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Letter A1
Native American Heritage Commission - December 30, 2009

Comment A1-1:
Response: A Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) records search was conducted
as stated in the comment. It is acknowledged in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Cultural
Resources, Page 4.4-8.
Comment A1-2:
Response: Tribal contacts as directed by NAHC were attempted by the consulting
archaeologist. A total of five letters were sent to corresponding tribes requesting
information on the proposed project site. To date no responses have been received.
The public meeting notifications will continue to be circulated to these tribes. See
Draft EIR Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, Page 4.4-8.
Comment A1-3:
Response: Discussion is provided for the accidental discovery of human remains outside a
dedicated cemetery. The Draft EIR includes mitigation measures CR-2 and CR-4
that stipulate procedures for implementation in the event of human remains being
discovered on-site during project implementation.
Comment A1-4:
Response: Comment noted. See Response A1-2 above.
Comment A1-5:
Response: Comment noted. See Response A1-3 above.
Comment A1-6:
Response: Comment noted. See Response A1-3 above. Avoidance of discovered resources
would occur until such time that they can be recorded and removed from the site
(see mitigation measures CR-1 and CR-3)
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Letter A2
City of Glendora – January 6, 2010

Comment A2-1:
Response: Location 7 identified in Figure 4.1-6 is included in the Aesthetic Analysis presented
in Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Pages 4.1-41 through 4.4-45 and on
Figure 4.1-28, Page 4.1-44.
Comment A2-2:
Response: The water used at the site for operational purposes is pumped from the well
described in Section 4.12, Utilities, UTL-4, Page 4.12-6. As stated in the Draft EIR,
water from the well is currently used and has been utilized on-site for operational
purposes for many years. According to the 2008-2009 Watermaster report, Vulcan
is entitled to produce 0.90740% of the Basin Safe Yield for the Main Basin. During
the Fiscal Year 2009-2010, that amounts to an entitlement of 1,542.58 acre-feet
(AF) of water. Last year Vulcan pumped 600 AF, of which 26.14 AF was used at
Azusa Rock.
A revised analysis of the use of groundwater relevant to the Proposed Project is
provided in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, specifically
HWQ-4, Page 4.7-13 and HWQ-7, Page 4.7-16, and in Section 4..12, Utilities,
specifically UTL-4, as modified by the errata in this Final EIR. As set out therein,
increases in the amount of water used on the site in order to produce 6 million tons
per year of mined materials would be accommodated via the Applicant’s water
rights under the adjudication for the Basin, which includes the right to overproduce
subject to the payment of a fee for the purchase of Replacement Water. The
implementation of the adjudication by the Watermaster ensures that cumulative
impacts on the health of the Basin are not significant.
Comment A2-3:
Response: The City of Azusa has 6 active wells in the Canyon Basin ("Upper San Gabriel
Basin"). Azusa also has one other well that is used by Vulcan that is in the Canyon
Basin. This well has been used sparingly by Vulcan in the last few years. Vulcan
also has three of their own wells that produce a fair amount of water; it is believed
(by Azusa Light & Water) that these wells are located in the Main Basin, and
therefore their use would not impact Glendora's Canyon Basin wells.
According to the 2008-2009 Watermaster report, Vulcan is entitled to produce
0.90740% of the Basin Safe Yield; for FY 2009-2010, that amounts to
1,542.58 acre-feet of water. Last year Vulcan pumped 600 AF of which 26.14 AF
was used at Azusa Rock.
However, the Main San Gabriel Basin Adjudication does not limit pumping to the
Safe Yield amount. After the production right is used (1,542.58 AF in this case) the
Judgment requires the overproducer to purchase Replacement Water, but not stop
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pumping. The Watermaster does not currently have the authority to halt production
by an overproducer. Therefore, under the current rules, Glendora's use of the term
"allotment" is in error.
An analysis of the use of groundwater relevant to the Proposed Project is also
provided in the Draft EIR Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, specifically
HWQ-4, Page 4.7-13 and HWQ-7, Page 4.7-16, and in Section 4.12, Utilities,
UTL-4. See also Response to Comment A2-2.
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Letter A3
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California – January 12 2010

Comment A3-1:
Response: Comment noted. MWD has no existing facilities or rights of way within the limits
of the Proposed Project.
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Letter A4
Rutan Attorneys at Law – January 13, 2010

Comment A4-1:
Response: This comment is introductory in nature and sets the stage for the letter. It does not
raise specific environmental concerns calling for a response from the City. As a
result, this comment does not require further response from the City but is duly
noted.
Comment A4-2:
Response: The Draft EIR finds that there will be a significant and unavoidable aesthetic impact
due to the Proposed Project, thereby requiring the City to adopt a statement of
overriding considerations to account for this impact should the City Council decide
to certify this EIR and approve the Project. The allegation that the City has swapped
impacts on its citizens for impacts on the citizens of Duarte is argumentative and
not relevant to the Draft EIR, which is factual and analytic document. To the extent
that the commenter claims that there is an imbalance in terms of the benefits and
burdens of the Project, it is noteworthy that the Proposed Project would eliminate
the existing scarring on the east side of the canyon, such as the Mayan Steps, which
are serious aesthetic concerns that are visible to many residents of northeastern
Duarte that use Encanto Parkway to access their neighborhoods. Also see
Responses to Comments A10-9 and A10-46.
Comment A4-3:
Response: This comment raises a general policy question and is not a challenge to the quality
or the nature of the environmental analysis set forth in the Draft EIR. CEQA
requires that a lead agency consider the potential environmental effects of a project,
and does not require that the lead agency ensure that impacts can be offset by
benefits received by neighboring jurisdictions. To the extent that CEQA requires
mitigation measures be implemented to the greatest extent feasible, those mitigation
measures are designed to lessen the severity of an environmental impact. As
explained in General Response 4.3.13, the aesthetics analysis contained in the Draft
EIR concludes that an aesthetic impact associated with Viewpoint 5 (Greenbank
Avenue) would be significant and unavoidable.
Comment A4-4:
Response: This comment is introductory in nature and sets the stage for the letter. It does not
raise specific environmental concerns calling for a response from the City. As a
result, this comment does not require further response from the City but is duly
noted.
Comment A4-5:
Response: This comment vaguely introduces four conclusory concerns with regard to the
analysis contained in the Draft EIR. First, the comment claims that the Draft EIR
fails as an informational document because the baseline conditions used in the
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analysis assume the mining of the easternmost 80 acres of the “project site”, even
though the vast majority of the acreage is un-mined. With regard to the baseline
conditions, please see General Response 4.3.7. Second, the commenter argues that a
meaningful description of the process for accomplishing reclamation is not
provided. With regard to the means of accomplishing reclamation and its associated
environmental impacts, please refer to Responses to Comments A1-18, A10-10, and
A10-100. Third, the commenter claims that the terms of the Development
Agreement are not disclosed. With regard to this allegation, please see General
Response 4.3.16. Fourth, the commenter says that a reasonable range of alternatives
are not evaluated but does not explain what additional reasonable alternatives
should have been included. With regard to this allegation, please see Responses to
Comments A10-278 to A10-308. As noted therein, several means of reducing the
acknowledged significant and unavoidable of the Proposed Project on the view
from Viewpoint 5 were analyzed. The fact that the commenter dislikes the results of
the alternatives analysis does not render the range of alternatives examined
“unreasonable.”
Comment A4-6:
Response: Here, the commenter argues that the proposed schedule for processing the Draft
EIR and the Proposed Project are biased and forecloses public participation. This
comment is completely baseless. The process that the City has implemented in
reviewing the Draft EIR and the Proposed Project is consistent with the City’s
standard land use practice and has afforded significant opportunity for public
participation. The Planning Commission fully and completely discharged its duty to
make an informed recommendation on the EIR and the Proposed Project to the City
Council. To date, the Planning Commission has held four public hearings during
which hundreds of concerned citizens testified and raised their concerns regarding
the Draft EIR. Direction was given to staff to address issues that were raised and to
respond accordingly. To the extent that final written responses to comments were
not presented to the Planning Commission prior to it making its recommendation to
the City Council to certify the EIR and approve the Proposed Project is not a
dereliction of the Planning Commission’s duties under CEQA. As explained by the
CEQA Guidelines, if a public hearing is held (and the commenter is reminded that
public hearings are not mandatory under CEQA) the proper basis for discussion at
the hearing may be either the Draft or the Final EIR. (14 C.C.R. § 15202(d).) Draft
EIRs by definition do not include final written responses to comments. Moreover,
CEQA does not require that written responses to comments submitted during the
comment period by other public agencies be completed and circulated until ten days
before the lead agency is to consider the Final EIR. (14 C.C.R. § 15088(b).) In
summary, the Planning Commission’s review, evaluation, and analysis of the Draft
EIR and the Proposed Project were thorough and complete and complied with State
Law.
It is important to note that the Planning Commission is to review the Draft EIR and
to make a recommendation to the City Council on that document. The purview of
the City Council’s review, on the other hand, is to consider the Final EIR. That
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means that the City Council is responsible for reviewing all comments received and
the proposed written responses to those comments. If the City Council determines
that there are certain changes to be made to the Proposed Project in order to address
concerns raised in the comments received during the comment period, it is within
the City Council’s discretion to determine whether to require that the changes be
made. The City Council is ultimately responsible for the EIR and the Proposed
Project. Therefore, it is the City Council that is responsible for determining whether
written response to comments reflect the will of the City.
Comment A4-7:
Response: This comment thanks the City for its thoughtful consideration of the comments
raised by the drafter in the comment letter. No environmental issues are raised by
the comment; therefore, no response is required.
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Letter A5
Rutan – February 3, 2010

Comment A5-1:
Response: Please see General Response 4.3.4 regarding extension of Draft EIR review period.
At the time of this response the Planning Commission has had one public study
season on January 27, 2010. A special hearing was held on February 3, 2010 at
which time this letter was submitted. They are currently scheduled to have an
agendized meeting on their regularly scheduled dates of February 10 and
February 24, 2010. This Draft EIR and project application are intended for review
at both meetings or subsequent meetings when they occur.
Comment A5-2:
Response: The Proposed Project requires comparison to the existing site condition which is an
existing approved mine in active operation. It is not a greenfield or a vacant,
undisturbed site. This has caused confusion and the need for clarification with the
public.
The existing project is a fully operable permitted mine quarry capable of producing
up to 6 million tons per year of aggregates transported via a conveyor to a
production plant located in the City of Irwindale (see Draft EIR Section 3.1.3,
Page 3-7).
The Azusa Rock Quarry operates under the conditions stipulated in a 1988
Conditional Use Permit and Reclamation Plan. The current Reclamation Plan is
scheduled to expire in 2038 unless extended. The adopted conditions and
restrictions establish the limits of the existing project and much of the baseline used
for comparison to the Proposed Project (i.e., the worst case volumes, production,
emissions etc.). In addition, the Lead Agency must consider the existing project is
not complete and that certain existing conditions must be presented as a baseline for
clear comparison to proposed action.
The existing project is also evaluated as the representative No Project Alternative
(Draft EIR Section 5.4.1, No Project Alternative, Page 5-7). Should the City of
Azusa elect to deny the Proposed Project, the existing quarry project would
continue to operate under its current set of permit conditions.
Each analysis topic was analyzed in a good faith effort to accurately represent the
conditions that would provide an accurate comparison between the existing and
Proposed Project. In some instances this required modifications and additions to
technical reports submitted with the application. A good example is the aesthetic
analysis presented in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR. The original viewshed analysis
provided a comparison of the existing project at completion (e.g. the reclaimed site
under current conditions) to the Proposed Project at completion. The City requested
that photographs of the existing conditions be prepared and that the Proposed
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Project with graduated intervals of development (5, 10, 20 years) be simulated for
comparison to the existing conditions (e.g. the baseline). The original viewshed
analysis was then utilized in the Alternatives Analysis (Draft EIR Section 5.0)
resulting in the extensive aesthetics analysis presented for the No Project
Alternative.
In the air quality analysis (Section 4.2) the existing SCAQMD permitted production
was utilized for comparison to the proposed plan, as well as the recent 1.1 million
t/y production levels.
Since daily and annual production will vary based on demand, markets, product
blends and operation restrictions, the annual production could range from zero to
the permitted capacity at anytime during the life of the permit. Permitted capacity is
considered the worst case scenario which could occur at anytime during the life of
the mine. The air quality analysis compared the existing project pollution
production numbers associated with 1.1 million tons per year (baseline) to the
Proposed Project worst case pollution production estimates associated with
6 million tons per year.
Comment A5-3:
Response: Of the seven viewpoints utilized in the Aesthetics Analysis, two were prepared from
locations to the west of the quarry, No. 3 and No. 5. Viewpoint 3 (Figure 4.1-17,
Page 4.1-28) analysis did not include interim simulation during mining.
Viewpoint 5 included existing views, 5- 10- and 20-year conditions and final
reclaimed condition simulations (Figure 4.1-23, Page 4.1-36 through Figure 4.1-26,
Draft EIR Page 4.1-40). Impacts to scenic highways were addressed with
viewpoints 6 and 7 beginning on Page 4.1-41 of the aesthetics analysis. Simulations
are presented in Figures 4.1-27, Page 4.1.42 and Figure 4.1-28, Page 4.1.44.
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Letter A6
Department of Transportation – February 4, 2010

Comment Letter A6:
Response: Comment letter in support of the proposed action. No issues specific to the Draft
EIR. No response required.
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Letter A7
California Office of Planning and Research – February 8, 2010

Comment A7-1:
Response: Letter confirming review period extension, no response required.
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Letter A8
USDA Forest Service – February 9, 2010

Comment A8-1:
Response: This is a correct statement; please refer to General Response 4.3.7.
Comment A8-2:
Response: Three potential alternative trail alignments were evaluated in the DEIR. Option 1
would be aligned along the westernmost portion of the west 80 acres. Option 2
would be aligned west of and outside of project boundaries on property not owned
by the Applicant and was dropped from further consideration. Option 3 would be
aligned east of Fish Creek along the base of Fish Canyon. For Option 3, parking
would be located near the current parking at the entrance to the Azusa Rock facility
and would be accessible from Encanto Parkway (see Figure 4.10-2 of the DEIR).
Like the existing trail, the relocated trail would provide public access according to
the terms of the existing easement between the Applicant and the City of Duarte
(please refer to General Response 4.3.10).
Comment A8-3:
Response: Existing setbacks set forth in the Project’s property surveys are appropriate.
25 foot setbacks are typical and no landslides are indicated on the site, see
Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, Slope Stability, Page 4.5-6, Draft EIR, there are no
known geologic hazards unique to the Proposed Project boundary. All are typical of
the general area.
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Letter A9
Rutan & Tucker – February 16, 2010
Comment A9-1:
Response: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise environmental concerns.
As a result, the comment does not require further response from the City.
Comment A9-2:
Response: Please see Response to Comment A4-6.
Assertions are made in this comment that the City’s processing of this Draft EIR
and the Proposed Project is an effort to “cram down” a decision. This comment
ignores the numerous public hearings that had been held on the Proposed Project,
the numerous comment letters that were received, and the numerous counter-visits
that City staff had with members of the public concerned about the Proposed
Project. Subsequent to the receipt of this letter, further public hearings before the
Planning Commission were held, and a public hearing before the City Council is
scheduled for April of 2010, at which time the public will be provided more
opportunities to speak and participate. See General Responses 4.3.4 and 4.3.5.
Comment A9-3:
Response: This comment does not raise environmental concerns and consequently does not
require further response from the City. Furthermore, it should be noted that the
timeline was extended and the Planning Commission did not act to make
recommendation on the Proposed Project to the City Council until March 10, 2010.
Comment A9-4:
Response: Again, the commenter explains procedural information that City staff presented to
the Planning Commission during the February 10, 2010, public hearing held on the
Proposed Project. Specifically, the comment highlights that City staff explained that
the City’s final written responses to all comments received during the comment
period would be presented to the City Council. Because final responses to
comments would not be available for Planning Commission consideration, City
staff would orally brief the Planning Commission on comments received and
proposed responses. The comment then identifies that many comments have been
submitted and many more will be presented. The comment does not raise
environmental concerns and consequently does not require further response from
the City. To the extent that a response is required, the City reasserts that the CEQA
Guidelines do not require Planning Commission review of the Final EIR. See
Response to Comment A4-6. As a result, it is not required that the Planning
Commission consider written responses to comments prior to making its
recommendation.
Comment A9-5:
Response: Here, the commenter lists eleven categories of issues that have been raised by
individual commenters on the Draft EIR and the Proposed Project. The commenter
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also indicates that concerns have been raised on the twelve resource areas evaluated
in the Draft EIR. Commenter does not raise specific, identifiable concerns in this
comment. In essence the Commenter looked at the Draft EIR table of contents,
listed the resource areas evaluated in the Draft EIR and claimed that there were
concerns related to each of those resource areas. Without more specificity, the City
is not required to respond to this comment. However, to the extent that the City has
responded to issues raised by other commenters on the resources identified in this
comment, the City refers the commenter to those responses, including, inter alia,
the City’s Responses to Comment Letter A10, which is the commenter’s lengthy
comment letter on the Draft EIR.
Comment A9-6:
Response: In this comment, the commenter states that the first time that the Planning
Commission will see a detailed response to written comments is on the night of the
hearing and that the Planning Commission cannot make an informed decision
without having time to evaluate these responses. As previously explained, the
Planning Commission is not required to consider the written responses to comments
prior to making its recommendation to the City Council, and the CEQA Guidelines
allow it to make a recommendation based on the Draft EIR. See Response to
Comment A4-6.
Comment A9-7:
Response: In this comment, the commenter backhandedly attacks the City’s attorneys and
encourages the City to not follow the advice of its legal counsel. However, the
actions of the City in having the Draft EIR be considered by the Planning
Commission, instead of the Final EIR, are clearly consistent with all legal
requirements. See Response to Comment A4-6. This comment does not raise any
environmental concerns and does not require further response from the City.
Comment A9-8:
Response: This comment makes a general statement about City staff’s and the City’s
consultant’s statements made at the February 24, 2010, public hearing regarding the
unbiased preparation of the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise environmental
concerns and therefore does not require further response from the City.
Comment A9-9:
Response: In response to the claims that Vulcan Materials Inc. (the “Project Applicant”) is a
client of Lilburn Corporation (the “Consultant”), City refers the commenter to
General Response 4.3.1. In connection with the Proposed Project evaluated in the
Draft EIR, the Project Applicant is not a client of the Consultant. A contractual
relationship exists between the City and the Consultant for preparation of the
Proposed Project environmental compliance documentation. The Draft EIR reflects
the independent judgment of the City and its staff.
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Comment A9-10:
Response: In response to the claims that the Project Applicant’s attorneys’ firm is a client of
Lilburn Corporation (the “Consultant”), City refers the commenter to General
Response 4.3.1. In connection with the Proposed Project evaluated in the Draft EIR,
the Project Applicant’s attorneys’ firm is not a client of the Consultant. A
contractual relationship exists between the City and the Consultant for preparation
of the Proposed Project environmental compliance documentation. Interestingly
enough, the commenter drops a footnote in this comment indicating that the
Consultant’s website lists the commenter’s law firm as a representative client. This
comment does not raise environmental concerns and is of no consequence to the
Draft EIR; therefore, the comment does not require further response from the City.
Comment A9-11:
Response: See General Response 4.3.3. In this comment, the commenter identifies several
appendices to the Draft EIR as appendices that were also attached to the Project
Applicant’s application to the City for the Proposed Project entitlements. This
comment does not raise environmental concerns or attack the validity of the studies
listed with anything other than innuendo. Therefore, this comment does not require
further response from the City.
Comment A9-12:
Response: See Response to Comment A9-11.
Comment A9-13:
Response: See Response to Comment A9-11.
Comment A9-14:
Response: In this comment, the commenter suggests that in order for the Planning Commission
to properly exercise independent judgment over the Draft EIR, the Planning
Commission has to consider the proposed written responses to comments in
advance of making a recommendation to the City Council. The commenter accuses
the City of moving the process forward to avoid complete responses to public
testimony. The Planning Commission fully and completely discharged its duty to
make an informed recommendation on the Draft EIR and the Proposed Project to
the City Council. The Planning Commission held four public hearings during which
hundreds of concerned citizens testified and raised their concerns regarding the
Draft EIR. Direction was given to staff to address issues that were raised and to
respond accordingly. To the extent that final written responses to comments were
not presented to the Planning Commission prior to it making its recommendation to
the City Council to certify the EIR and approve the Proposed Project is not a
dereliction of the Planning Commission’s duties under CEQA. As explained by the
CEQA Guidelines, if a public hearing is held (and the commenter is reminded that
public hearings are not mandatory under CEQA) that the proper basis for discussion
at the hearing is the Draft EIR. (14 C.C.R. § 15202(d).) Draft EIRs by definition do
not include final written responses to comments. Moreover, CEQA does not require
that written responses to comments submitted during the comment period by other
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public agencies be completed and circulated until ten days before the lead agency is
to consider the Final EIR. (14 C.C.R. § 15088(b).) In summary, the Planning
Commission’s review, evaluation, and analysis of the Draft EIR and the Proposed
Project were thorough and complete and complied with State Law.
In addition, the commenter claims that the processing of the Project Applicant’s
entitlements has been steered and manipulated by the Project Applicant. This
comment does not raise environmental concerns and therefore does not require
further response from the City.
Comment A9-15:
Response: This entire comment is a circular comment designed to get back to the commenter’s
main complaint that the Planning Commission consider all responses to comments
before making its recommendation to the City Council. Here, the commenter states
that the Planning Commission must consider the underlying entitlements prior to
making a recommendation to the City Council on those requests. The commenter
contends that this recommendation cannot be properly made because the Planning
Commission has not considered all comments on the Draft EIR. Consideration of
the requested entitlements must be undertaken in accordance with the Planning and
Zoning Law (Gov. Code §§ 65000, et seq.) The Planning Commission has satisfied
its obligations under the Planning and Zoning Law and has made necessary findings
in support of its recommendation.
To the extent that this comment is concerned about the CEQA requirements for
responding to comments, the Planning Commission fully and completely
discharged its duty to make an informed recommendation on the EIR and the
Proposed Project to the City Council. See, e.g., Response to Comment A4-6.
Comment A9-16:
Response: In this closing comment, the commenter again accuses the City of “hurrying the
process along” and states that the Planning Commission must consider all
comments before making a recommendation to the City Council on the EIR and the
Proposed Project. The City has not hurried the process along. To date, the City has
held four public hearings, received countless hours of public testimony, reviewed
and evaluated hundreds of written comments, and has taken its time to review the
project thoroughly. As the record clearly shows, the City has taken substantial time
to ensure public participation.
With regard to the commenter’s repeated demand that the Planning Commission
consider all written responses to comment prior to making its recommendation to
the City Council on the EIR and the Proposed Project, the City repeats its earlier
responses. See, e.g., Response to Comment A4-6.
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Letter A10
Rutan & Tucker – February 18, 2010
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Letter A11

South Coast
Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-2000  www.aqmd.gov

E-mailed: February 19, 2010

February 19, 2010

Mr. Conal McNamara
azusarockeircomments@ci.azusa.ca.us
Assistant Director
City of Azusa
Economic and Community Development Department
213 E. Foothill Boulevard
Azusa, CA 91702

Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the
Azusa Rock Quarry Revised Conditional Use Permit and Reclamation and Plan
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comment is
intended to provide guidance to the lead agency and should be incorporated into the
revised Draft or Final Environmental Impact Report (Draft or Final EIR) as appropriate.
SCAQMD staff appreciates that the lead agency included design features and mitigation
measures specific to the project to minimize its air quality impacts. However, given the
high baseline regional emissions at the project site, SCAQMD staff recommends that the
lead agency ensure that the project’s incremental impacts remain less than significant by
enforcing the project’s air quality mitigation measures in the new Conditional Use Permit
(CUP). As noted in the Draft EIR, the facility’s throughput is currently limited by its
SCAQMD permits to 10.8 million tons per year. Air Quality Mitigation Measure 1 (MM
AQ-1) limits the project’s throughput to 6.0 million tons per year.
It is the AQMD staffs understanding to avoid truck transport, that the current CUP
requires all quarry materials from this facility be transported via the belt conveyance
system. SCAQMD staff recommends that this condition be included in the future CUP,
including for any increased output from the quarry. Recommended enhancements to the
mitigation measures are further described in comments 1 through 5 below.
Also, SCAQMD staff recommends that the lead agency carefully examine all future
project activities subject to the above mentioned project design features and mitigation
measures (for example, if the project’s throughput is modified at a future date), and if
potentially significant impacts are identified the lead agency should prepare the necessary
CEQA document pursuant to the Public Resources Code (PRC) §15168(c). If future
changes to the project site require modifications or additions of equipment, the
SCAQMD should be consulted regarding potential permitting requirements. Also,
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SCAQMD staff requests that pursuant to PRC §15168(e) the lead agency place the
SCAQMD on any future notice of activity.
Pursuant to PRC §21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with written responses to all
comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final EIR. Staff is available to
work with the lead agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise.
Please contact Dan Garcia, Air Quality Specialist CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304, if
you have any questions regarding the enclosed comments.
Sincerely,
Ian MacMillan
Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
Attachment
IM:DG
LAC091223-03
Control Number
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Air Quality Analysis and Mitigation Measures:
Project Design and Mitigation Measures
1. The lead agency conducted an air quality analysis to determine the project’s regional
air quality impacts. The results of the analysis provided on page 4.2-24 (i.e., Table
4.2-10 and Table 4.2-11) reflect the output values provided in Appendix C of the
Draft EIR. Specifically, the results summarized in Table 4.2-11 indicate the project’s
air quality impacts exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended regional significance
thresholds for operational emissions from NOx, VOC and CO. Based on these results
the lead agency identified air quality mitigation measures, including Mitigation
Measure AQ-1 and Mitigation Measure AQ-2.
The lead agency relies on mitigation measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 to reduce regional
NOX, VOC and CO impacts. To ensure that these mitigation measures reduce
adverse regional NOx, VOC and CO emissions during operation the SCAQMD staff
recommends that mitigation measures AQ-1 be enhanced in the Final EIR to include
the methodology provided in the Emissions Inventory Plan (EIP) to calculate air
quality impacts. Specifically, SCAQMD staff recommends that the lead agency
revise AQ-1 to include AQ-1.0 through AQ-1.4 as follows:
AQ-1.0

Daily peak production throughput as measured at the overland conveyor
transfer shall be restricted to not more than 19,000 tons per day and
6,000,000 tons per year.

AQ-1.1

The limitation of a daily throughput to 19,000 tons per day shall be
implemented to reduce the Proposed Project’s potential to emit NOx, SOx,
VOC, CO, PM10 and PM 2.5 emissions to less than the SCAQMD CEQA
significance thresholds.

AQ-1.2

The SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds shall be used to curtail the
facility’s throughput to reduce the project’s potential to emit NOx, SOx,
VOC, CO, PM10, and PM 2.5 emissions to less than significant. The
Emissions Inventory Plan (Appendix C.2.3, sub-appendix II-B) includes
the methodology to evaluate each of the three pollutants (i.e. NOx, VOC,
and CO) that exceed the SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds in a
similar manner to that presented below for NOx.




A11-1

The facility-wide NOx emissions factor shall be 0.0213 lb/ton
processed,
The baseline (i.e., current) peak day NOx emissions is 351 lb/day,
and
The SCAQMD mass daily threshold is NOx 55 lb/day.

In light of the above information, the Facility may emit 405 lb/day of NOx
and remain less than the SCAQMD NOx Mass Daily Threshold (405
lbs/day = 351 lbs/day current emissions + 54 lbs/day to remain under the
NOx significance threshold). In order for the Project to result in less than
3
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A11-1
Cont.

significant impacts for all air quality aspects, it shall be restricted to a
throughput restriction of 19,000 tons per day unless and until
circumstances change such that the facility emissions factors can be
revised.
AQ-1.3

Should the applicant request an increase in daily production (i.e.
throughput) commensurate with a reduction in the facility emission
factors, an updated air quality assessment shall be prepared, and CEQA
shall be complied with as applicable, in order to demonstrate that any
increased production and increased use of equipment will not exceed air
quality thresholds and standards. The revised air quality assessment shall
be calculated based on the following but not all-inclusive factors:







AQ-1.4

Off road engine emissions factors and add‐on control equipment
efficiencies shall be based on the CARB Executive Order for each
engine family, the Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy
(VDECS), or other CARB approved values as implemented
through the CARB In-Use Off-Road Diesel Regulation and any
other applicable regulation.
Load factors shall be based on URBEMIS default load factors for
each equipment type,
The Caterpillar Performance Handbook or equivalent reference
shall be used to estimate haul truck and loader cycle time,
Length of the haul road and resulting modified haul truck usage
shall be accounted for in the reassessment, and
Removal of equipment will credit the peak day activity amount at
the emissions rate (i.e. NOx, SOx, VOC, PM10, and PM 2.5) of
the unit removed.

The lead agency shall record any approved increase in daily production
levels which correspond to a reduction in the facility emission factors.
Also, the lead agency shall demonstrate that the increased production and
increased use of equipment will not exceed air quality thresholds and
standards. Furthermore, any recorded increase in daily production shall be
made available for public review.

The SCAQMD staff recommends that the lead agency carefully examine all future
project activities subject to AQ-1.0 through AQ-1.4 and if potentially significant
impacts are identified the lead agency should prepare the necessary CEQA document
pursuant to the Public Resources Code 15168(c). Also, SCAQMD staff requests that
pursuant to Section 15168(e) the lead agency place the SCAQMD on future notices of
activity.
Material Conveyance
2. The lead agency incorporated project design features (PDF) including PDF-5
(continued use of the material conveyance system) to minimize the air quality impacts

A11-1
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from the proposed project. Therefore, to ensure that the project’s air quality impacts
do not exceed the SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds consistent with AQ-1 the
SCAQMD staff requests that the lead agency incorporate PDF-5 as a mitigation
measure.

A11-2
Cont.

Impact and Summary Mitigation Table
3. On page 2-16 of the Draft EIR the lead agency summarized the proposed project’s air
quality impacts and mitigation (i.e., Table 2-1: Impact and Summary Mitigation
Table). Therefore, SCAQMD staff requests that any revisions made to AQ-1 through
AQ-7 are reflected on the Impact and Summary Mitigation Table, 2-1 of the Final
EIR.

A11-3

Construction Emission Factors
4. SCAQMD staff was not able to verify the emission factors presented in Appendix
C.2.3, Sub-Appendix II-B. The emission factors cited are more stringent than
baseline offroad NOx emission factors from USEPA/ARB Offroad Tier standards. In
the Final EIR, the lead agency should present documentation of these more stringent
emission factors, and provide verification that this equipment is currently in use at the
project site. If this equipment is not yet in use, a mitigation measure should be added
requiring use of equipment capable of achieving these reductions.
Sub-Appendix II-B also states that a 15 percent NMHC to 85 percent NOx split is
used to calculate emissions. SCAQMD staff recommends that a 95 percent NOx to 5
percent NMHC split be utilized in the mitigation methodology1 or that the project
proponent secure a letter from an equipment vendor that verifies that equipment that
meets the proposed NOx emission factors would be available for the proposed
project. Should emission factors require revision based on the comments above, the
FEIR should recalculate the project emissions, and re-evaluate the limits imposed by
mitigation measure AQ-1.

A11-4

SOON Program Emissions Reductions
5. The DEIR misstates on page 4.2-9 that emissions from the project will be reduced
due to SCAQMD’s participation in the SOON program. The SOON program
provides funding assistance to applicable fleets for the purchase of low-emissions
heavy-duty engine technologies to achieve near term reduction of NOx emissions
from in-use, off-road engines2. These reductions can only occur if the project
proponent replaces its current on-site fleet with lower emitting engines ahead of the
CARB-required schedule. As participation and compliance by the project proponent
in the SOON program is not guaranteed, taking credit for these emission reductions
would be inappropriate unless the vehicles are already in use. It is unclear if the
emission factor discrepancies noted in the comment #4 above are due to an
assumption of SOON compliance. If so, the Final EIR should recalculate the project
emissions assuming non-compliance with the SOON program and re-evaluate the
1
2

A11-5

http://www.aqmd.gov/CEQA/handbook/mitigation/offroad/Off-Road_MM_Overview.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm.
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limits imposed by mitigation measure AQ-1.0. As an additional mitigation measure,
SCAQMD recommends that the lead agency consider requiring the project proponent
to apply for funding from the SOON program.

A11-5
Cont.

Health Risk Assessment
Dispersion Modeling
6. AERMOD air dispersion modeling should follow SCAQMD guidance3. The
guidance includes a warning for modeling receptors with elevations below sources.
According to the AERMOD Implementation Guide4, for cases in which receptor
elevations are lower than the base elevation of the source, AERMOD will predict
concentrations that are less than what would be estimated from an otherwise identical
flat terrain situation. While this is appropriate and realistic in most cases, for cases of
down-sloping terrain where the plume is terrain-following, AERMOD will tend to
underestimate concentrations when terrain effects are taken into account. In order to
avoid underestimating concentrations in such situations, SCAQMD staff recommends
the following:

A11-6

1) If all receptor elevations are lower than the base elevation of the source, the nondefault option within AERMOD should be applied to assume flat, level terrain.
2) If some receptors are lower and some receptors are higher than the base elevation
of the source, AERMOD should be run twice – once using the default option and
the second time using the non-default option. The maximum ground-level
concentration from both runs should be reported.
Since it appears that some combinations of sources and receptors are above and
below each other, AERMOD should be run with both the default and non-default
options. A comparison between both runs should be made. If the concentrations
estimated for the flat, level terrain option are higher, then the non-default AERMOD
run should be imported into HARP and health risk values generated and evaluated.
Exposure Parameters
7. Appendix C.2.3, sub-Appendix II-E mistakenly reports the output from HARP as a
70-year carcinogenic risk for the project. This calculation leads a reader to conclude
that the lifetime (i.e., 70-year) risk was calculated. It is our understanding that the
reported 70-year risk assumes that the project will operate for 70 years, while the
reported 30-year risk represents a more accurate lifetime (70-year) cancer risk from
the project assuming a 30-year project life. In order to more clearly articulate the
risks from this project, the Final EIR should clarify what risks are really being
calculated and reported.

A11-7

8. The 30-year durations utilized in the chronic risk calculations may be appropriate for
the inhalation pathway, however they are not necessarily appropriate for additional

A11-8

3
4

http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/metdata/AERMOD_ModelingGuidance.html
http://www.epa.gov/scram001/7thconf/aermod/aermod_implmtn_guide_19March2009.pdf
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exposure pathways (e.g., soil ingestion, etc.). Removal of deposited contaminants is
expected to last longer than 30 years. The Final EIR should present a lifetime risk
(70-year) that sums the 70-year exposure for all pathways except inhalation, and the
30-year exposure for the inhalation pathway. If risks are significant following this reevaluation, mitigation measures should be considered to reduce these risks to a less
than significant level.

A11-8
Cont.
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Letter A11
South Coast Air Quality Management District - December 30, 2009

Comment A11-1:
Response: The City of Azusa concurs that Mitigation Measure AQ-1 should be revised in the
Final EIR to represent the SCAQMD’s suggested mitigation language. The revised
mitigation measure is added to the Draft EIR language as presented on Page 4.2-29
and is included in Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.
Comment A11-2:
Response: The City of Azusa concurs with the SCAQMD that PDF 5, Page 4.2-21 of the Draft
EIR should also be a mitigation measure. It now appears as Mitigation Measure
AQ-1c, and is included in the Final EIR Section 3.0.
Comment A11-3:
Response: Table 2-1, Section 2, Environmental Impact Summary, Page 2-16 has been updated
to reflect the recommendations adopted in comments A11-1 and A11-2 above. The
revised table is included in the Final EIR Section 3.0.
Comment A11-4:
Response: Sub-appendix I-B of DEIR Appendix C.2.2 contains a table printed from the CARB
website showing the emission factors for the off-road equipment. For convenience
and clarity, the CARB Executive Orders for engine families 9CPXL32.0ESX,
9CPXL11.1ESK, 9CPXL12.5ESX, and 9CPXL27.0ESK see Appendix C.2.2 Sub
Appendix 1-B.
The 85% NOx / 15% NMHC split was estimated based upon emissions reported in
Table 2-2 of the 2009 CARB Almanac. The Table shows 2008 emissions from the
commercial/industrial sub-category of off-road diesel engines to be 448 tons NOx
and 65 tons ROG. Adjusting the ROG emissions for the higher weight of NMHC
yields an estimate of 86% NOx / 14% NMHC. One would expect NOx to be even
further reduced due to the fact that Vulcan will purchase new equipment (as old
equipment needs replacing) which should exhibit reduced NOx over the average
diesel engine in the 2008 fleet. Thus, the ratio was rounded to 85% NOx / 15%
NMHC which was used in the Draft EIR. This assumption corresponds to an
activity weighted fleet average NOx emissions factor of 3.57 g/hp-hr.
This analysis provides the basis for the 85%/15% assumption. However, as
suggested by the AQMD, Vulcan will also obtain information from the
manufacturer to verify that the equipment to be used at the site matches this
assumption, and shall provide this information to the City.
Comment A11-5:
Response: The SOON Program was addressed in the DEIR for disclosure purposes only, the
SOON Program does not affect the impact calculations in any way. As discussed in
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the response to Comment A11-4, the emission factors for the off-road equipment
are based on CARB Executive Orders (i.e. actual engine data), not the SOON
Program.
Comment A11-6:
Response: With consideration to the physical factors that affect dispersion, it was decided that
it would be most accurate to include elevations (i.e. complex terrain) in this model.
However, in order to determine the effects of terrain on estimated pollutant
concentrations, the air quality consultant prepared an additional air dispersion
model with flat terrain. The results of this modeling, as well as additional discussion
regarding the physical factors that affect dispersion, are included in the letter report
provided in Appendix C.4.2.5.
To summarize the modeling results, the use of flat terrain rather than complex
terrain has little effect on air pollutant concentrations for the Proposed Project.
Also, note that the health risk impacts presented in the Draft EIR are based on the
total impact of the Proposed Project, not just the incremental impact. The modeling
results demonstrate that the Proposed Project will likely result in a net benefit to
health risk impacts due to the newer off-road equipment that will be used for the
Proposed Project and the associated reductions in DPM. More importantly, the
impact of the entire quarry operation, as proposed (i.e., the existing operation plus
the Proposed Project), would be under the threshold of significance. For this reason,
the analysis presented in the HRA is sufficiently conservative to account for any
minor effect the use of flat terrain may have. Please review the Additional Air
Quality Information report provided in Appendix C.4.2.5.
Comment A11-7:
Response: The 70-year cancer risk presented in Draft EIR Appendix C.2.3 sub-Appendix II-E
assumes that the average year of Proposed Project operation (i.e. total operation
over life of project divided by 30 years) occurs for each of 70 years. It is not based
on the total operation over the life of the Proposed Project divided by 70 years.
Since the Proposed Project can only operate at the average operation level used for
cancer risk determination for 30 years before mining all of the permitted reserves,
the 70-year cancer result substantially over-estimates the actual cancer risk caused
by the Project. For this reason, the 30-year cancer risk was calculated by
multiplying the risk by 30/70. The 30-year cancer risk is representative of the actual
risk caused by the Proposed Project and is presented as such in the Draft EIR.
Comment A11-8:
Response: As discussed in the response to Comment A11-6, health risk impacts in the Draft
EIR are based on the total Proposed Project emissions, not the incremental increase
from the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project is actually expected to reduce the
health risk impacts associated with the current operations due to the use of new
equipment (i.e. reduction in DPM emissions from 3,370 lb/yr to 1,735 lb/yr, see
Draft EIR Appendix C.2.3, Sub-Appendices II-C and II-D). While DPM emissions
associated with the current operations will be reduced as a result of the Proposed
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Project, fugitive dust emissions will increase. Since the majority of health risk
impacts are caused by DPM rather than fugitive dust, the Proposed Project is still
expected to decrease the overall health risk associated with the Project Site.
For disclosure purposes, Sespe Consulting modeled the total health risk impacts
associated with fugitive dust emissions for 70 years, rather than the 30-year
Proposed Project duration. This assessment includes the multipathway exposure
pathways identified in the Draft EIR. The health risks associated with the fugitive
dust emissions are far less than any applicable thresholds (less than 0.5 in a million
cancer risk). Please refer to report provided in Appendix C.4.2.5.
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Letter A12
State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and
Planning Unit – February 23, 2010

Comment A12-1:
Response: This letter acknowledges compliance with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for Draft EIR circulation to State agencies. One comment letter
received from the Native American Heritage Commission was included.
No response necessary.
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Letter A13
Native American Heritage Commission - December 30, 2009

Comment A13-1:
Response: This letter was included in the OPR letter of February 23, 2010 (Letter A12) it was
received independently and appears as Letter A1.
See Response to Comment Letter A1.
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