirements that are already requotdugitive dust generating activities at
aggregate and related operations in the distridie proposed rule clarifies and enhances the
enforceability of existing control measures to ®EWPM10 fugitive dust and is expected to
contribute to efforts to bring the district intotaabment with state and federal air quality
standards. There are no provisions within the gsegd rule which would conflict with adopted
energy conservation plans, result in the need ddit@nal power or natural gas, create impacts
on local or regional energy supplies, impact exgstenergy standards, or affect peak and base
demands for electricity or other forms of energy.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjact expected to have a significant adverse
impact on energy resources. Since no significduese impacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.

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

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury
or death involving:
« Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as O O ]
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault?

» Strong seismic ground shaking? O O 4|
e Seismic—related ground failure, including O O |
liquefaction?
* Landslides? (] O |
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the logs O O M
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is [ O M

unstable or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liuefaction or collapse?
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in &abl [ O M

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supportieg th [ O M
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Impacts on the geological environment would be mm@red significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

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

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

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

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

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

a), ¢), & d) The proposed rule is intended to cedBM10 fugitive dust emissions. Dust control
activities would occur at existing facilities, soyarisks associated with ground shaking, etc., are
existing risks. Any structure built to comply withR 1157 (screen enclosures, baghouses,
chutes,and dust suppressant equipment) would have to lgomih relevant requirements of the
Uniform Building Code and any other state, courmyg a&ity building and safety codes which
account for seismic activity. The proposed rulesinot require the construction of any building
or new structures that could be located on an blesgeologic unit or on expansive soil, which
could create substantial risks to life or propebiyt may require additional control to be applied
to existing equipment.

b) The proposed rule does not contain any prowsstbat would require disruption of soils that
could result in soil erosion or loss of topsoil.oilS may be disturbed at facilities that pave
roadways from the rumble grate and wheel washepublic roads. In addition, these

disturbances would occur at existing roads whichewseviously disturbed and would advance
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the proposed project goal of enhancing currentirements to stabilize any soil disruptions
specifically to prevent wind erosion that contrimito PM10 emissions.

c) Accordingly, the installation of add-on cong @t existing affected facilities to comply with
the proposed project is expected to conform to Wm&form Building Code and all other
applicable state and local building codes. As pérthe issuance of building permits, local
jurisdictions are responsible for assuring thatWm&orm Building Code is adhered to and can
conduct inspections to ensure compliance. TheddmifBuilding Code is considered to be a
standard safeguard against major structural falarel loss of life. The basic formulas used for
the Uniform Building Code seismic design requirgéedmination of the seismic zone and site
coefficient, which represents the foundation caoditat the site. The Uniform Building Code
requirements also consider liquefaction potentiatl astablish stringent requirements for
building foundations in areas potentially subjextliuefaction. Thus, the proposed project
would not alter the exposure of people or propé&stgeological hazards such as earthquakes,
landsides, mudslides, ground failure, or other ratuazards.

e) The proposed rule does not include any prowsstbat require the installation of septic tanks
or alternative wastewater systems. Thereforeetli®mo possibility of installation of water
disposal systems in soils incapable of supporthemt Wastewater from wheel washers is
expected to be diverted to existing retention ppmdsch are currently used to wash rock and
for process cooling.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed prigjectt expected to have an adverse impact
on geology or soils. Since no significant advenggacts are anticipated, no mitigation measures
are required.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant ~ Significant  Impact

Impact Impact
VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS. Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 0O O M
environment through the routine transport, use,
and disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the O O M

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

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

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of [ O M
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code 865962.5 and, as a result,
would create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use [ O M
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hdzar
for people residing or working in the project area?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private O O M
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hdza
for people residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere O O M
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk o [ O M
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

i)  Significantly increased fire hazard in areas with [ O M
flammable materials?

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

= Non-compliance with any applicable design codesgulation.
= Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Asst@rastandards.

PR 1157 2-23 December 2004



Final Environmental Assessment

= Non-conformance to regulations or generally acakptdustry practices related to
operating policy and procedures concerning thegdesionstruction, security, leak
detection, spill containment or fire protection.

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

DISCUSSION

a) through c) In general, the net effect of PR714%uld be to incrementally extend dust control
requirements that are already required of fugithust generating activities at aggregate and
related operations in the district. The proposed clarifies and enhances the enforceability of
existing control measures to reduce PM10 fugitiustdwhich will assist with efforts to bring
the district into attainment with state and fedaialquality standards. There are no provisions in
the proposed rule which would require or resultthe routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials; create a significant hazarthe@opublic; emit hazardous emissions, or
require the handling of hazardous materials wittme-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school.

Some of the dust control provisions in PR 1157 imayementally increase the use of chemical
stabilizers to control fugitive dust. Previous eammental analyses prepared by the SCAQMD
concluded that nontoxic chemical stabilizers arailakle. PR 1157 defines chemical dust
suppressants as non-toxic, which must not be dsaehibited for use by the Regional Water
Quality Control Boards; the California Air Resowsdgoard; the U.S. EPA; any applicable law,
rule or regulation; and should meet any specifcej criteria or test required by the federal,
state or local water agency. Further, it is thepoasibility of the users to ensure that any
chemical dust suppressant they use is not protildide use by the Regional Water Quality
Control Boards; the California Air Resources Bodhe U.S. EPA; any applicable law, rule or
regulation; and should meet any specificationggga or test required by the federal, state or
local water agency. The primary affect expected essult of using chemical dust suppressants
is the potential for groundwater contamination. isTéffect is discussed in detail under “IX.
Hydrology and Water Quality.” As a result, it istrexpected that any incremental increase in
the use of chemical stabilizers would expose usetise public to hazardous materials.

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

e) & f) The proposed project does not involve tise of hazardous materials that could
adversely affect air traffic or safety. Therefoegen affected projects located within an airport
land use plan, within two miles of a public airportwithin the vicinity of a private airstrip are
not expected to generate significant adverse hazarlazardous materials impacts on air traffic
or safety.

g) The proposed rule is intended to reduce PMIitie dust emissions and contain no
provisions that could interfere with any adoptedeagency response or evacuation plans.

PR 1157 2-24 December 2004



Final Environmental Assessment

h) & i) Any construction as a result of PR 1157uieboccur on existing aggregate or related
operation facilities. The proposed rule does remjuire the construction of any building,
structure or facility in wildlands or any locatigdhat could expose people or structures to
significant loss, injury, or death involving wildld fires. Similarly, complying with the
proposed rule does not require or involve the ddammable materials that could increase fire
hazards in areas with flammable materials.

During working group meetings with the aggregatel aelated industries, working group
members stated safety concerns associated withfittatig conveyors with control technologies
such as enclosures and telescoping chutes. ThHengagroup’s concern only applies to existing
equipment, since new equipment can be built toractodate enclosures or telescoping chutes.
Working group members stated that conveyors arké $pecifically for the material transported
on them and that conveyors may not be able to stippolosures or telescoping chutes because
they are heavy and unwieldy to use. As a resaltabse the telescopic chutes are so unwieldy
and depending on the aggregate material being gedyelogging of the chutes could occur
creating unsafe conditions for the workers. Thekimy group was also concerned because
these technologies have not typically been usethbyaggregate and related industries. The
CEQA environmental checklist does not specificaltidress mechanical safety issues that may
affect workers; however, such issues are addrdssexiso that decision makers and the public
are aware of these issues and can better evalaateds impacts to worker from mechanical
issues.

After this concern was raised, staff considered ilsele and modified the proposed rule as
follows to eliminate the safety issues raised.stf-ithe exemption section has been modified to
include an exemption from paragraphs (d)(1) thro(@l6) for materials larger than one-half
inch sieve. Second, the requirement for coveredveyors has been removed. Third,
subparagraph (d)(3)(B) has been modified to ddleteprovision requiring telescopic chutes.
Astead. thimrovisionrequires in i e vtaich ic i ” shorter._and-much
more—flexibletouse—Telescopic chutes are no longecluded in the—bumyap-recurrent
violations provision. —hewever;,And as stated in the Air Quality Section, it is spetu&ato
assume at this time that any affected facility vindcome subject to the—bump-recurrent
violations provision in the future, based on the fact thatphthis date no aggregate or related
operation has had three approved notices of vamiafdr causing fugitive dust emissions from
the same process overth@eonsecutive-calendaryadwelve month period Therefore, it is
anticipated that the three modifications to PR 1$5lF-addressedand eliminatedthe safety
concerns, i.e., clogging previously raised by wagkgroup members.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed prigeabt expected to create a hazard or
hazardous materials impact. Since no significaneese impacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact

Impact

Impact

b)

d)

f)

9)

HYDROLOGY AND W ATER QUALITY.
Would the project:

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

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-ersti
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 pattar
the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
course of a stream or river, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on
or off-site?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattar

the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or
off-site?

Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard

area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary o
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

O

O

d

a

O

d
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area O (| ™M
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?
i)  Expose people or structures to a significark ok O O M

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

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

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

m) Require or result in the construction of newrsto O | O
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

n) Have sufficient water supplies available to serv O | O
the project from existing entittements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

0) Require in a determination by the wastewater [l %} O
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Potential impacts on water resources would be densd significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

Water Quality:
= The project will cause degradation or depletion grbund water resources
substantially affecting current or future uses.
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= The project will cause the degradation of surfaegewsubstantially affecting current
or future uses.

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

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

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

= The project results in alterations to the courstoov of floodwaters.

Water Demand:

» The existing water supply does not have the cap&ziimeet the increased demands
of the project, or the project would use a substhamount of potable water.

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

DISCUSSION

There are potential water resource impacts that beagenerated by incrementally increasing
dust control requirements throughout the distrithe project-specific impacts are divided into
two major impact categories - water quality andevaemand.

Potential Water Quality Impacts from Chemical DustSuppression

a), f), k), ) & m) The following paragraphs deber the characteristics of chemical dust

suppressant and their potential to adversely affemindwater or surface water. (The SCAQMD

does not endorse any particular product, but doesurage the use of environmentally safe
chemical dust suppressants.) It should be notgdatthough many of these products and control
measures required for dust control are in exisB@AQMD regulations, the analyses in this

document are based on overly conservative assungptio

Petroleum-Based Dust Suppressants: Witco, the raetunér of petroleum-based chemical dust
suppressants COHEREX and COHEREX-PM, has statdthddgh COHEREX has been used
for more than forty years and COHEREX-PM is a paymodified version of this product, we
have not experienced any problems of groundwatertaoctsination by the application of
COHEREX or COHEREX-PM." The manufacturer goes mstate that the deepest penetration
into the soil's surface ranges from 1 3/4 inchesmMw inches. According to the manufacturer,
this would be true even if the product were ovepliaggol because of the ability of the product to
create a barrier that limits deeper penetratioa the treated soil (Escobar, 1991). This means
that this type of chemical dust suppressant wooldoe expected to migrate through the soil to
even the shallowest of aquifers, which, on the ayer are generally 10 feet or more below the
surface in the district.

Chloride-Based Dust Suppressant®éie manufacturer of a magnesium chloride-basedyato
Leslie Salt, has indicated that its product, "DO#t-, is a moderately concentrated salt solution
containing certain trace metals such as cadmiumgnalom (Ill and VI), lead, etc. However,
these metals are present in amounts that are semelars of magnitude below the Total
Threshold Limit Concentration Level (Title 22, List Organic and Bioaccumulative Substances
and Their Total Threshold Limit Concentration Vauéor each metal. In a report prepared for
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Leslie Salt by McLaren Engineering in 1989 (LeSi&t, 1989), it was noted that "The behavior
and environmental fate of "Dust-Off" following amyven application is site-specific... The
potential for migration of "Dust-Off" ....is a funoim of site characteristics including climate
(wind and rain), soil type, topography (slope om@&sed surface and surrounding area),
proximity to surface drainages (streams and intemt drainages), depth to bedrock and depth
to groundwater.” The report concludes that "thHe gancentration in the leachate percolating
through the soil becomes significantly diluted doi@lispersive transport. Therefore, the amount
of dissolved salts from "Dust-Off" that could patieily enter a groundwater system depends on
the location of the water table, the quantity oluSDOff" applied, and the number of years of
application.”

Another manufacturer of a magnesium chloride progdSouth Western Sealcoating, Inc.,
indicated that magnesium chloride has been usegefans by the mining industry on haul roads
and provided documentation of permission to usenesigm chloride from the Colorado River
Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQGRhan, 1991). The Arizona Department
of Environmental Quality, Office of Water Qualityage similar permission for the use of
magnesium chloride dust suppressants (Sobchak).1989

It is important to note that the RWQCB for the Galio River Basin - Region 7, reviews
applications for use of brine-based chemicals, @&cium chloride and magnesium chloride) for
dust control on a case-by-case basis (Gruenbefg)19This RWQCB conditionally approved
the use of Lee Chemical, Incs’. Liquid Calcium QGlde in Colorado River Basin, Region 7,
provided the Best Management Practices identifigdLbe Chemical, Inc. are adhered to
(Gruenberg, 1996).

Implementation of the proposed rule may resultinneremental increase in the use of chemical
dust suppressants for PM10 control. Any increasexpected to be relatively limited for two
reasons: 1) in most cases, other control methadaailable, and 2) chemical dust suppressants
are often already used for fugitive dust contrall aequired in existing rules, regulations and
local programs.

Previous environmental analyses prepared by the(@IA concluded that nontoxic chemical
stabilizers are available. PR 1157 defines chdnduat suppressants as non-toxic. PR 1157
also states that chemical dust suppressants mubenged if prohibited for use by the Regional
Water Quality Control Boards; the California Air $deirces Board; the U.S. EPA; any
applicable law, rule or regulation; and should naset specifications, criteria or test required by
the federal, state or local water agency. Furthes the responsibility of the users to ensuia th
any chemical dust suppressant they use is notlptetiifor use by the Regional Water Quality
Control Boards; the California Air Resources Bodhi# U.S. EPA; any applicable law, rule or
regulation; and should meet any specificationgeia or test required by the federal, state or
local water agency. Therefore, any potential aslvempacts would be insignificant. As the
background information provided above indicateseptial users of chemical dust suppressants
should contact local RWQCBs to determine whethenaira product is environmentally safe.
RWQCBs evaluate MSDS and other information as gpp@ate and examine the areas to be
sprayed if necessary. RWQCBs do not typically namt list of chemical dust suppressants,
but evaluate the use of chemical dust suppressardscase-by-case basis. Users are required to
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ensure that runoff does not migrate to a surfachy lod water, or if the dust suppressant is used
in liquid form, that it does not flow from the useea.

According to the RWQCB, Colorado River Basin, Regib (from Phil Gruenberg, Executive
Officer) in a November 10, 1994 letter to the SCARQMhe chemical and physical properties of
the non-brine products indicate that the risk t@ewguality would be minimal. In addition, as
currently required in Rule 403, local RWQCB'’s shibbke consulted before use of any chemical
dust suppressant to ensure that the product haseeot prohibited. Users must apply chemical
dust suppressants in accordance with manufactureds’RWQCB recommendations to ensure
that water quality is protected.

The proposed rule does not have any provisionsaffett an existing affected facility or site’s
production of wastewater or discharge infrastruetulis a result, the proposed project would not
be expected to cause any facility to exceed wasgsvieatment requirements of any applicable
regional water quality control board. Similarlynee the proposed project has no effect on
production of wastewater at any affected site oilifg, construction of new, or expansion of
existing wastewater treatment plants or storm watainage facilities is not expected as a result
of adopting and implementing the proposed rule.eré&fore, the proposed project would not
generate significant adverse impacts to water tyuali

Potential Water Demand Impacts from Dust Suppressio

b), n) & 0) The proposed rule is intended to redwandblown dust from earth-moving,
disturbed surface areas, paved road track-out,uwab@ads, and open storage piles at aggregate
and related operation facilities. As noted in jpoas discussions, implementing the proposed
rule could incrementally increase application aftdtontrol measures throughout the district.

Watering is currently being used as one of a nunobelust suppression methods for aggregate
and related operations, construction and demolgites, unpaved roads and parking lots, storage
piles, landfills, and bulk material facilities undeule 403. State nuisance law (Cal. Health and
Safety Code 8§ 41700) also restricts PM10 emisstonkevels that do not "... cause injury,
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any consitéeralimber of persons or to the public..."
With the exception of unpaved roads and parking, litte most frequently employed method of
control for the types of facilities listed abovenatering.

Facilities affected by PR 1157 currently use watedust suppressants to control fugitive dust
from a number of dust generating activities to cynwith Rule 403. Implementation of the
proposed rule would create an incremental additioleanand for water in dust suppression
activities. Water could be used by itself for veefppression, or in conjunction with certain
chemical dust suppressants.

Additional water consumption would be requiredvidreel washers, storage piles and at transfer
points in the aggregate and related processes.erWahsumption estimates were derived for
these operations from data collected from facgityveys and dust control vender estimates.

Wheel Washer Water Consumption
By scaling survey data, staff estimated that932facilities would require rumble grates and
wheel washers (see Appendix C). Using the sambadetogy of scaling the survey data by the
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total number of facilities in the district that-areexcess-of 50-acres-in-sizel@mve 60 aggregate
and/or mixing truck trips exiting the facilities pday, staff estimated that a total -ef12,859
10,035trucks would exit all affected facilities with runie grates and wheel washers. Staff
multiplied the number of trucks by a water use dactupplied by a vend®r(22859-10,035
trucks x 40 gallons of water per truck); therefame,additional-54;000401,400gallons per day
of water would be required by PR 1157 for rumbletgs and wheel washers.

Open Storage Pile Water Consumption

The total amount of material accumulated in storpdes from the survey was totaled by
category. It was assumed that operators of hotasphalt facilities would use chemical dust
suppressants on storage piles; therefore, stoliegegt hot mix asphalt plants were not included
in water consumption estimates. It was assumedt ltba mix asphalt facilities would use
chemical dust suppressants, because water use weotgda@se drying time, which would increase
energy use and emissions. It is believed thantivtasphalt facility operators desire to reduce
energy cost and emissions.

It was estimated that storage piles at each facNigre on average 20 feet high and built in a
pyramid shape with a square base. Staff used er wansumption factor provided by a veridor
(5 gallons of water per minute, per 1,000 tonhobighput per hour per process = 0.3 gallon per
ton per process). It was assumed that storage wibelld be watered to a depth of one inch per
watering, and watering disturbed areas would bevatgnt to one additional inch of watering;
therefore, an equivalent of three inches of thdaser perimeter of the pyramid would be
watered. Based on these assumptiens—1,79617/088,170tons of material on the surface
perimeter of the storage piles would be stabiliped day; therefore, it was estimated that
539p00 539,451 gallons of additional water would be required tatev storage piles (see
Appendix C for detailed information on storage pilater consumption). Staff assumed that 20
percent of the storage piles are currently stadailiwith water to comply with Rule 403. Based
on this assumption 431,561 gallons of water (53B.dallons of water x 0.20Are needed to
comply with PR 1157.

Internal Paved Roads

PR 1157 requires less active facilities (154 faes) to water 100 feet of their pave roads on the
days that sweeping are not conducted. With thenagson that the width of paved road is 20
feet, staff estimated that 308,000 square feet fL&020 ft x 154 facilities) or 34,222 square
yards of paved road would need watering in a dd¢SCO stated that approximately one gallon
of water would be needed to water one square yvamhweed road. Staff assumed that two
waterings per week would be necessary. Basedisnnflormation, staff estimated that 13,689
gallons per day would be required for paved roads.

Other Process Water Consumption

Water consumption from processes other than wheshing and storage pile watering was
estimated by multiplying the throughput of eachgess by a water consumption factor (5
gallons of water per minute, per 1,000 tons of ulghgut per hour per process = 0.3 gallon per
ton per process) provided by a vendor. Since emnsslready require dust controls (e.g., filter
bags, baghouses, etc.); it was assumed that theldwot require additional water. Screening

6 Telephone conversation from Ms. Tuyet-le Pham toMark Kefner of NESCO on July 16, 2004.
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activities were also assumed to be controlled; vewat was assumed that screens may require
additional water to meet stabilization required BR 1157. Therefore, only half of the
throughput from screening processes was assumesjtire additional water. The remaining
processes comprising of loading/unloading, conv&yand hoppers/surge bins were assumed to
require watering. Using the vendor supplied watensumption rate, staff estimated that
1.250,0001,308,892tons per day of material not controlled would requ8+5,60-353,802
additional gallons of water per day to meet PR 1lfEgjuirements (see Appendix C for detailed
information on process water consumption).

Total Additional Water Consumption and Impacts

The total amount of additional water required wobkl-1,428,000-1,209,452gallons per day
(534,600401,400+ 539;000431,561+ 13,689+ 3¥5,000353,802gallons per day). Current
practices allow the Metropolitan Water District (MD)to bring water supplies on-line at least
ten years in advance of demand with a very highegegf reliability. According to the MWD
(Report on Metropolitan’s Water Supplies, Februaty 2002), “if all imported water supply
programs and local projects proceed as plannedh mot change in demand projections, the
reliability (of its projected numbers) could be @esl beyond 20 years.” In that same MWD
report, the total projected water demand for all BiWater supply programs and local projects
in the year 2005, the first future year listed?,i$99,300 acre-feet (717 billion gallons per yaar o
two billion gallons per day) and the water supply2j557,300 acre-feet (834 billion gallons year
or 2.3 billion gallons per day). An increase intevademand 0f1;428,0a010209,452yallons per
day is negligible compared to the projected totsiridt supply capacity for year 2005. Further,
the increase in water demand does not exceed thEQBID’s significance threshold of
5,000,000 gallons per day, and is therefore corsiti® not be significant.

Other Potential Impacts

c), d) & e) The proposed project does not invaitering the course of any stream or river, nor
is it expected to alter any existing drainage pattg affected sites that could result in soil
erosion or provide additional sources of pollutedaff. The proposed project does involve
incrementally increasing dust control watering pcas at affected sites or facilities. However,
the volume of water anticipated to be used wouldsabstantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff at any affected facility in the didt in a manner that would result in flooding,
either on- or offsite, since the rule only requitbat operators at affected facilities dampen
and/or stabilize non-exempt materials from eachssiomn source.

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

Based on the above discussion, the proposed prigjectt expected to have an adverse impact
on hydrology and water quality. Since no significadverse impacts are anticipated, no
mitigation measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the
project:
a) Physically divide an established community? O O
b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, pgli O O

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

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservatio O O M
or natural community conservation plan?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
» Land use and planning impacts will be considergdicant if the project conflicts with
the land use and zoning designations establishéalchyjurisdictions.

DISCUSSION

a) through c) The net effect of PR 1157 would beirtcrementally extend dust control
requirements that are already required of fugithust generating activities at aggregate and
related operation facilities in the district. Theoposed amendments would also enhance the
clarity and enforceability of existing fugitive dusiles to reduce PM10 emissions within the
Basin. Typically, land use and other planning adestions are determined by local
governments. No land use or planning requirementsd be altered by the proposed project.
Further, the proposed amendments do not requiredhstruction of any structure, building or
facility, except for the addition of control equipnt to already existing process equipment.
Finally, the proposed amendments would not phylsicilide an established community, nor
conflict with any land use, habitat conservatiomatural community conservation plans.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjact expected to have a significant adverse
impact on land use and planning. Since no sigmficadverse impacts are anticipated, no
mitigation measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
Xl.  MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known O O %}

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

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

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

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

= The proposed project results in the loss of avaitgof a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local gépéaa, specific plan or other land use
plan.

DISCUSSION

a) and b) No provisions of the proposed rule igeeted to result in the loss of availability of
known mineral resources, such as aggregate, mineztd., or the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource site. The néeat of the proposed rule would be to
incrementally extend dust control requirements thet already required of fugitive dust
generating activities at aggregate and relatedatipers in the district. The proposed rule would
also enhance the clarity and enforceability of txgs fugitive dust rules to reduce PM10
emissions to meet attainment with state and fe@érgjuality standards.

Based on the above, no adverse impacts on miresalirces are expected. Since no significant
adverse impacts are anticipated, no mitigation oneasare required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
Xll. NOISE. Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise [ O M

levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of [ O M
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

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

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

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

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

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Impacts on noise would be considered significant if

= Construction noise levels exceed local noise ordiea or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceeded, project noise sources increasgient noise levels by more than
three decibels (dBA) at the site boundary. Cowrstiao noise levels will be considered
significant if they exceed federal Occupational ébafand Health Administration
(OSHA) noise standards for workers.
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= The proposed project operational noise levels ekeeg of the local noise ordinances at
the site boundary or, if the noise threshold isenity exceeded, project noise sources
increase ambient noise levels by more than threeatBhe site boundary.

DISCUSSION

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

The State Department of Aeronautics and the CaldiorCommission of Housing and
Community Development have adopted the Communitigd&quivalent Level (CNEL). The
CNEL is the adjusted noise exposure level for éh@4r day and accounts for noise source,
distance, duration, single event occurrence frequesnd time of day. The CNEL considers a
weighted average noise level for the evening hdurs) 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., increased by
five dBA, and the late evening and morning hoursadevels from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.,
increase by 10 dBA. The daytime noise levels amalined with these weighted levels and
averaged to obtain a CNEL value. The adjustmertads for the lower tolerance of people to
noise during the evening and nighttime periodgiradao the daytime period.

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

One example of local jurisdiction requirements nige the City of Los Angeles. EXxisting
operational noise generated from aggregate antdedelgperations in Los Angeles would be
subject to the City of Los Angeles Noise Elementh& General Plan and/or the City of Los
Angeles Municipal Code. Table 2-4 summarizes thregairements. Other local jurisdictions
typically have similar requirements.
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Table 2-4
City of Los Angeles Noise Requirements

Operational Limit

Requirement Construction Limit (dBA) (exterior dBA except
where noted)

Noise Element of the General 65 dBA CNEL or less - 65 dBA CNEL or less -

Plan of the City of Los considered "conditionally considered "conditionally

Angeles acceptable” for residential use. acceptable” for residential
use.

70-75 dBA CNEL - considered
"conditionally acceptable for  70-75 dBA CNEL -

industrial use". considered "conditionally
acceptable” for industrial
use.
City of Los Angeles Municipal Requires that noise levels Not applicable.
Code Chapter XI, Article 2,  generated by construction
8112.05 equipment within a residential
zone not exceed 75 dBA.
City of Los Angeles Municipal Construction activities Not applicable.
Code Chapter IV, Article 1, prohibited without a special
841.40 permit between the hours of

10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Construction-Related Noise

PR 1157 includes some construction activities, khthe facilities to comply with the proposed

rule. Sources which may be expected to generase woiring temporary construction activities
might include earth-moving equipment, trucks, workw vehicular traffic, compressors and

generators. Table 2-5 presents a range of norsésléor various types of equipment that may be
used at a typical construction site. Because efriliture of this activity, the types, numbers,
periods of operation, loudness of equipment, andtadce to the closest sensitive
receptor/residence, will vary with each construtiitase and the size of the affected facility.

Table 2-5
Typical Construction Noise Sources
Equipment Type Typical Range (decibels)
Tractors/Crawlers/Dozers (up to 450 hp 78 to 82
Grader (300 hp) 80
Diesel Trucks (100 to 400 hp) 72 to 81
Backhoe (85 hp) 76
Forklift (40 hp) 75
Air Compressor (25 hp or 230 hp) 75 or 80
Generator (22 hp or 550 hp) 73 or 85 @ rated hp
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These construction activities will increase noeeels for a short duration, but will cease once
construction activities are complete. Further, raggte facilities are typically located in
industrial or rural areas, removed from residerdtahmunities.

In general, given ambient noise levels near afteédeilities, noise attenuation (there is a six
dBA drop in noise levels per doubling of distan@)d compliance with local noise ordinances,
potential construction noise impacts are not exgeettt be significant.

The proposed project affects primarily existingilfaes and would not generate excessive noise
levels outside the boundaries of the affected ifas| or expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels. Topgsed project requires no additional equipment
to the existing facilities which would cause ndeseel to exceed ambient levels.

Operation-Related Noise

No provisions of the proposed rule would exposemes to noise levels in excess of standards
established in local general plans or ordinancestamdards of other agencies. The net effect of
the proposed rule would be to incrementally extdosdt control requirements that are already
required of fugitive dust generating activitiesaggregate and related operations in the district.
The proposed rule would also enhance the clarity emforceability of existing fugitive dust
rules to reduce PM10 emissions in the Basin. Tbpgsed rule does not require the addition of
any structure, building or facility that would exg@opeople to groundborne vibration or noise, or
increase ambient noise levels during operatioméeitemporary or permanent). The proposed
rule may require an incremental increase in dustrobmeasures at affected sites or facilities.
Dust control includes misters, baghouses, screatosures,—ehutesiumble grates, wheel
washers and heavy-duty diesel trucks to apply ctanstabilizers or water; and street sweepers
to mechanically reduce fugitive dust. Since PR71f®uld expand on existing control or add
control used at similar facilities or process, PR is not expected to increase noise levels over
to existing baseline noise. For example, heavy-duicks (including street sweepers) typical
produce sound levels of approximately 81 — 87 dBécibels A weighted average) at 50 feet.

e) & f) No new structures, buildings or facilitiase required as part of the proposed project and,
as a result, the proposed rules are not anticipatedfect in any way airport land use plans or
private airstrips. Construction of fugitive dusintrol and paving of roadways between rumble
grate and wheel washers to public roads are notateg to affect airport land use plans or
private air strips.

Based on the above discussion, no adverse noiseimpre expected as a result of the proposed
project. Since no significant adverse impacts amécipated, no mitigation measures are
required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XIll. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the
project:
a) Induce substantial growth in an area either [ O M

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

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

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

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

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

DISCUSSION

a) through c) In general, the net effect of theppised rule would be to incrementally extend
dust control requirements that are already requotdugitive dust generating activities at
aggregate and related operations in the distflibe proposed rule would enhance the clarity and
enforceability of existing fugitive dust rules teduce PM10 emissions in the district. No
provision of the proposed rule induces growth eittieectly or indirectly; or displaces any
housing or substantial numbers of people, reqtivesonstruction of replacement housing.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjact expected to have a significant adverse
impact on population and housing. Since no sigaift adverse impacts are anticipated, no
mitigation measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the proposal
result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered government
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of
the following public services:

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

c) Schools?

d) Parks?

e) Other public facilities?

Oooono
Ooooono
NANRNFN

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

DISCUSSION

a) & b) The net effect of the proposed rule wobkl to incrementally extend dust control

requirements that are already required of fugithust generating activities at aggregate and
related operations in the district. The proposet: would also enhance the clarity and

enforceability of existing fugitive dust rules teduce PM10 emissions in the district. The
proposed project does not involve the use of harsrdnaterials so no impacts to emergency
responders, such as local fire or police departspeare anticipated. Similarly, the proposed
project would not be expected to affect in any veayvice ratios, response times or other
emergency responder performance objectives.

c), d) & e) No provision of the proposed rule regsi the use of public services such as schools,
parks or other public facilities. As indicatedtire “Population and Housing” discussion, there
are no provisions in the proposed rule that wonttlice population growth, which would require
construction of additional schools, parks, or ottemreational resources. As a result, it is not
expected that the proposed project would causeequine physically altered public facilities.
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Further, enforcement activities required by PR 11%Guld be carried out by SCAQMD
inspectors as part of their normal duties.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjact expected to have a significant adverse
impact on public services. Since no significanteade impacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XV. RECREATION.
a) Would the project increase the use of existing [0 O M

neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational faciliteas O O M
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

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

= The project results in an increased demand forteidhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities.
» The project adversely affects existing recreatiapglortunities.

DISCUSSION

a) and b) The net effect of the proposed rule @dé to incrementally extend dust control
requirements that are already required of fugithust generating activities at aggregate and
related operations in the district. The proposet: would also enhance the clarity and
enforceability of existing fugitive dust rules teduce PM10 emissions in the district. Because
the proposed project is not expected to inducedirect population growth, no provisions of the
proposed rule would increase the need for additipagks or other recreational facilities, or
cause the deterioration of existing facilities.eTgroposed rule does not require the development
or construction of new recreational facilities equire the expansion of existing recreational
facilities, which could have an adverse effectloménvironment.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjact expected to have a significant adverse
impact on recreation. Since no significant advearapacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XVI. SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE. Would the
project:
a) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permdte O O M

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

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

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

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

DISCUSSION

a) and b) In general, the net effect of the predasile would be to incrementally extend dust
control requirements that are already required wgitive dust generating activities from
aggregate and relate operations in the distri¢tte froposed rule would enhance the clarity and
enforceability of existing fugitive dust rules teduce PM10 emissions in the district. No
provisions of the proposed project involve, or iegusolid waste disposal activities. As a result,
no impacts on landfill capacity are expected. knpntation of the proposed rule would not
impede or hinder in any way compliance with anyliapple federal, state or local statutes
related to solid or hazardous waste disposal.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed plisjecit expected to have significant adverse
impacts on solid and hazardous waste. Since mufisent adverse impacts are anticipated, no
mitigation measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XVIl. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the
project:
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substhintia O O M

relation to the existing traffic load and capaaty
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

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

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, inchegi O O M
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design [ O M
feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment)?

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

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

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

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

= An intersection’s volume to capacity ratio incre#se0.02 (two percent) or more when
the LOS is already D, E or F.
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= A major roadway is closed to all through traffiodano alternate route is available.

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

= The demand for parking facilities is substantialigreased.

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

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

DISCUSSION

(@), (b) & (f) In general, the net effect of theoposed rule would be to incrementally extend
dust control requirements that are already requafetugitive dust generating activities from
aggregate and related operations in the distri®tR 1157 would enhance the clarity and
enforceability of existing fugitive dust controlggrams. Under Rule 403 facilities are required
to control dust from unpaved roads and prevent r@miove dust from paved roads. Most
impacts would occur during construction from comstion worker, haul truck and delivery truck
trips to and from each site. The average worseé easuld require 11 two way trips from
installation of rumble grates and wheel washerse Worst case would require 45 two way trips
for grading operations from bump-up requirementsa dacility that would need to pave an
unpaved road; however, as stated in the air qusditgion, it is highly unlikely facilities would
trigger the -bumpip-recurrent violations provisions. These constructiops would not be
significant because so few trips would be requietdeach site, the sites are distributed
throughout the district and the construction pesiaduld be short in duration. In the air quality
section it was determined that 41 additional delivteuck trips to separate facilities per week
would be required for chemical stabilizer and stexeeeping dfter each shift for large facilities,
or every other work day for small facilities withatering on days sweeping is not performed)
would be required. Forty-one additional delivemyck trips throughout the district is below the
significance threshold of 350 trucks per day; amerdéfore, would not significantly adversely
impact traffic. Street sweeping is not expectedigmificantly adversely impact traffic, because
it would occur infrequently and for short duratiafdime.

c) There are no requirements in the proposedwhleh would affect air traffic patterns because
the proposed project does not involve transpoangfindividuals or materials by plane. Further,
as noted in the preceding discussion, the propogeddoes not generate an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in tarigl safety risks to local airports or airstrips

d) & e) There are no provisions in the proposédd tlat require construction of design features
(e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersectionsharmpatible uses (e.g. farm equipment) that
could create traffic hazards or result in inadeguamergency access, transportation/traffic
design features, emergency access, or parking itapac

Further, the proposed rule would not create anegadte emergency access situation or
inadequate parking capacity situation. There areeaguirements in the proposed rule which
would affect adopted policies, plans, or programgpserting alternative transportation. The
proposed rule is intended to reduce PM10 fugitivst @missions in the district.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed ruletisexpected to generate a substantial
number of new vehicle trips and therefore would Imate a significant adverse impact on the
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transportation systems within the district. Simgesignificant adverse impacts are anticipated,
no mitigation measures are required.

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

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

or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate apla
or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually [ O M
limited, but cumulatively  considerable
("Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects] an
the effects of probable future projects)

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

DISCUSSION

(a) The proposed project may require minor coesibn to install misting or dust suppressants,
screen enclosures, baghouses, chutes, and pawadyvags from rumble grates and wheel
washers to public roads. However, as stated irother sections of the checklist the proposed
rule is not expected to have the potential to ablgraffect the environment, reduce or eliminate
any plant or animal species or destroy prehist@cords of the past. In general, the net effect of
the proposed rule would be to incrementally extdaodt control requirements that are already
required of fugitive dust generating activitieshe district. In particular, PR 1157 would extend
BACM requirements and dust control requirementsafggregate and related practices from in
the district. The proposed rule would enhancectasty and enforceability of existing fugitive
dust rules to reduce PM10 emissions in the district

(b) Based on the preceding analysis of environalentpacts, the proposed project is not
expected to generate significant adverse projestiBp impacts. As a result, the effects of the
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proposed rule on the environment are considerebdetdess than cumulatively considerable.
Therefore, the proposed project is not expectedeoerate significant adverse cumulative
environmental impacts when viewed in connectiomhie effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probalilere projects.

(c) The proposed rule does not have the potetdi@iause environmental effects that would
generate substantial adverse effects on humandyasitger directly or indirectly. By achieving
further reductions in PM10 emission from affecté@@ssand operations, the proposed project
would produce public health benefits from reduciegposure to PM10 concentrations
throughout the district.
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

Abbreviation/Acronym Description
U Micro
a Mathematical constant

ALIMEN (GI/LV)

Alimentary system (Gastrointestinaystem and liver)

APCD

Air pollution control district

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan
b Mathematical constant
BACM Best Available Control Measures
Basin South Coast Air Basin
CB Concrete batching
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CF Control factor
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CMB Crushed miscellaneous base
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level
CNS/PNS Central or peripheral nervous system
(6{0) Carbon monoxide
CP Concrete product
CV/BL Cardiovascular or blood system
CVSIP Coachella Valley State Implementation Plan
CWA Clean Water Act
dB Decibel
dBA Decibel A-weighted
DOHS Division of Occupational Health and Safety
E PM10 annual emissions
EA Environmental Assessment
EF Emission factor
ENDO Endocrine system
ERPG Emergency Response Planning Guideline
EYE Eye
Gas Company, The Southern California Gas Company
GBUAPCD Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Controlidirict
HI Hazard Index
HMA Hot mixed asphalt
HP Horsepower
HQ Hazard Quotient
&M Inspection and management
ICE Internal combustion engine
IMMUN Immune system
IS Initial Study
ITF Irwindale Taskforce
K PM aerodynamic diameter constant
KIDN Kidney
Ib Pound
LOS Level of Service
M Meter
MDAB Mojave Desert Air Basin
MICR Maximum individual cancer risk
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Abbreviations and Acronyms (Continued)

Abbreviation/Acronym Description

MSHA US Mining Safety and Health Administration
MWD Metropolitan Water District

N Number of transfer points

NO2 Nitrogen dioxide

NOC Notice of Compliance

NOV Notice of Violation

NOx Oxides of nitrogen

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination $yst
NSR New Source Review

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration
PM10 Particulate matter less than 10 microns ingeramic diameter
PPHM Parts per hundred million

PPM Parts per million

PR Proposed Rule

RCRA Resources Conservation and Recovery Act
REPR Reproductive system/Development

RESP Respiratory system

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

S Surface material silt content

SB State BiIll

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SCRMA Southern California Ready Mixed Concrete Asston
SCRPA Southern California Rock Products Association
SIP State Implementation Plan

SJVAPCD San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Controkbict
SKIN Skin

sL Silt loading

S0O2 Sulfur dioxide

SOx Sulfur oxides

SSAB Salton Sea Air Basin

TAC Toxic Air Contaminant

TOC Total Organic Compounds

UBC Uniform Building Code

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
VMT Vehicle miles traveled

VOC Volatile organic compound

W Mean vehicle weight

WWTP Waste water treatment plants
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In order to save space and avoid repetition, plesfee to the latest version of the proposed
Rule 1157 located elsewhere in the rule packagédwe Version of the proposed rule
circulated with the Draft EA was released on Sepn2, 2004 for a 30-day public review
and comment period ending October 1, 2004.

Original hard copies of the Draft EA, which incluttee proposed rule at that time, can be
obtained through the SCAQMD Public Information &erdt the Diamond Bar headquarters
or by calling (909) 396-2039.

PR 1157 B-1 December 2004



Final Environmental Assessment

APPENDIX C

ASSUMPTIONS AND CALCULATIONS



Final Environmental Assessment

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS USED ESTIMATE PRIMARY E MISSIONS
The following methodology and assumptions were Usedile development staff:

1.

PM10 Annual Emissions from Loading/Unloading Activty:

E

= (Daily throughput x number of days/year x EX000) x CF

Where:

E: PM10 annual emissions, ton/year
EF: PM10 emission factor, Ib/ton
CF: control factor = 1- control efficiency

For the aggregate, CMB, and HMA categories,afgfegate= 0.0011 Ib/ton (AP-42,
Chapter 13.2.4., Equation 1, Jan. 1995). This €onsfactor was also used to
estimate emissions from hoppers/surge bins andeyans.

For the CB, CP, and “other” categories: 50% of tfmughput was assumed for
aggregate and 50% was assumed for sand. This pSsonand the following
emission factors were also used to estimate emis$rom hoppers/surge bins and
conveyors.

EF aggregate= 0.0033 Ib/ton (AP-42, Chapter 11.12, Table 121&ct. 2001)

EF sana= 0.00099 Ib/ton (AP-42, Chapter 11.12, Table 2210ct. 2001)

CF = 80%, with the assumption that control efficignof current level of
watering/misting is 20%hased on site visit observation$his control efficiency
was applied to all activities and equipment, unladgcated otherwise.

PM10 Annual Emissions from Hopper/Surge Bin:

E

= (Hourly throughput rate x Annual operating reoxiEF / 2000) x CF

PM10 Annual Emissions from Conveyor Transfer Point

E

= (Hourly throughput rate x Annual operating reoxrEF / 2000) x CF x N

Where:
N: number of transfer points

PM10 Annual Emissions from Crusher:

E

= (Hourly throughput rate x Annual operating reoxrEF / 2000)

Where:

For the aggregate, CMB, and HMA categories, it wasumed that 50% of the
crushing activity was tertiary crushing and 50% Jiags crushing, and that all
crushers met BACT requirements.

EF tertiary crushing, controlled 0.00054 Ib/ton (AP-42, Chapter 11.19.2, Tablel9P-2,
August 2004)

EF Fine crushing, controllee= 0.0012 Ib/ton (AP-42, Chapter 11.19.2, Tablel2R-2,
August 2004)

For the CP category, it was assumed that all crashet BACT requirements
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EF crusher, controlled™ 00005gb/t0n (AP'42, Chapter 113, Table 113'1, Aug])gg

PM10 Annual Emissions from Screening Equipment:

E = (Hourly throughput rate x Annual operating rxrEF / 2000) x CF

Where:

= For the aggregate and CMB categories, it was as$uha 50% of the screening
activity was screening and 50% was fines screening.
EF screening= 0.0087 Ib/ton (AP-42, Chapter 11.19.2, Tabld92-2, August 2004)
2004)
CF = 50% with the assumption that control efficienof current level of
watering/misting is 50%. This control factor wasoaapplied to CP facilities.

= For the CP category, EF = 0.53 Ib/ton (AP-42, Clifitl.3, Table 11.3-1, Aug.
1997)

» For the HMA category, it was assumed that all suregequipment are controlled
EF controled= 0.0098 Ib/ton (AP-42, Chapter 11.1, Table 11,.March 2004)

PM10 Annual Emissions from Milling Equipment:

E = (Hourly throughput rate x Annual operating reoxiEF / 2000)

Where:

»= |t was assumed that all milling equipment was cal@d. EF controlled = 0.0032
Ib/ton (AP-42, Chapter 11.3, Table 11.3-1, Augga7)

PM10 Annual Emissions from Silo:

E = Annual throughput x EF / 2000

Where:

= |t was assumed that 85% of the throughput wasdorent and 15% was for fly ash,
and that all silos had baghouses or equivalentaisnt
EF cement, controlled= 0.00034 Ib/ton (AP-42, Chapter 11.12, Table 2421 0Oct. 2001)
EF fiy ash, controlled= 0.0049 Ib/ton (AP-42, Chapter 11.12, Table 1210&ct. 2001)

PM10 Annual Emissions from Truck Mix Loading:

E = Annual throughput x EF / 2000

Where:

Annual throughput = aggregate throughput + cemedtfly ash throughput

= |t was assumed that EFyoled = 0.051 Ib/ton (AP-42, Chapter 11.12, Table 11.12-
2, Oct. 2001)

PM10 Annual Emissions from Asphalt Load-Out

E = Annual throughput x EF / 2000
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Where:
= EF = 0.5 x 0.0003 Ib/ton (AP-42, Chapter 11.1, Eguall.1.1.5, March 2004)

10. PM10 Annual Emissions from Open Storage Pile:
E = (Annual throughput x EF / 2000) x CF
Where:
Active emissions were based on 8 to 12 hours avigcper 24-hour period, five
active days per week, and included wind erosioicke traffic, and material
handling. Inactive emissions were emissions fromdwerosion during inactive
periods.
11. PM10 Annual Emissions from Internal Unpaved Road:
E = VMT x k x (S/123x (W/3)° (AP-42, Chapter 13.2.2, Equation 1 a,
December 2003)
Where:
k, a, and b are constants
VMT: annual vehicle miles traveled
VMT = (road length (ft) x number of truck trips/daynumber of days/yr) x 1mile/5280
ft
k =1.5 Ib/VMT (AP-42, Chapter 13.2.2, Table 13-:2,2December 2003)
a=09
b=0.45
S: surface material silt content, %.
= For the aggregate facilities,{ui road= 8.3, S\on-haul road= 10. For other facilities, S
Haul road — 71, SNon_hau| road— 48 (AP'41, Chapter 1322, Table 1322'1, Dm
2003)
W: mean vehicle weight, ton.
» |t was assumed that Wui truck= 100 ton, Waded haul truck= 150 ton, Winloadednon-haul
truck = 5 ton, and Whadednon-haul truck= 30 ton.
= |t was also assumed that 50% of the vehicles voaaed and 50% were unloaded.
12. PM10 Annual Emissions from Paved Roads (Track-OuEmissions):
E = VMT x k x (sL/29°°x (wW/3)*> (AP-42, Chapter 13.2.1, Equation 1,
December 2003)
Where:
k =0.016 Ib/VMT (AP-42, Chapter 13.2.1.1, Table2t3.1, December 2003)
sL = silt loading = 1.45 g/Mm(Source test on silt loading conducted by Catafiaaific
Concrete Company, July 2004)
W: mean vehicle weight, tons
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= |t was assumed that Wigeq= 30 ton and Winioadeq= 5 ton.
= |t was also assumed that 50% of the vehicles veerddd and 50% were unloaded.

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY FOR SCALING SMALLER, AC TIVE
FACILITIES THAT NEED WHEEL WASHERS AND RUMBLE GRATE _ S

The following assumptions and methodology were ueasktimate the number of active
facilities that need both wheel washers (WW) anmdbig grates (RG):

Number of facilities heed WW and RG = (Number ofilites need WW and RG /
Number of facilities response to survey) x Numbdaoilities in the universe

For Aggreqgate Plants:
(19/29) x 29 =19

For CB Plants:
(14/47) x 100 = 30

For HMA Plants:
(17/26) x 45 =29

For CP Plants:
(4/25) x 152 = 24

Secondary Emission Estimates

Number of Facilities That Would Require Rumble @saéind Wheel Washers

Operators of 156 affected facilities out of a totdl395 facilities that would be subject to
PR 1157 responded to a recent survey conductedCBQ®D staff. Of these 156 surveys, 47
responses were from concrete batching, 29 fromeggge, 26 from hot mix asphalt, 25 from
concrete product, 15 from crushed miscellaneous feslities, eight from facilities that fall
under the “other” category (i.e., blending and haggsand and cement, landfill handling
construction and demolition debris, etc.), and fedm exempt facilities (i.e., out of business,
located outside the air basin, and non-aggregaiméss). The majority of the survey responses
came from large and medium facilities, as wellaslities with more than one location. Based
on the survey responses, 22 aggregate facilitoes, doncrete batching facilities, three hot mix
asphalt facilities, and one aggregate relatedifasilould require wheel washers because they
are in excess of 50 acres in size. Operators rid noncrete batching facilities, 14 hot mix
asphalt facilities, three concrete product faesitand one aggregate related facility stated that
they have 60 aggregate and/or mixing truck trigsirextheir facilities per day. It was assumed
that all facilities greater than 50 acres wereuded in the survey, but not all facilities with 60
more aggregate and/or mixing truck trips exitingeviecluded in the survey. The total number
of facilities that would require rumble grates amteel washers because of truck trips was
estimated by scaling the number facilities ideatifiby the survey by the total number of

faC|I|t|es estlmated to be affected by PR 1157—e£ﬁe+mbepbiaeﬂmes—#em—the—suwey—that
fvided
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Based on the survey responses and the methodofoggaling survey data presented in Draft

Staff Report for PR 1157, staff estimated that fe@fities would need wheel washers based on
their truck trips. Some of the affected facilitiegve indicated in the surveys that they currently
have wheel washers (as a control measure to radadeout under Rule 403). Based on such
information and the scaling methodology, staff raated that 80 facilities would need wheel

washers to comply with PR 1157. This number isstant with the assumption that 20 percent
of the facilities currently have wheel washers.uelo 11 facilities that have two exits, staff

estimated that a total of 91 wheel washers (80 + ®1) would be needed for the compliance
with PR 1157.

Staff assumed that 20 percent of the facilitiesentty have rumble grates to comply with Rule
403; therefore, only 320 rumble grates ((389 +10)&= 320) would be needed for compliance
with this proposed rule.

Table C- 1 details criteria construction emissidmsinstallation of a rumble grate and wheel
washer with paving. Table C-2 details criteriaratien emissions from delivery trucks. Table
C-3 presents water estimates for storage piledleT@-4 presents water estimates for process
equipment (loading and unloading, conveyors, hdppeage bins and screening equipment).
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Construction Emission Estimates for Rumble Grates ad Wheel Washers

Construction Activity
Wheel Washers and Rumble Grates

Construction Schedule 1 days

Table C-1

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

Portable Equipment Operation Pavers 1 1.00 5

Rollers 1 1.00

Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 2.00
Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

(6{0) VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Equipment Type Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Pavers 0.371 0.097 0.774 0.139 0.059
Rollers 0.371 0.097 0.774 0.139 0.059
Rubber Tired Dozers 1.209 0.232 3.037 0.453 0.123
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.424 0.132 0.858 0.115 .0860
Source: SCAB values provided by the ARB, Aug 2004.
Construction Equipment Ratings and Load Factors
Equipment Type ARB Rating (hp) ARB Load Factor (%) User Defined Rating (hp)
Pavers 101 62
Rollers 105 56
Rubber Tired Dozers 358 59 155
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 77 55
Source: SCAB values provided by the ARB, Aug 2004. *Assumed equipment is diesel fueled.
Fugitive Dust Grading Parameters
Vehicle Speed (mpH) Vehicle Miles Traveled
3 0.01
a) Caterpillar Performance Handbook, Edition 33tober 2003 Operating Speeds, p 2-3.
b) Assumed 13 foot wide blade with 2 foot overlaf foot wide). Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) = 60xfmile/5,280 ft = 0.01 mile
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Final Environmental Assessment

Table C-1 (Continued)
Construction Emission Estimates for Rumble Grates ad Wheel Washers

Fugitive Dust Stockpiling
Parameters

Silt Content® Precipitation Day<’ Mean Wind Speed Percerit TSP Fraction Area (acres)
6.9 10 100 0.5 0.02
a) USEPA, AP-42, Jan 1995, Table 11.9-3 TypicalLialfor Corection Factors Applicable to the PréeicEmission Factor Equations
b) Table A9-9-E2, SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbodk993
¢) Mean wind speed percent - percent of time mead speed exceeds 12 mph. At least one meteooalogjte recorded wind speeds greater than 12 me@heao24-hour period in 1981.

Fugitive Dust Material Handling

Aerodynamic Particle Size

Multiplier @ Mean Wind Speed Moisture Content" Material Handled Material Handled®
mph cy Ib/day
0.35 10 7.9 2 5,000

a) USEPA, AP-42, Jan 1995, Section 13.2.4 Aggrefatedling and Storage Piles, p 13.2.4-3 Aerodyngaiticle size multiplier for < 10m
b) Mean wind speed - maximum of daily average vepeeds reported in 1981 meteorological data.

c) USEPA, AP-42, Jan 1995, Table 11.9-3 Typicaligalfor Corection Factors Applicable to the PréeicEmission Factor Equations

d) Assuming 2 cubic yard of material handled [(& &y2,500 Ib/cyd)/1 day = 2,500 Ib/day)

Asphalt Off-gassing Parameters

Area VOC Days Paving
acre Ib/acre
0.034 2.62 1

Source: Emission factor from URBEMIS2002
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Final Environmental Assessment

Table C-1 (Continued)
Construction Emission Estimates for Rumble Grates ad Wheel Washers

Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts

Vehicle Travel CO vVOC NOXx SOx PM10
Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile [b/mile Ib/mile
Offsite (Flatbed Truck Heavy-Heavy
Duty) 0.0056 0.0015 0.029 0.00039 0.00073
Offsite (Construction Worker Vehicle) 0.011 0.0003 0.001 0.00001 0.00004
Source: CARB's EMFAC2002 V2.2, 2004 (Winter,H,520% RH, 35 mph, HHD diesel and LDT2 catalytitegaries)
Vehicle Idling CcO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Offsite (Haul Truck Heavy-Heavy Duty 0.058 0.01 0.178 0.001 0.0046
Source: CARB's EMFAC2002 V2.2, 2004 (Winter,F;%%0% RH, HHD diesel)
Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length
Vehicle No. of One-Way Trips/Day Trip Length (mile3 Idling Time (min)
Offsite (Construction Worker) 5 20 0
Offsite (Delivery/Haul Truck) 3 20 5
On-site (Water Truck) 2 0.7 5
Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Construction Equipment
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment xok Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emissiodbgday)
CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Asphalt Pavers 0.37 0.10 0.77 0.14 0.06
Rollers 0.37 0.10 0.77 0.14 0.06
Rubber Tired Dozers 0.52 0.10 1.31 0.20 0.05
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.85 0.26 1.72 0.23 0.17
Total 2.11 0.56 4.58 0.70 0.34
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Final Environmental Assessment

Table C-1 (Continued)
Construction Emission Estimates for Rumble Grates ad Wheel Washers

Incremental Increase in Fugitive Dust Emissions frm Construction Operations

Equations:
Grading: (0.60 x 0.051 x mean vehicle sp&&& VMT = PM10 Emissions (Ib/day)
Storage Pilds 1.7 x (silt content/1.5) x ((365-precipitationyd®¥235) x wind speed percent/15 x TSP fractionreadx 8 hr /24 hr] = PM10 Emissions (Ib/day)

Material Handling (0.0032 x aerodynamic particle size multipligwind speed (mph)/%¥/(moisture content/2¥ x material handled (Ib/day)/2,000 (Ib/ton)) = PO/Emissions
(Ib/day)

Unmitigated PM10"

Description Ib/day
Earthmoving 0.001
Storage Piles 0.39
Material Handling 0.0005
Total 0.39

a) USEPA, AP-42, Jan 1995, Table 11.9-1, Equatiorsite Gradings 10 um

b) Tables A9-9-E SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbodl©93

c) USEPA, AP-42, Jan 1995, Section 13.2.4 Aggrdiatedling and Storage Piles, Equation 1
d) Includes watering at least twice a day per R0 (50% control efficiency).

Incremental Increase in Onsite VOC Emissions from @Gnstruction Equipment

Equation:
Asphalt off-gassing: Area (acres) x VOC EF (Ib/atBays Paving = Onsite Construction VOC Emissifib&lay)

vVOC
Ib/day
Asphalt off-gassing 0.09
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Final Environmental Assessment

Table C-1 (Continued)
Construction Emission Estimates for Rumble Grates ad Wheel Washers

Incremental Increase in Offsite Combustion Emissioa from Construction Vehicles

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

CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Offsite (Construction Worker) 2.20 0.06 0.20 0.00 .010
Offsite (Flatbed Truck) 0.67 0.18 3.48 0.05 0.09

Total 2.87 0.24 3.68 0.05 0.10

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionsom Construction Vehicles
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of OneyMaips/Day x Minutes Idling per Trip x hr/60 min Offsite Construction Emissions (Ib/day)

CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Onsite Idling (Haul and Water Truck) 0.024 0.004 .00 0.0004 0.002
Onsite (Water Truck) 0.02 0.004 0.08 0.001 0.002

0.04 0.01 0.15 0.001 0.004
Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constriction
Activities

CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
On and Off-Site Emissions 5 1 8 0.8 1
Significance Threshold 550 75 100 - 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO N/A NO
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Table C-2

Operation Emission Estimates from Delivery Trucks

Operation Activities
Delivery of Dust Chemical Dust Stabilizers and SpexeTrips

Mobile Source Emission Factors

Vehicle Travel (6{0) VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Heavy Duty Truck 0.0056 0.0015 0.029 0.00039 0.00073
Source: CARB's EMFAC2002 V2.2, 2004 (Winter &tirexcept CO for Construction Worker Vehicle isrual)
Vehicle Idling CO VOC NOx SOx PM10
Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Heavy Duty Truck 0.058 0.01 0.178 0.001 0.0046
Source: CARB's EMFAC2002 V2.2, 2004 (Winter,F,%%0% RH, HHD diesel)
Number of Trips and Trip Length
Vehicle No. of One-Way One WayTrip Length Idling Time
Trips/Day (miles) (min)
Delivery Truck 41 20 5
Incremental Increase in Offsite Combustion Emissios from Mobile Sources
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of W&y Trips/Day x 2 x One Way Trip Length (mike)Offsite Emissions
(Ib/day)
CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Delivery Truck 9.18 2.46 47.56 0.64 1.20
Total 9.18 2.46 47.56 0.64 1.20
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Table C-2 (Continued)
Operation Emission Estimates from Delivery Trucks

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Mobile Sources

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of OneyMaips/Day x Minutes Idling per Trip x hr/60 min Onsite Emissions (Ib/day)

Cco VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Delivery Truck 0.2 0.03 0.61 0.003 0.016
Total 0.20 0.03 0.61 0.003 0.016

Total Incremental Regional Emissions from Operatioml Activities

Cco VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
On and Off-site Emissions 9 3 48 0.6 1
Significance Threshold 550 55 55 150 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO
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Final Environmental Assessment

Table C-3
Water Estimates for Storage Piles
. 1/2 . . Ave. Water
Operation  Open Storage Pile Volume Base area Side Side Slgnt Lateral area Material Mat_erlal Water . Consumption
! Length height 2 Volume Weight consumption
Type Pile - Dry (t) (cf) (sf) (f0) Length () (ft9) () (ton) (gal) (gal) by
(ft) Category
A 141,854 94,569 14,185 119 60 63 14,964 3,741 5,61 1,683
A 1,429,203 952,802 142,920 378 189 190 143,718 938k, 53,894 16,168
A 1,135,294 756,863 113,529 337 168 170 114,327 5828, 42,872 12,862
A 2,500 1,667 250 16 8 22 680 170 255 77
A 5,000 3,333 500 22 11 23 1,025 256 384 115
A 1,696,250 1,130,833 169,625 412 206 207 170,423 2,606 63,909 19,173
A 362,033 241,355 36,203 190 95 97 36,995 9,249 8713, 4,162
A 1,429,203 952,802 142,920 378 189 190 143,718 9386, 53,894 16,168
A 10,166 6,777 1,017 32 16 26 1,631 408 612 183
A 30,000 20,000 3,000 55 27 34 3,715 929 1,393 418
A 50,000 33,333 5,000 71 35 41 5,745 1,436 2,154 6 64
A 91,889 61,259 9,189 96 48 52 9,957 2,489 3,734 12Q,
A 480,800 320,533 48,080 219 110 111 48,873 12,218 18,328 5,498
A 1,140 760 114 11 5 21 442 111 166 50
A, CS 17,180 11,453 1,718 41 21 29 2,388 597 895 9 26
A, CS 2,275 1,517 228 15 8 21 645 161 242 73
A,C,CS 431,263 287,509 43,126 208 104 106 43,919 ,9800 16,470 4,941
A 24,104 16,069 2,410 49 25 32 3,109 777 1,166 350
A 155,475 103,650 15,548 125 62 65 16,328 4,082 23,1 1,837
A 234,781 156,521 23,478 153 77 79 24,265 6,066 99,0 2,730
A 167,688 111,792 16,769 129 65 68 17,551 4,388 816,5 1,974
Sub-Total 90,497 338,616.53
CB 109,722 73,148 10,972 105 52 56 11,745 2,936 044,4 1,321
CB 1,204 802 120 11 5 21 455 114 171 51
CB 1,072 715 107 10 5 21 428 107 160 48
CB 5,778 3,852 578 24 12 23 1,122 280 421 126
CB 5,750 3,833 575 24 12 23 1,118 280 419 126
CB 1,946 1,297 195 14 7 21 591 148 222 66
CB 3,000 2,000 300 17 9 22 755 189 283 85
CB 52 35 5 2 1 20 92 23 34 10
CB 444 296 44 7 3 20 270 68 101 30
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Table C-3 (Continued)
Water Estimates for Storage Piles

. : Side 1./2 Slant Material Material Water Ave. Wat_er
Operation  Open Storage Pile Volume Base area Side . Lateral area ; . Consumption
! Length height 2 Volume Weight consumption
Type Pile - Dry (t) (cf) (sf) (f0) Length () (ft9) () (ton) (gal) (gal) by
(ft) Category
CB 440 293 44 7 3 20 269 67 101 30
CB 1,968 1,312 197 14 7 21 595 149 223 67
CB 460 307 46 7 3 20 275 69 103 31
CB 1,433 956 143 12 6 21 500 125 187 56
CB 7,483 4,989 748 27 14 24 1,326 331 497 149
CB 533 356 53 7 4 20 297 74 111 33
CB 1,474 983 147 12 6 21 508 127 190 57
CB 4,800 3,200 480 22 11 23 999 250 375 112
Sub-Total 2,401 5,108.91
CMB 34,000 22,667 3,400 58 29 35 4,123 1,031 1,546 464
CMB 34,000 22,667 3,400 58 29 35 4,123 1,031 1,546 464
CMB 34,000 22,667 3,400 58 29 35 4,123 1,031 1,546 464
CMB 68,000 45,333 6,800 82 41 46 7,558 1,889 2,834 850
CMB 68,000 45,333 6,800 82 41 46 7,558 1,889 2,834 850
CMB 34,000 22,667 3,400 58 29 35 4,123 1,031 1,546 464
CMB 34,000 22,667 3,400 58 29 35 4,123 1,031 1,546 464
CMB 65,741 43,827 6,574 81 41 45 7,331 1,833 2,749 825
CMB 34,000 22,667 3,400 58 29 35 4,123 1,031 1,546 464
CMB 34,000 22,667 3,400 58 29 35 4,123 1,031 1,546 464
CMB 37,326 24,884 3,733 61 31 37 4,461 1,115 1,673 502
CMB 34,000 22,667 3,400 58 29 35 4,123 1,031 1,546 464
CMB 35,185 23,457 3,519 59 30 36 4,244 1,061 1,591 477
CMB 53,704 35,802 5,370 73 37 42 6,118 1,530 2,294 688
CMB 35,185 23,457 3,519 59 30 36 4,244 1,061 1,591 477
Sub-Total 8,381 13,968.42
CP 1,650 1,100 165 13 6 21 540 135 202 61
CP 24 16 2 2 1 20 63 16 23 7
CP 190,000 126,667 19,000 138 69 72 19,784 4,946 4197, 2,226
CP 1 1 0 0 0 20 13 3 5 1
CP 86400 cf 86,400 12,960 114 57 60 13,737 3,434 1515, 1,545
CP 81,360 54,240 8,136 90 45 49 8,900 2,225 3,338 ,0011
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Table C-3 (Continued)

Water Estimates for Storage Piles

. . Side 1./2 Slant Material Material Water Ave. Wat_er
Operation  Open Storage Pile Volume Base area Side . Lateral area ; . Consumption
! Length height Volume Weight consumption
Type Pile - Dry (t) (cf) (sf) (f0) Length () () (ton) (gal) (gal) by
(ft) Category
CP 7296 cf 7,296 1,094 33 17 26 1,717 429 644 193
CP 7,000 4,667 700 26 13 24 1,269 317 476 143
CP 8510 cf 8,510 1,277 36 18 27 1,916 479 719 216
Sub-Total 5,393 33,220.91
CSs 692469 cu ft 692,469 103,870 322 161 162 104,667 26,167 39,250 11,775
A, CS 236,806 157,870 23,681 154 77 79 24,467 6,117 9,175 2,753
CSs 13,440,000 cf 13,440,000 2,016,000 1,420 710 71®,016,800 504,200 756,300 226,890
CSs 720 cf 720 108 10 5 21 429 107 161 48
CSs 389000 cf 389,000 58,350 242 121 122 59,145 864,7 22,179 6,654
248,120
HMA 5,556 3,704 556 24 12 23 1,094 274 410 123 0.00
HMA 20,000 13,333 2,000 45 22 30 2,683 671 1,006 2 30 0.00
HMA 478,600 319,067 47,860 219 109 111 48,653 2,16 18,245 5,474 0.00
HMA 30,000 20,000 3,000 55 27 34 3,715 929 1,393 8 41 0.00
HMA 1,389 926 139 12 6 21 491 123 184 55 0.00
HMA 560,412 373,608 56,041 237 118 120 56,836 1,20 21,313 6,394 0.00
HMA 593 395 59 8 4 20 314 78 118 35 0.00
HMA 593 395 59 8 4 20 314 78 118 35 0.00
HMA 1,111 741 111 11 5 21 436 109 164 49 0.00
HMA 3,863 2,576 386 20 10 22 876 219 329 99 0.00
HMA 1,000 667 100 10 5 21 412 103 155 46 0.00
HMA 11,667 7,778 1,167 34 17 26 1,797 449 674 202 .000
HMA 11,111 7,407 1,111 33 17 26 1,736 434 651 195 .000
HMA 9,722 6,481 972 31 16 25 1,581 395 593 178 0.00
HMA 3,333 2,222 333 18 9 22 803 201 301 90 0.00
HMA 835,630 557,087 83,563 289 145 146 84,359 21,09 31,635 9,490 0.00
HMA 980,000 653,333 98,000 313 157 158 98,797 21,69 37,049 11,115 0.00
Sub-Total 0 0.00
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Table C-3 (Continued)
Water Estimates for Storage Piles

. : Side 1./2 Slant Material Material Water Ave. Wat_er
Operation  Open Storage Pile Volume Base area Side . Lateral area ; . Consumption
! Length height 2 Volume Weight consumption
Type Pile - Dry (t) (cf) (sf) (f0) Length () (ft9) () (ton) (gal) (gal) by
(ft) Category
O 2,556 1,704 256 16 8 22 689 172 258 77
O 10,240 6,827 1,024 32 16 26 1,639 410 615 184
o] 2,000,000 1,333,333 200,000 447 224 224 200,798 0,208 75,299 22,590
Sub-Total 22,852 148,536.05
Total 539,450.82

No water use was estimated for storage piles atltoisphalt plants. It was assumed that hot rephalt plants would use chemical dust suppressami®vent additional
drying time of materials, which would increase castibn emissions.
Slant height, ft =—f{3/2idelengthf+400]"* [(1/2 side lengtH)+(height}]*/
where, height = 20 feet
Perimeter = 4 sides x 0.5 x side length x height
Lateral area, ft =4 8.5-x-sidelengtiperimeterx slant height
Materialvelumeneightf>ton 494-—\;94&%—)(—1%4%&
. iht ~ S
Material weight (tons) = lateral area (faet depth (feet) x conversion factor
where:
1 yard = 27 feet
conversion factor = 1.5 tons/ydaf aggregates
depth = 3 inches (or 0.25 foot)
Water consumption (gals.) = material weight (tongjater consumption factor
where: water consumption factor = 0.3 gallons ofew$on material
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Table C-4
Water Estimates for Process Equipment

Water for
. Truck Water for
Operation Ldg/Unldg - Ldg/Unldg Ldg/Unldg
Type Dry (t/d) (gal) (gal) for

PR 1157

A 5,830 1,749

A 6,066 1,820

A 11,000 3,300

A 1,100 330

A 1,050 315

A 5500, wt 0

material

A 1100, all wet 0

A 864 259

A 6,066 1,820

A 3,878 1,163

A 1,298 389

A 72 22

A 3,600 1,080

A wet material 0

A 6 2

A 2,328 698

A, CS 7,000 2,100

A, CS 450 135

A,C,CS 2,000 600

A 19,671 5,901

A 21,990 6,597
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Table C-4 (Continued)
Water Estimates for Process Equipment

Water for
. Truck Water for
Operation Ldg/Unldg - Ldg/Unldg Ldg/Unldg
Type Dry (t/d) (gal) (gal) for

PR 1157

A 22,488 6,746

A 15,534 4,660

Subtotal 39,687 45,174

CB 590 177

CB 768 230

CB 706 212

CB 1,060 318

CB 3,736 1,121

CB 2,748 824

CB 978 293

CB 549 165

CB 712 214

CB 660 198

CB 164 49

CB 1,372 412

CB 660 198

CB 1,108 332

CB 1,442 433
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Table C-4 (Continued)
Water Estimates for Process Equipment

Water for
. Truck Water for
Operation Ldg/Unldg - Ldg/Unldg Ldg/Unldg
Type Dry (t/d) (gal) (gal) for

PR 1157

CB 792 237

CB 1,240 372

CB 633 190

CB 960 288

CB 880 264

CB 719 216

CB 1,682 505

CB 1,122 337

CB 1,042 313

CB 899 270

CB 1,000 300

CB 1,302 391

CB 320 96

CB 1,286 386

CB 1,095 329

CB 677 203

CB 2,172 652

CB 409 123

CB 589 177

Subtotal 10,822 23,025

CMB 605 182

CMB 735 221

CMB 374 112

CMB 586 176

CMB 555 167
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Table C-4 (Continued)

Water Estimates for Process Equipment

Water for
. Truck Water for
Operation Ldg/Unldg - Ldg/Unldg Ldg/Unldg
Type Dry (t/d) (gal) (gal) for

PR 1157

CMB 460 138

CMB 79 24

CMB 825 248

CMB 240 72

CMB 245 74

CMB 437 131

CMB 420 126

CMB 584 175

CMB 1,293 388

CMB 584 175

Subtotal 2,407 4,011

CP 5 2

CP 427 128

CP 160 48

CP 102 31

CP 107 32

CP 60 18

CP 59 18

CP 3,974 1,192

CP 63 19

CP 20 6

CP 850 255

CP 195 59

CP 610 183

CP 675 203

CP 328 98
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Table C-4 (Continued)
Water Estimates for Process Equipment

Water for
. Truck Water for
Operation Ldg/Unldg - Ldg/Unldg Ldg/Unldg
Type Dry (t/d) (gal) (gal) for

PR 1157

CP 880 264

CP 1,045 314

CP 227 68

CP 90 27

CP 103 31

CP 219 66

CP 360 108

CP 46 14

CP 10 3

CP 67 20

Subtotal 3,205 19,743

CSs 4,808 1,442

A, CS 1,292 388

CSs 2,500 750

Cs 9,688 2,906

CSs 0

Subtotal 5,486 0

HMA 1,346 202

HMA 1,122 168

HMA 1,429 214

HMA 1,161 174
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Table C-4 (Continued)
Water Estimates for Process Equipment

. Truck Water for
Operaltion | dgiunidg - Ldg/Unldg
yp Dry (t/d) (gal)
HMA 2,308 346
HMA 580 87
HMA 600 90
HMA 1,235 185
HMA 5,081 762
HMA 800 120
HMA 1,080 162
HMA 640 96
HMA 720 108
HMA 1,800 270
HMA 1,440 216
HMA 1,096 164
HMA 1,295 194
HMA 650 08
HMA 1,100 165
HMA 3,000 450
HMA 1,000 150
HMA 800 120
HMA 1,800 270
HMA 10,900 1,635
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Table C-4 (Continued)
Water Estimates for Process Equipment

. Truck
Opfrate"’” Ldg/Unldg -
yp Dry (t/d)

HMA 1,885
HMA 497
Subtotal

0 375
0 1,285
0 118
0 8
Subtotal

Water for
Ldg/Unldg
(gal)

283

75
6,805

113

385

35

536

Water Usage for One Process and Assumptions

Water for
Ldg/Unldg
(gal) for
PR 1157

11,777

3,482
107,213

375245

 Water consumption for one process 107,213 gallensiay.

« Assumed 20 percent conveyors are already contrédlezbmply with Rule 403; therefore,

conveyors would need only an additional 80 peradnthe water consumption for one

process to comply with PR 1157.

« Assumed 50 percent of screens are already cortrtdleomply with Rule 403:; therefore,

screens would need only an additional 50 percethhefvater consumption for one process

to comply with PR 1157.

Additional W ater Consumption to Comply with PR 1157

Additional water consumption conveyors, gallong3¥ 213 gallons x 0.80 = 85,770 gallons

Additional water consumption for hoppers, gallon07,213 gallons

Additional water consumption for surge bins, gallen107,213 gallons

Additional water consumption screens, gallons =203 gallons x 0.50 = 53,606 gallons

Total Additional Water Consumption to Comply with PR 1157

Total additional water consumption to comply witR R157, gallons = 85,770 + 107,213 +

107,213 +53,606 = 353,802 gallons
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Southern Southern

California California
Rock Ready Mixed

Products Concrete

Association Association
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1-2

September 30, 2004

Ms. Lee Lockie

Director of Area Sources

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
South Coast AQMD

21865 Copely Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Re:  Comments to Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1157
Dear Ms. Lockie:

This letter summarizes Southem California Rock Products Association (SCRPA) concerns with
items in the Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) dated September 1, 2004.
The analysis presented in the DEA (pages 2-8 through 2-13) fails to establish a clear nexus
between PR1157 requirements and the aggregate and related operations to which they will be
applied. Under CEQA, it is important to establish clear causal links with regard to the impacts
being disclosed. Given the information presented thus far, SCAQMD has failed to establish the
measurable nexus needed to support its conclusions.

The DEA also fails to properly disclose the most pivotal information upon which PR1157 is
predicated; namely the existing emissions levels being targeted for reduction. It is important
that the analysis quantify the impacts, in this instance an accurate emission inventory and the
degree to which the emission inventory is attributable to each type of aggregate and related
operation. This failure to accurately quantify emission levels provides no valid point of reference
against which to later evaluate PR1157 in terms of standards of success. As with any program
designed to mitigate impacts, there is an attendant need for an evaluation program designed to
determine the program’s success, failure, or need for change. This analysis should begin with
the quantification of the existing emission inventory and provide estimates of the:

¢ reductions in gross emissions estimated as a result of PR1157,
* incremental increases in emissions caused by PR1157 implementation (e.g., additional
haut trips, increase used of energy to dry wetter materials, among others).

Main Office
P.O. Box 40 * South Pasadena, Ca. 91031 » Tel: (626) 441-3107 o Fax: (626) 441-0649
San Diego Office
2831 Camino Del Rio South * Suite 204 ¢ San Diego, Ca. 92108 * Tel: (619) 260-8316 » Fax: (619) 260-1015
E-mail scrpa@scrpa.com » Web Page www.scrpa.com
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1-4

1-5

1-6

1-7

1-8

PR1157 Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment
September 30, 2004
Page 2

Accordingly, SCRPA requests that all such information be described, and then summarized in

L one or more tables for clarity.
Returning to nexus, it is often true that a simple solution to a complex problem can create a
more complex problem. Such may be the case with PR1157. Although it is readily apparent
that there is a wide variety in the types of operations that are subject to PR1157, a single set of
requirements is proposed. Simple in form, this approach fails to establish a measurable starting
point, does not lead to reliable or measurable results, and fails to ensure there will be equity in
its implementation among the affected industries.

In addition to the general comments above, the following specific items require resolution:

1. The Solis Report (page 1-6) does not provide a technical basis for PR1157. The SCRPA
letter dated August 12, 2004 summarizes our issues with the Solis Report and requests
that the August 15, 2003 letter from seven (7) members of Congress to the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) be included as an attachment to the
Draft Staff Report.

As commented previously in our August 12, 2004 letter, results of the 2004 SCAQMD
Monitoring Program (page 1-6) should include the factual discussion that the Notices of
Violation (NOVs) are allegations and that none of the NOVs issued have been settled or
‘approved’.

3. Table 1-2 of the DEA (page 1-16) presents control strategies and efficiencies however
the table does not include what source is being controlled by which strategy. For
instance, watering/misting is assigned a control efficiency of 60% but the table does not
indicate what source will be receiving water/mist. In addition, no references for the
control efficiencies are included in the table. As a point of fact, source testing performed
in support of AP-42 emission factor development indicates that conveyor drop points are
controlled by 95% using water/mist whereas Table 1-2 shows water/mist with hooding at
a conveyor transfer point to control the emissions by only 75%. What is AQMD's
technical basis for assigning control efficiencies? Is the basis more precise than a

L source test?

4. The emission inventory (pages 1-17 and 1-18) was revised from the 2003 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) to include emissions as estimated based on the survey data
collected by AQMD. SCRPA supports the accurate calculation of emissions from
affected facilities but has not been able to verify the emission inventory because no
survey data has been provided in the Draft Staff Report or the DEA. Please provide
throughputs for the calculations presented in Appendix C of the DEA in order to provide
a basis for the revised emission inventory.

5. Emission reductions (page 1-18) can only be discussed in light of an accurate inventory.
Since survey results and throughput assumptions have not been shared with industry, it
is not possible to comment on the reductions except to assert that AQMD should show
that the reductions are real, quantifiable, permanent, federally enforceable, and,
particularly for stationary sources, not greater than the equipment would have achieved
if operating with current Best Available Control Technology (BACT). (SCAQMD Rule

1309(b)(4))
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6. Air quality impacts were determined by AQMD staff to be less than significant (pages 2-6
through 2-16). However, SCRPA believes that the analysis is incomplete because not all
emissions generated by PR1157 have been included.

a. Addition of water to certain products will result in increased combustion
emissions, particularly NOx, from dryers at hot mix asphalt plants. Alternatively,
use of a bag house will result in increased emissions from electricity generation.
In addition to air quality impacts, this issue may also affect the energy
conservation analysis.

b. Addition of water will result in elevated moisture content in finished product.
Therefore, additional truck trips will be incurred in order to haul the additional
water. For instance, assuming a 1% increase in the moisture of finished product,
each million tons of material produced will have an additional 10,000 tons of
water. Haul trucks generally carry about 25 tons per load. Therefore, an increase
of 800 one-way truck trips per percent moisture per million tons of aggregate
transported is expected. In addition to the air quality impacts, this issue may also
affect the traffic impact analysis.

C. Increased water usage will most certainly result from this rule and also requires
the purchase and use of additional water trucks. Emissions from these trucks
should be included in the assessment.

d. Penalizing spills either:

i. Increases the number of loads needed to move a given volume without
spilling; or

ii. Requires operation of non-road equipment to perform clean-up.

7. Hydrology and water quality impacts were determined by AQMD staff to be less than
significant when using chloride or petroleum-based chemical dust suppressants pages
2-25 through 2-30). Before making this conclusion, AQMD should consult with the
LARWQCSB to obtain their concurrence.

In addition, SCRPA observes that although hydrology and water quality is an “area that
may be adversely affected” (page 2-1), the checklist for this area shows that there is “no
impact” (pages 2-23 through 2-25). At least one of the significance criteria needs to be
“potentially significant’ or “less than significant” in order for these sections to be
consistent.

8. PR1157 text in the DEA (Appendix B) does not reflect any working draft of the rule that
was discussed with industry. AQMD should assess the environmental impacts of the
actual rule and not some heretofore unseen and unsupported version of the rule.
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9. Assumptions and calculations (Appendix C) are limited in the DEA to the methodologies
for calculating emissions from various sources at affected facilities. As discussed in
ltems 4 and 5 above, the AQMD should provide throughputs for use in the calculation
methods to support the base emission inventory, or emission reduction, or conclusions.
SCRPA has the following comments regarding the emission calculation methods and
assumptions.

a. AQMD has misused an equation applicable to “maintenance of outdoor storage
piles” (AP-42, Section 13.2.4.1, January 1995) by using it to estimate emissions
from conveyor drops and hopper/surge bins (page C-1). Dropping material in

1-16 batches from a dump truck or loader to a truck or storage pile is not the same as

dropping material continuously from a conveyor or a hopper/surge bin. Evidence
of this fact is found in Crushed Stone Processing and Pulverized Mineral

Processing (AP-42 Section, 11.19.2, August 2004) which contains conveyor drop

emission factors that are based on A-rated source test data. AQMD should

update emission inventory and emission reduction calculations for material drops

from conveyors and hoppers/surge bins using the AP-42 Section 11.19.2

emission factors.

b. Loading/unloading, hopper/surge bin discharge, and conveyor drop point
emission calculation methods make the following assumptions without any
explanation or cited reference:

i. “For the CB, CP, and "other" categories: 50% of the throughput was
assumed aggregate and 50% was assumed for sand.” (page C-1)

1-17 ii. “CF = 80%, with the assumption that control efficiency of current level of
watering/misting is 20%. This control efficiency was applied to all
activities and equipment, unless indicated otherwise.” (page C-1)

As discussed in ltems 4 and 5 above, the DEA does not contain throughput data.
Iltem 9.b.i begs the question, “50% of what throughput?” Throughput based on
production? If so, does this throughput take into account the fact that materials
other than sand and aggregate typically account for 12% of the weight of ready
mixed concrete?

Control factors assumed in Item 9.b.ii are inconsistent with those in Table 2-1
(page 1-16). Neither the Appendix C calculations nor Table 1-2 cite a reference
1-18 for any control factors used. In addition, the assumption that current levels of
watering/misting are resulting in 20% control is not supported by any data
provided in the DEA. See ltem 2 above for additional discussion regarding
control factors,

SCRPA finds that there is insufficient technical and throughput data in the DEA to
1-19 fully evaluate these assumptions. Based on what we see, the existing levels of

- control may be seriously understated and the current level of emissions may be
overstated. Please provide an explanation of how the AQMD arrived at these
assumptions..
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Page 5§
c. Crushing and screening calculation methods assume that:

i. For the aggregate, CMB, and HMA categories, it was assumed that 50%
of the crushing activity was tertiary crushing and 50% was fines crushing,
and that all crushers met BACT requirements.” (page C-1).

Fines crushing is typically used in the manufacture of sand and does not
occur at most affected facilities because mineral deposits at locations
within the District generally have enough natural sand to supply the

1-20 market. SCRPA believes that the inventory is not accurate unless all
crushing were considered tertiary.

ii. “For the CMB categories, it was assumed that 50% of the screening
activity was screening and 50% was fines screening.... CF = 50% with
the assumption that control efficiency of current level of watering/misting
is 50%.... For the HMA category, it was assumed that all screening
equipment are controlled.” (page C-2)

Fines screening is typically used in the manufacture of sand. SCRPA
comments in item 9.b above regarding percent composition of throughput
and control factors also apply here. SCRPA believes that the inventory
would be more accurate if all screening were considered screening.
d. Open storage pile calculations present an emission factor of 0.5 x 0.33 Ib/ton
based on AP-42, Chapter 11.19.1, Table 4-1, April 1995. However, no such table
1-21 and no such emission factor were found in this section. SCRPA also reviewed
the applicable AP-42 section, 13.2.4 titled "Aggregate Handling and Storage
Piles" as well as the related Section 13.2.5 titied "Industrial Wind Erosion" and
was unable to locate the emission factor used by AQMD. Please provide the
I correct reference for this emission factor or an updated factor.
e. For unpaved road emission calculations “it was assumed that W nay e = 100
ton, W icaded hau truck = 150 ton, W unicaded non-hau tuex = 5 ton, and W isaded non-haut truck =

30 ton.” (page C-3

1-22 (pag )

SCRPA suggests the following change: “It was assumed that W jay rucx = 50 ton,

W i0aded haut truck = 150 ton, W unioaded non-naut tuck = 12 ton, and W icaded non-haul tuck = 40

ton.”
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i
1-23
1-24
1-25 ¢

PR1157 Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment
September 30, 2004

Paved road emission calculations assume:

i. Silt loading of 1.45 g/m”® as determined by Catalina Pacific Concrete
Company, July 2004. AQMD should note that this siit loading was
obtained from sampling a controlled road. That is, the road was being
swept daily by an 1186-certified sweeper. The factor used by AQMD is
appropriate for controlled but not for uncontrolied emissions. SCRPA
believes that uncontrolled silt loading is higher than 1.45 g/m? and
suggests that the AQMD update the emissions inventory as appropriate.

ii. “It was assumed that W aeq = 30 ton and W ynigedes = 5 ton.” (page C-4)

SCRPA suggests the following change “It was assumed that W jpageq = 40
ton and W ynioades = 12 ton.”

SCRPA notes that Table C-1 contains the term "dirt" and suggests that AQMD
replace all instances of "dirt" with a more appropriate word such as "material.”

If you have any questions or require additional clarification on any item discussed in this letter,
then please contact me at 626.441.3107 or John Hecht of West Coast Environmental and
Engineering at 805.644.7976.

Respectfully submitted,

Stephen L. Bledsoe

President

Southern California Rock Products Association
Southern California Ready Mixed Concrete Association

Cc:  Laki Tisopulos, SCAQMD
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Responses to Comment Letter #1
Southern California Rock Products Association/
Southern California Ready Mixed Concrete Associatin
September 30, 2004

Response 1-1

Regarding the meaning of nexus as used in a CEQ#ext nexus relates to the connection
between mitigation and an impact being caused Ipyoposed project (Nollan v. California
Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825 (1987). The ismre is that agencies should forego the
temptation to try to force an applicant to proval@eneralized public benefit unrelated to the
impacts or that would do more than fully mitigate impacts of a project.

Relative to the proposed project, staff disagreéth whe commentator’'s opinion that the
SCAQMD has not established the measurable link esbéd support its conclusions. The EA
clearly establishes causal links with regard toithpacts disclosed. The environmental setting
was established in Chapter 1 and significant enwrental effects of the proposed project were
estimated. The environmental setting and sigmticanvironmental effects were based on
information gathered during a survey of affectedilittes. The Southern California Rock
Products Association (SCRPA) and Southern CalifoiReady Mixed Concrete Association
(SCRMCA) were involved in the development of thevey forms and assisted the SCAQMD
with distribution and collection of data for asssi@mn members. These data were then reviewed
and entered by staff. Staff called facilities dthg to clarify information that did not appear to
be correct or was not understandable. Staff estimhair quality emissions impacts using
emission estimation methods presented in EPA’s AP-ALlear causal links are presented
between the baseline inventory based on the suregulations presented in the proposed rule
and emission methodologies presented in EPA’'s AP-42

Response 1-2

The Draft EA discloses the pivotal information, g emission levels targeted for reduction,
requested by the commentator. The existing enwiental setting emissions are presented in
Table 1-3. The Draft EA also presents the reduastio gross emissions estimated as a result of
PR 1157 under the heading ‘Emissions Reductions’page 1-20, incremental increase in
emission cause by PR 1157 under the discussiomeofAir Quality Environmental area in
Section 2, pages 2-7 to 2-16. Methodologies asdmaptions used to estimate the emissions are
presented in Appendix C. Incremental emissionseames were estimated for construction of
rumble grates and presented in Table 2-2, and da¢nsiabilizer delivery truck trips as
presented in Table 2-3. A qualitative discussibthe emissions added by sweeper trucks minus
the water truck trips as a result of the road cleahstabilizer requirement was included in the
Draft EA. The Final EA includes a qualitative aysa$ of the increase in sweeper truck trips and
the decrease in water truck trips. Baseline eonssare comprehensively quantified and provide
a valid point of reference against which to latesileate PR 1157. As with other proposed rules,
PR 1157 relies on established emission reductificiexicies for proven dust reduction methods
and techniques. The regulations, recordkeeping tastl methods would be verified by
SCAQMD inspectors. Correctly applied the regulagiorecordkeeping and test methods would
achieve established emission reduction efficienag=l to estimate emissions in the Draft EA.
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Success and failure can be measured by the re@puke SCAQMD inspector verification, and
complaints about the affected facilities made ®3CAQMD by the surrounding communities.

No new haul truck trips were expected so none agsented in the Draft EA. Staff assumed that
operators of hot mix asphalt plants would use chahsuppressants rather than water at their
facilities (i.e., no water was estimated to be usedot asphalt mix plants); therefore, no

increased energy would be required to dry wetteteriads (see the first paragraph under the
heading Open Storage Pile Water Consumptiopage 2-31 of the Draft EA). The basis for this
assumption was detailed in the Draft EA, but furtemboration has been added to the Final
Environmental Assessment (FEA).

Response 1-3

Relative to the meaning of nexus in a CEQA contidsd,commentator is referred to Response 1-
1. The SCAQMD disagrees with commentator’'s opinexpressed in this comment. It is
unclear what the commentator means by the statefetitis approach fails to establish a
measurable starting point.” As stated previouS8ZRPA and SCRMCA assisted with the
development and completion of the survey forms.e Entire range and variety of types of
operations regulated by PR 1157 have been identdigring the process of developing the
survey forms with SCRPA and SCRMCA. SCAQMD staf#fshworked with SCRPA and
SCRMCA over an initial meeting, a public workshagps working group meetings and a public
consultation meeting to ensure that PR 1157 caapmpdied to the all affected facilities and
operations. Exemptions have been developed basethese discussions for facilities and
operations that require them.

As noted in Response 1-2, the analysis is basdoom@rehensive analysis of existing sources to
guantitatively establish baseline conditions. Emis reductions are based on control
efficiencies established by EPA and actual fiekkegch. As noted in response 1-2 the specific
assumptions and methodologies supporting the asalf/gmpacts are provided in Appendix C

Response 1-4

The discussion of the Solis Report presented ibtladét EA is a summary of the report based on
information extracted from the Staff Report. Th@afDEA briefly mentions the Solis Report for
consistency with the Staff Report and to providekigapound information on studies of the
various industries affected by PR 1157. No desonpof the contents or conclusions of the
report is presented in the Draft EA. Similarlye tAraft EA does not rely on this report for the
analysis of environmental impacts or conclusiorgarding the significance of environmental
impacts. Since the Solis report has no bearintheoanalysis of environmental impacts in the
Draft EA, there is no reason to add this repoth®Draft EA. However, since the request is to
add the letter from Congress to the Los Angelesiddad) Water Quality Control Board
(LARWQCB) to the Staff Report, this request will teewarded to rule development staff.

Response 1-5

The comment does not have relevance to the enveotah analysis, but request further
elaboration on background information. The dismrss under the heading 2004 SCAQMD
Monitoring Program on page 1-6 of the Draft EA eoerect; however, further elaboration on the
NOV process have been added to the Final EA.

PR 1157 D-8 December 2004



Final Environmental Assessment

Response 1-6

In responding to the industry’'s comments during thée development process, staff has
provided the industry with flexibility to comply i the rule in instances where alternatives can
be applied. The industry should determine appab@ricontrols for their equipment and

processes. Table 2-1 in the Draft EA is the saméha table presented on page 3-4 of the
version of the Draft Staff Report which was releasa November 2, 2004. The Draft Staff

reports states that the projected control effiaenevere derived based on information from the
EPA’s Emission Factor Documentation for AP-42 (Ad995), the Texas Natural Resource

Conservation Commission (TNRCC)’s Rock CrushinghPtiocument (February 2002), and the
SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook, Chapter 11 (1993).

In AP-42, Section 11.19.1 (November 1995), EPAgatkd a range of 70 to 95 percent control
efficiency for spray systems at transfer pointgesheling on whether or not they are properly
operated and how effectively they are maintained supervised. Section 11.19.1 also added
that “control efficiencies depend upon local climatonditions, source properties and duration
of control effectiveness”, and emphasized that Uaisobservations from each source under
normal operating conditions are probably the bedicator of which emission factor is most
appropriate.  Plants that employ substandard dontreasures as indicated by visual
observations should use the uncontrolled factors...”

Response 1-7

The process equipment emissions were calculatestimsthe number of transfer points and the
hourly throughputs of the equipment. These datanost instances, are confidential and are
compiled as one throughput for one operationalgmate However, staff is participating in
ongoing discussions with the commentator and vatitmue to work with the commentator to
assist him with the verification of the emissiongantory while protecting the confidentiality of
the facilities who participated in the survey prese

Response 1-8

Please refer to response 1-7 for a discussion Emisstimation portion of the comment. Staff
has estimated emission reductions by applying agjat@ control efficiencies of relevant and
feasible control technologies and control measufieble 2-1 in the Draft EA is the same as the
table presented on page 3-4 of the version of theft (5taff Report which was released on
November 2, 2004. The Draft Staff reports staked the projected control efficiencies were
derived based on information from the EPA’s Emisdt@ctor Documentation for AP-42 (April
1995), the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Gssion (TNRCC)'s Rock Crushing Plant
document (February 2002), and the SCAQMD’s CEQAd#aok, Chapter 11 (1993).

Response 1-9

PR 1157 provides the industry with the flexibility determine appropriate controls for their
process equipment and storage piles. These centeol be water, hygroscopic materials,
chemical stabilizers, baghouses, filter bags, esucks, partial enclosures, silos, bunkers, etc.
With a wide range of control options, staff assuntieat water would not be used at hot mix
asphalt plants. Therefore, staff did not includets analysis increased NOx emissions from
excessive drying. Further, electric utilities awdbject to SCAQMD Regulation XX — Regional
Clean Air Incentives Market. This program caps N@mxissions from power generating
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facilities. As a result, the electricity demandnr PR 1157 will not result in an increase in
power generating facilities’ NOx emissions aboverently allowable caps. Even if NOx

emissions were to exceed the annual NOx emissips, cgerators of such facilities would have
to reduce NOx emissions elsewhere or purchase RE@LFading Credits (RTCs) in an

amount necessary to offset the overage.

Response 1-10

Staff has evaluated the comment made by the conatoendnd has concluded that he has
substantially overestimated the moisture contesulteg from using misting as a dust
suppressant; therefore, he has substantially aweaded the number of additional haul trucks
that would be needed. The commentator assumes thieatfinished material would be
homogenously moist from dust suppression and ttetrtaterial could hold one percent water.
A representative from the commentator’s organirstiSCRPA and SCRMCA requested that the
SCAQMD remove the moisture content requirement feomearlier version of the rule because
the finished products were large enough that waterd not be retained by many of the finished
materials. Instead the commentator stated thaetle of dust suppressant should be left to the
operator as long as the general performance regeits of PR 1157 were met to prevent any
dust suppressants from flowing from the piles piédig causing hydrology and water quality
impacts. The representative also claimed thatshHidl products are required to meet
performance standards that include moisture cont&atsed on the representative’s statements
and assuming that facilities would only apply dsgppressants to the surface of the storage
piles; staff concludes that the commentator’'s estinof 800 additional trucks is a substantial
overestimate of the additional number of truckspasing that this is even a factor.

Staff estimated that the amount of water addedhaofinal product would be approximately 33

pounds per truck. The additional 33 pounds woully apply to trucks that carry material less

than %2 inch in diameter because of the exemptionigeed by PR 1157. The 33 pounds of water
per truck estimate is detailed in Tables D-1 thioDdg.

Table D-1 presents the characteristics of a stopdgewith an assumed height of 20 feet and a
base length of 40 feet. Based on these dimenglondotal mass of the storage pile was
estimated to be 593 tons of material.
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Table D-1
Storage Pile Characteristics

Parameter Equation/Source Value
Height Assumed 201t
Base length Assumed 40t
Base area Base length 1,600 ft*
Side length (Base lengtd) 6 ft
1/2 Side length 1/2 x Side length &
Slant Height [(1/2 side lengtH)+(heightf] 20 ft
Perimeter Area of Pyramid Side8ase lengthx Slant Height 1,620 ft?
Pyramid volume 1/3 x Base afeaHeight 10,667 ft*
Pyramid volume (Volume Total (27 flyd®) 395 yd®
Pyramid weight Volume Total, yck 1.5 tons/yd 593 ton

Table D-2 presents the estimated amount of watgedtb the storage pile for dust suppression.
The amount of water added to the finished produas wstimated from the amount of water
added to the storage piles for dust suppressibmag assumed that it would only be necessary
to mist the top of the pyramid and that water wopdacolate through approximately the top
three inches of the storage pile. This is the mgp$ion used to estimate of the amount of water
usage for the hydrology and water quality sectibthe Draft EA. This same assumption was
applied here. It was assumed that the moistureenbof the three inches of wet material was
one percent per the value supplied in the commarddetter. Based on these parameters it was
estimated that 0.22 ton of water was added totthrage pile for dust suppression.

Table D-2

Estimated Amount of Water in Storage Pile
Parameter Equation/Source Value
Depth water penetrates p”észflé?fd 1 inch per watering and 3 waterings 3 inch
Volume of 3"depth Perimeter x Depth water penesraike 405 ft*
Volume of 3"depth (Volume of 3" depth®Wt(27 f/yd®) 15 yd®
Weight of 3" depth Volume of 3" depth, 3 1.5 ton/yd 22 ton material
Weight of added water Assumed 1% of weight of Jitde 0.22 ton water

Table D-3 presents the weight fraction of addedewiat the storage pile. This was estimated by
dividing the weight of the water added for dust tcoinby the total mass of material in the
storage pile. The weight fraction of water wasneated to be 0.00038.
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Table D-3
Weight Fraction of Water in Storage Pile
Parameter Equation/Source Value
Fraction of water in pile Weight of added waterédtgrd Weight 0.00038

Table D-4 presents the estimated increase in wagertruck from dust suppression. The

commentator stated that each truck carries 25 ebmaaterial per trip. Based on the weight

fraction of water in the storage pile and the regmient to stabilize the truck contents with dust
suppressants at a minimum of one inch down fronstiteace prior to entering public roads, 33

pounds of water would be added to each truck. dadwregate haul trucks can easily handle an
additional 33 pounds of water per truck. Therefdihe amount of water added to the finished
project is negligible and would not be expectethtmease the number of truck trips per day.

Table D-4
Estimated Increase in Water per Truck

Parameter Equation/Source Value
Weight Hauled Provided in comment letter 25 tomkru
Weight Hauled Weight Hauled x 2,000 Ib/ton 50,000/truck
Weight water from pile Weight Hauled x Fractionvedter in pile 19 Ib/truck
Surface area of body Assumed 152 ft

Depth water penetration Assumed 1 inch
Volume of 1"depth Surface area of body x Depth wpémetration 12.67
Volume of 1"depth (Volume of 1" depthd)t(27 ft/yd®) 0.47 vyd
Weight of 1" depth Volume of 1" depth, x 1.5 ton/yd 0.70 ton material
Weight water added to truck Assumed 1% of weigHt"adepth 0.0070 ton water
Weight water added to truck (Weight of added water) x 2,000 Ib/ton 14 |b water
Total Water Weight Weight water from pile + Wateldad to truck 33 Ib water

Response 1-11

Increase in water usage anticipated from implemgnBR 1157 is presented in both the air
quality and hydrology and water quality sectionimapter 2. Additional water trucks beyond
what was estimated in the Draft EA would not beunesgl, since it is believed that most of the
watering for dust suppression would be accomplishgdpermanent stationary misters and
chemical stabilizers, which would reduce the numdietrips required for watering internal
unpaved roads. Based on discussions with a chestatalizer manufacturer representative, the
amount of watering in the Draft EA is overestimate@ihe chemical stabilizer manufacturer
representative stated that two facilities in thesiBado not water internal unpaved haul roads

because diligently applying chemical stabilizers Isafficiently suppressed dust. Therefore,
even fewer water trucks would be required thanegresl in the Final EA.
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Response 1-12

The Draft EA available for public comment evaluatkd environmental impacts of the August
27, 2004 version of PR 1157, which required thdtsspn internal road shall not be allowed or
shall be maintained in a stabilized condition vakiemical stabilizers until removed at the end of
the day. As a result of discussions with the comtater, staff has changed the requirement in
the current rule to require that spills on interr@dds be removed promptly or stabilized with
dust suppressants until removed at the end of trkday. PR 1157 does not require an increase
in the number of loads needed to move a given velwithout spilling. PR 1157 does require
good housekeeping.

PR 1157 allows the industry to maintain the spilla stabilized condition until removal (by the
end of the day or as necessary, depending on ¢aédas of the spills). A qualitative discussion
on emissions from sweepers was presented in thi¢ PAa The final EA includes a qualitative

estimate of emission from sweepers. As statedoim bhe Draft and Final EAs, addition

emissions from sweeper requirements of PR 1157eaeethan the reduction in watering truck
emissions caused by the unpaved road chemicalistabiequirement in PR 1157. The use of
chemical stabilizers would require fewer wateringck trips than applying only water to the
unpaved roads; therefore, lower emissions thanrimgtalone.

Response 1-13

The information in the Draft EA is a compilation data on chemical dust suppressants that
demonstrate that when applied according to manufad’ instructions, they can be safely used
in the environment. This information shows thantegic chemical stabilizers are currently
available. Other dust control rules such as RO 4 Fugitive Dust, have allowed the use of
chemical dust suppressants as a compliance optiora number of years. The burden of
determining that chemical stabilizers meet any i§jppations, criteria, or tests required by any
federal, state, or local water agency is on the nsethe SCAQMD because the user is familiar
with the specific circumstances of a site and,dfuee, has the knowledge necessary to choose
the appropriate chemical stabilizer that can belgafsed for that site. The regional WQCBs
have received information on this and other dustrobrules and have not submitted comments
opposing their use.

Response 1-14

The checklist does not reflect the conclusionsh@ @nalysis in the text. The checklist was
incorrectly marked no impact for items a, b, f,lkm, n and 0. The FEA will include the
corrected checklist which will mark a, b, f, k,mh, n and o as having less than significant
impacts. Since the text of the Draft EA conclutiest the adverse impacts to hydrology and
water quality environmental aspect are less thgnifggant this change does not constitute a
“substantial revision;” therefore, the Draft EA doaot need to be recirculated per CEQA
Guidelines §15073.5.

Response 1-15

SCRPA and SCRMCA have been apart of the PR 115Kimgpgroup and have periodically
received updated versions of the rule based orusssans with the working group members.
The Draft EA was released with the version of PR7L(August 27, 2004) available at the time,
which was based on prior industry input. Staff enstbod that the rule was still under

PR 1157 D-13 December 2004



Final Environmental Assessment

development and had additional working group andlipiconsultations planed at the time the
Draft EA was released. However, rather than amalgmd circulate an obviously outdated
version of PR 1157, staff evaluated the most ctiversion of the proposed rule to move the
discussion and progress of rule development forwdide SCAQMD is required to promulgate
AQMP control measure BCM-08, which forms the basisPR 1157, as expeditiously as
possible. As has been the case in the past, atroalof the CEQA document does not terminate
further modifications of a proposed rule. A propodsiew rule or rule amendment may continue
to change after circulation of the CEQA documerddoiaon stakeholder input. The SCAQMD
must evaluate whether or not subsequent changeptoposed rule are within the scope of the
analysis or constitute substantial new informatidkfter release of the Draft EA, PR 1157 has
been altered twice to accommodate suggestions matlee working group. No modifications
to the proposed rule have changed the project ipésar, objectives or conclusions included in
the Draft EA. Therefore, the modification to thaer does not require recirculation of the Draft
EA (CEQA Guidelines §15073.5).

Response 1-16

Staff strongly disagrees with the commentator'snmp regarding misusing the equation
applicable to outdoor storage piles. As statedA\42, Section 13.2.4 (January 1995), the
equation is applicable to either type of drop opena (batch drop operations such as
loading/unloading using trucks, and continuous dsppration such as loading/unloading using
conveyors or hopper/surge bins). The emissiorofast 0.0011 pound of PM10 per ton of
material is also listed in AP-42, Section 11.19%idust 2004) as an uncontrolled emission
factor for the conveyor transfer point. The Tekigural Resource Conservation Commission
also used this emission factor for estimating PNissions at transfer points.

Response 1-17

Due to the lack of information in the surveys, fsteds unable to identify the exact percentage of
aggregate and sand handled by concrete batchinganwlete product categories. To simplify

the process and based on the lack of precise iafitwm it was assumed that 50 percent of the
hourly throughput is sand and 50 percent is aggeegBhis assumption is supported by data of a
typical composition of a typical cubic yard of coete (4,000 pounds) where 1,900 pounds is for
aggregate, 1,740 pounds for sand, cement, andlfflyand 360 pounds of water (per County of
San Diego).

With regard to the current control level, staffaware that many of the aggregate facilities

subject to this rule have instituted voluntary colst at their process equipment and storage
facilities. Operators of most facilities; howevikave not implemented these same controls. To
assume that most operators of affected facilitieald’have to install control equipment provides

a “worst-case” environmental analysis as this ma&es potential secondary environmental

impacts that may be created by the control equipmen

The purpose of Rule 1157 is to further reduce PMdfssions from affected facilities, which

may require installing controls that go beyond tbquirements of Rule 403. While a small
fraction of the permitted equipment may have gémeugh NSR, many of the emission sources
are not subject to permitting, and thus, exempnftbe NSR evaluation. It is important to note
that he sources that are not subject to the NSRi&wan are the most significant contributors to
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the emissions inventory. Furthermore, based omesuresults and staff observations, staff

assumed 90 percent and 50 percent control effi@encespectively for crushers and screeners
where in most instances, baghouses or filter bagsequipped to control PM10 emissions.

Finally, as noted in Response 1-7, information lmoughput is considered to be confidential

information and cannot be released publicly.

Response 1-18

The control factors presented in Table 1-2 are esgrtative expected control efficiencies
required to meet the general performance standaisred by PR 1157. The control efficiency
for existing watering/misting was developed by fsbefsed on an estimate of control efficiency
for the watering/misting documented during sitetsis Staff observed that watering/misting was
currently practiced at some visited sites; howetee, level of watering/misting control was

considered to be less than what would be requiyeBR 1157. Therefore, staff estimated that
the control efficiency for existing watering/misginvas approximately 20 percent. If the control
efficiencies are demonstrated to be higher than Z@epercent, they may already be in
compliance with PR 1157 or may be able to attamm@nce with changes to existing system.

Response 1-19
With regard to information on throughput data, tbexmentator is referred to Response 1-7.

Response 1-20

As statedearlier, due to the lack of survey data, staff Hidhave the exact percentages of
controlled tertiary and fine crushing as well ascpatages of controlled screening and fine
screening. To simplify its estimates and basedt®mbservation, staff had made reasonable
assumptions that 50 percent of the crushed matesiate conducted with a controlled tertiary
crusher and 50 percent with a controlled fine ceushnd the same assumptions for screens.
These assumptions were confirmed with the flowshdor typical rock, sand, and gravel
processing plants where both fine crushers anddtmeeners were used (Figure 11.19.2-1, AP
42, Section 11.19.2, August 8, 2004, and Figure 2P142, Section 11.19.1, April 1995).

Response 1-21

The reference for the 0.33 pound per ton emissamtof was correctly presented in the staff
report. Staff has provided the commenter with pycof AP-42, Section 11.19.1 (April 1995)
where Table 4-1 was found. In addition, rule depeient staff have met with and explained to
the commenter that the 0.33 pound per ton emidsictor was for total suspended particulate;
therefore, the emissions factor for PM10 would opé/ 0.165 pound per ton. This emission
factor accounted for both active and inactive pgiand included emissions from wind erosion,
vehicle traffic, and material handling

Response 1-22

The weight of unloaded and loaded haul trucks @@@ 150 tons) was provided to staff by an
industry representative working group member whéamiliar with the weight of haul trucks.
The weight of an unloaded non-hauled truck (fivesjowvas based on the definition of medium-
duty vehicles by ARB. The weight of a loaded nandhruck (30 tons) was provided to staff by
same working group member who provided staff whid haul truck weights. Based on the fact
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that the weight of each haul truck is provided byeéable source, the unpaved emission
calculation using the weights identified in the fDEBA remain unchanged.

Response 1-23

The Colton silt loading sampling result of 1.45 ggaper square meter was provided to Ms.
Tuyet-Le Pham of the SCAQMD by Catalina Pacific Cete in a letter from Mr. Jay Grady,
the Environmental Matters Manager, titled Proposade 1157, Paved Road Silt Loading
Information. No date was provided on the lett€he letter does not state that the small broom
sweeper used to estimate the silt loading samplsylt was Rule 1186 compliant. Rule
development staff used the Colton silt loading dargpresult to estimate the emissions from
existing sweeping, which was assumed to be non-RU86 compliant. Using the Rule 1186
compliant silt loading sampling result to estimak® baseline emissions provides a more
conservative estimate than using the non- Rule tb&tpliant silt loading sampling result, since
the baseline emissions would also be lower. Intimg the amount of emissions from paved
roads is small compared to the overall emission® (percent of the overall emissions as
reported in the survey). Because the sweeperraygants of PR 1157 would still result in a
reduction in track-out emissions, a revision of Haseline emissions and emission reductions
would not effect the conclusions presented in th@ftDEA. Therefore, because existing
emission estimates are conservative and would ffettehe conclusions of the environmental
analysis, rule development staff did not revisedahessions and emission reduction estimate for
sweeping paved roads.

Response 1-24

As explained in Response 1-22, the weight of aomaded non-haul truck is five tons based on
the definition of medium-duty vehicles and the virigf the loaded non-haul truck was provided
by an industry representative working group menvieo is familiar with the weight of loaded
non-haul trucks. Based on the fact that the weafithe non-haul truck is provided by a reliable
source, the unpaved emission calculation usingwitights identified in the Draft EA remain
unchanged.

Response 1-25
The term “dirt” was replaced with the term “matéria the Final EA.
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Redlands, California 92373
Phone: (909)792-8692
Fax  (909)335-8340

BULOT, Inc. Co g . 704 West Highland Avenue

October 1, 2004

South Coast Air Quality Management District
CEQA .

21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 91765-4182 .

Attention: Mr. James Koizumi

Subject: Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment,
: Proposed Rule 1157 '

Ladies and Gentlemen:

the proposed rule. FSRC is an entity affected by the proposed rule. This letter presents comments on
the draft Environmental Assessment of the proposed rule.

|
} I am a consultant assisting Fourth Street Rock Crusher (FSRC) of San Bernardino in the evaluation of v
|

I have previously commented on the proposed rule, and participated in a public hearing and. one
working group discussion of the proposed rule provisions. From my participation, I have concluded
that all aspects of the rulemaking are proceeding on a rushed timetable. As such, insufficient
;information has been developed to adequately evaluate baseline emissions, and the potential reductions
from proposed control technologies. At least one of the technologies proposed does not currently exist
within the local aggregate industry. Consequently, insufficient data has been developed to perform an
adequate environmental assessment. Also, the rulemaking process is so rushed to. make a November
Board adoption that essentially at one month from adoption, the economic assessment of the proposed
2.1 rule has yet to be presented to the regulated industry. ’

Rulemaking in such haste causes important issues to be overlooked as is exemplified in the
shortcomings, of the environmental assessment. As noted above, insufficient investigation and
development of data necessary for reasonable rule development has occurred. - Assumptions and
.opinions appear to have been substituted for analysis in both the proposed rule, and in the
environmental assessment. Baseline emissions, as identified in the proposed rule staff report, and in the
'EA are assumptions modified by guesses. Estimated reductions of PM emissions used in the analysis i
are also lacking in scientific documentation. Opinion in the absence of facts does not qualify as |
adequate environmental assessment.” The following paragraphs present examples of the absence of
_suitable environmental analysis. i

Conveyor end chutes, required in the proposed rule, are not components currently in use at aggregate
2-2 facilities within the South Coast AQMD. As such, there is no available data regarding potential
emissions caused by the impact of aggregates at the chute’s opening, nor are there data regarding the
potential noise generated by such devices. e

2.3 Tn the assessment of potential water quality impacts from stabilizing agents, no calculations of
additional salt and hydrocarbon loadings of such compounds are presented, nor the increases in
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® Page2 , 5 October 1, 2004

receiving waters concentration of such compounds. The EA cites a number of regulatory agencies
acceptance of the use of such agents, under limiting conditions. The EA states:

It is important to note that the RWQCB for the Colorado River Basin - Region 7, reviews applications for use of
brine-based chemicals (i.e., calcium chloride and magnesium chloride) for dust control on a case-by-case basis
(Gruenberg, 1994). This RWQCB conditionally approved the use of Lee Chemical, Incs’. Liquid Calcium
Chloride in Colorado River Basin, Region 7, provided the Best Management Practices identified by Lee Chemical,
2-3 Inc. are adhered to (Gruenberg, 1996). i

cont. What is important in the preceding quote that is misconstrued by the EA, is that the use of such
compounds is thoroughly scrutinized. Their use is approvable on a case-by-case, useable then only
under stringent controls, in a region of the state with significantly less than half the average annual -
rainfall than in the preponderance of the District. These compounds are scrutinized because they have
the potential to significantly degrade waters of the state. Again, opinion in the absence of facts does not
qualify as adequate environmental assessment. To provide adequate environmental assessment, the
additonal use of such compounds must be quantified, and the incremental increase in pollutant loading
|_to water resources estimated.

Assessment of the impacts from increased water consumption arrives at the wrong conclusion. The EA
identifies an additional 1.4 million gallons per day (1600 acre-feet per year) water usage resulting from
the proposed rule. This translates to an amount of water which would supply approximately four
thousand homes (one acre-foot per year is sufficient for two to three households). The state legislature
2-4 has decreed that addition of 500 homes in a community requires substantive evaluations and
justifications on top of CEQA due to the water consumption impacts. The EA compares the increment
with the total supply from the Metropolitan Water Districts of Southern California (MWD), in an
attempt to make the additional consumption appear insignificant. The majority of the projected growth
in the AQMD is also in regions which is not within MWD, and have more precarious water supplies.
The cumulative impacts of the additional consumption tan be severe, depending upon the source of the
water. The EA concluded, erroneously, that there is no impact. In truth, and in fact, the impact is
potentially significant in and of itself, and definitely significant ina cumulative sense.

2-5 If this rule were a project of a private entity, it would require an Environmental Impact Report. The
AQMD must use the same basis for CEQA compliance as any other entity in the state.

Thank you for the opportunity to present my comments.

Very truly yours, -
BULOT, Inc. %

Mark W. Bulot
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Responses to Comment Letter #2
Bulot, Inc.
October 1, 2004

Response 2-1

SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opiniont timsufficient information has been
developed to adequately evaluate baseline emissaodsthe potential reductions from proposed
control technologies.  Baseline information waweleped from a survey of the affected
industry. The survey forms were developed withutnjpom the working group. No comments
were received on the final survey sheets. Thelipasemissions are presented in Table 1-3 and
emission reductions are discussed in the assodiatéd In summary, baseline emissions of PM
from the affected industries are 29 tons per dayRR 1157 is expected to reduce these PM
emissions by 18 tons per day. Appendix C of thafDEA presents assumptions and
methodology used to estimate emissions from the clgteted during the survey.

The commentator made general comments about whaeteeived to be “assumptions and
opinions that appear to have been substituted rfalysis,” and that “baseline emissions...are
assumptions modified by guesses.” The commenttties that paragraphs following these
statements that he would provide “examples of atesesf suitable environmental analysis;”
however, no examples of these “opinions” and “gegssare given. To prepare the
environmental analysis, conservative assumptioadyqically necessary to estimate emissions.
Using conservative assumptions ensures that themmax impact from a project is identified
and disclosed. The use of assumptions is not iecgorhowever, the validity and voracity of
assumptions may be demonstrated to be correctoomrrgct. If the public provides better
assumptions and a source supporting the bettemasisuns, they will be incorporated. Since no
detail was provided for these generalizations l®ydbmmentator on the assumption used in the
Draft EA, the analysis has not changed based ommts submitted by the commenter, a
generalized reply will be provided here. Detaileavironmental analyses are provided in
Chapter 2. SCAQMD staff developed baseline enmssiand emissions reductions using
information provided by the affected industries & survey; standard assumptions,
methodologies, emission factors; and control efficies presented in EPA’'s AP-42 and used for
SCAQMD permitting. Appendix C includes documerdatof the assumptions, methodologies,
emission factors, and control efficiencies. No ifogns” or “guesses” were used in the
development of the baseline emissions or emisgidaations.

Since the survey forms were completed by the adteotdustry; assumptions and methodologies
used to estimate emissions, as well as the estinegessions, were presented in the Draft EA,
sufficient information has been provided to adeglyatvaluate baseline emissions, and potential
reductions from proposed control technologies.

The commentator states that “at least one of ttlentdogies proposed does not exist within the
local aggregate industry,” but does not identifye ttechnology. It is assumed that the
commentator is referring to telescopic chutes. t€&hinave been removed from the proposed
rule.
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The Draft EA used the staff report as a sourcafoirimation; the commentators may address the
portions of the staff report that the Draft EA eelion for the analysis. The commentator did not
provided specific examples of deficiencies he peeckin the Staff Report, so no specific
response can be provided. As stated above, stafflaped baseline emissions and emissions
reductions using information provided by the aféectindustries in a survey, and standard
assumptions, methodologies, emission factors, antta efficiencies presented by EPA AP-42
and used for SCAQMD permitting. Appendix C inclad#gocumentation of the assumptions,
methodologies, emission factors, and control edficies. No “opinions” or “guesses” were used
in the development of the baseline emissions ossion reductions.

The socioeconomic impact report was released fblipteview on October 10, 2004. Since the
Draft EA did not relay on information provide inethsocioeconomic report, there is non
requirement that the two documents be releaseddiocurrent review. CEQA does not provide
guidance for time periods required for the socioeooic report. Therefore, comments on the
release of the socioeconomic report will not beresisked here.

The commentator states that he believes that addititime is required before PR 1157 is
presented to the Governing Board. The rule devedop schedule is outside the scope of and;
therefore, unrelated to the environmental analysithe Draft EA. However, the commenter

should be aware that during the October Governingr@® hearing, the Governing Board

postponed the public hearing for PR 1157 from Ndwemb5, 2004 to December 3, 2004.

Therefore, the commentator has an additional mbatbre the rule is present to the Governing
Board.

Response 2-2
Based on input from affected industry represengativstaff has deleted the requirement for
chutes from the proposal.

Response 2-3

The Draft Staff Report states that estimates 5&3bsquare feet (615,097 square yards) of
internal unpaved roads and 263,853 square feeB{2%quare yards) of storage piles would
require chemical stabilization. Approximately Ogallon per square yatdof magnesium
chloride is used to stabilize unpaved surfaces.eréfore, 307,548 gallons of magnesium
chloride (5,799,723 square yards x 0.5 gallon gease yard) would be required to stabilize the
internal unpaved roads and storage piles. Simgg,dastimated that two applications would be
required each year to achieve sufficient dust sggion; 644,414 gallons of magnesium
chloride would be required per year. The amountpofiutant loading is based on the
characteristics of the chemical stabilizer and fd@lity where it is applied. As stated in the
water quality analysis in the Draft EA, facilitieshould contact the RWQCB to determine
whether a product is environmentally safe and gsusnthat runoff does not migrate to a surface
body of water and does not flow from the use-ardeacilities should address magnesium
chloride use in their stormwater management plan.

! EPA, Potential Environmental Impacts of Dust Suppaats “Avoiding Another Times Beach” An ExperhBla
Summary, Las Vegas, Nevada, May 30-31, 2004, EFON04/031, March 2004.
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The Draft EA contains comprehensive informationtib@ physical and chemical properties of
chemical dust suppressants in the water qualityssem Chapter 2. SCAQMD is aware that the
Colorado River Basin RWQCB approves chemical siggamets on a case-by-case basis since the
commenter’s quote is from the Draft EA. The D&t also recognizes that a number of factors
will affect the approval of a particular chemicalstl suppressants as noted in the following
excerpt from the Draft EA. "The report [Leslie §4/989] concludes that "the salt concentration
in the leachate percolating through the soil bemignificantly diluted due to dispersive
transport. Therefore, the amount of dissolvedssedim "Dust-Off" that could potentially enter a
groundwater system depends on the location of theemtable, the quantity of "Dust-Off"
applied, and the number of years of application.”

The information in the Draft EA is a compilation data on chemical dust suppressants that
demonstrate that when applied according to manufac’ instructions, they can be safely used
in the environment. This information shows thahtogic chemical stabilizers are currently
available. Other dust control rules such as RO 4 Fugitive Dust, have allowed the use of
chemical dust suppressants as a compliance optioa fnumber of years. The burden of
determining that chemical stabilizers meet any ifjpations, criteria, or tests required by any
federal, state, or local water agency is on the ngethe SCAQMD because the user is familiar
with the specific circumstances of a site and,dfuee, has the knowledge necessary to choose
the appropriate chemical stabilizer that can belgafsed for that site. The regional WQCBs
have received information on this and other dustrobrules and have not submitted comments
opposing their use.

Response 2-3

Chemical stablizers are defined by PR 1157 as amytoxic chemical dust suppressant. The
chemical stabilizers shall meet any specificati@nsgeria, or tests required by any federal, state,
or local water agency. PR 1157 includes an exem@dbr the use of chemical stabilizers on
internal unpaved roads if the applicable chemiaadtdsuppressant on those specific roads
violates the rules and/or regulations of the lowdhter Quality Control Board or other
governmental agency.

Based on the above discussion, the Draft EA cositamadequate and comprehensive analysis
of chemical dust suppressants.

Response 2-4

In this comment, it appears that there is confusietween the SCAQMD’s water demand
significance criterion of five million gallons pday and the SB610 trigger requiring consultation
between a city or county and water agencies. Thae/sis of water demand impacts presented in
the Draft EA clearly indicates that water demangbacts from implementing PR 1157 do not
exceed the SCAQMD’s water demand significance rooiteof five million gallons per day.

It is likely that the SB 610 requirement does naplg to this project because CEQA Guidelines
815083.5 explicitly states that it applies to ater counties. Further, PR 1157 does not conform
to the list of projects identified as being subjéstthe requirements of CEQA Guidelines
815083.5. CEQA Guidelines §15083.5 may requirestsuttive evaluations and justifications by
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the cities our counties, but these are considerdée toutside the scope of the CEQA analysis for
PR 1157.

The comparison of water demand impacts to the gupplvater provided by MWD is intended
to demonstrate that the major water purveyor intteaa California alone could supply the
anticipated future demand for water. The intentS& 610 is to determine whether or not
existing water suppliers have the capacity to supplater for a particular project.
Demonstrating that a single water purveyor in seuthCalifornia has the capacity to meet the
future water demand fulfills the intent of SB 610he SCAQMD understands that there are
additional purveyors of water, such as Los Ang&epartment of Water and Power (which
supplies approximately 35 percent of the area’al twater supply (SCAQMD, 2088 Imperial
Irrigation District (which recently approved a tsd@r agreement to sell up to 300,000 acre-feet
of excess water to the San Diego Water Authori®gachella Valley Water District (year 2003
sales of 118,839 acre-feet, Annual Review 2003 -acBella Valley Water District),
Metropolitan Water District of Orange County (FY9P92000 water usage was 674,000 acre-
feet, excluding agricultural use, 200 Regional Wrb&ater Management Plan Update), etc.
Based on the number of water purveyors within tis&idt, water demand from PR 1157 is with
their ability to supply future anticipated watemuknd.

The SCAQMD'’s policy regarding cumulative impactshat if a project’'s impacts do not exceed
the project-specific significance criteria, theg aot considered to be cumulatively considerable.
Projects deemed to contribute impacts that are tless cumulatively considerable are not
considered to be significant for cumulative impa@@EQA Guidelines §15130(a)(3)). The

SCAQMD’s conclusion that cumulative impacts, inchgl water demand impacts, are not
significant is consistent with CEQA Guidelines 838(1)(3).

Response 2-5

Regardless of who proposes a project, if the enumental analysis demonstrates that no
significant impacts are generated, it qualifies fomegative declaration, mitigated negative
declaration or negative declaration equivalent. AQEID comprehensively analyzed potential

adverse impacts from implementing PR 1157 and coled that no environmental impacts will

exceed any of SCAQMD’s established significancegholds. Because no significant adverse
impacts were identified, PR 1157 does not requird&cavironmental Impact Report equivalent

document. The commentator has not provided argy @tabther information that would alter any

of the conclusions in the Draft EA.

8 Final Program Environmental Impact Report for 2003 Air Quality Management Plan. Sch. No.200208113
August 2003
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