I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

Appendix J COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

The following documents are included in Appendix J:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Notice of Availability Federal Register publication (Vol. 77, Issue No. 124. June 27,
2012. Federal Register)

Notice of Availability (Letter dated June 29, 2012)

Notice of Availability (English language text)

Notice of Availability (Spanish language text)

Notice of Availability Comment Period Extension Letter (Letter dated August 8, 2012)

Notice of Future Recirculation of the environmental document (RDEIR/SDEIS) (Notice
dated March 15, 2013)

Caltrans Response to EPA regarding April 16, 2014 Teleconference (Caltrans response
dated May 13, 2014)

Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment (AQ/GHG/HRA) Revised
Protocol for the RDEIR/SDEIS (dated October 2015)

Letters submitted by Caltrans to cooperating and participating agencies requesting
review of the project (Caltrans’ letters dated June 16, 2015)

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works response to Caltrans June 16, 2015
Letter (Los Angeles County Department of Public Works response dated July 15, 2015)

Los Angeles Sanitation Districts responses to Caltrans June 16, 2015 Letter (Los
Angeles Sanitation Districts responses dated July 27, 2015)

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) response to Caltrans June 16, 2015 Letter
(EPA’s response dated July 29, 2015)

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) response to Caltrans October
2015 Draft AQ/HRA Revised Protocol (SCAQMD's response dated November 13, 2015)

EPA response to Caltrans October 2015 Draft AQ/HRA Revised Protocol (EPA’s
response dated November 13, 2015)

Page J-1



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

EPA Response to Caltrans Response to Comments dated February 5, 2016 (EPA
response dated April 18, 2016).

Caltrans’ Response to EPA’s Letters dated November 13, 2015 and April 18, 2016,
responding to comments received on the draft AQ/HRA Revised Protocol (Caltrans’
response dated May 19, 2016).

National Marine Fisheries Service Species List for I-710 Corridor Project dated June 12,
2017.

SHPO Determination of Eligibility for the Proposed Interstate 710 Corridor Project
between Ocean Boulevard and the State Route 60 Interchange, Los Angeles County,
CA dated June 1, 2017.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service Species List for 1-710 Corridor Project dated
June 6, 2017.
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http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/comment-letters/2012/october/i-710-corridor-october-2012.pdf



http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook



http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/particulate-matter-(pm)-2.5-significance-thresholds-and-calculation-methodology/final_pm2_5methodology.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/particulate-matter-(pm)-2.5-significance-thresholds-and-calculation-methodology/final_pm2_5methodology.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/particulate-matter-(pm)-2.5-significance-thresholds-and-calculation-methodology/final_pm2_5methodology.pdf



http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year



http://www3.epa.gov/scram001/reports/Haul_Road_Workgroup-Final_Report_Package-20120302.pdf
http://www3.epa.gov/scram001/reports/Haul_Road_Workgroup-Final_Report_Package-20120302.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/toxic-hot-spots-ab-2588























































6 and 8

Original EPA Comment: EPA recommends that Caltrans perform the required analysis
for project level transportation conformity in advance of publication of the RDEIR/SDEIS
so that the public and decision-makers can be informed of the project's ability to meet
conformity requirements.

EPA Follow-up Comment: Caltrans did not provide an additional written response, but
we offer the following additional comments on the conformity analysis based on our
follow-up technical discussions with Caltrans. EPA’s November 2015 PM hot-spot
guidance clarifies that placement of receptors for conformity analysis should be done
“consistent with EPA’s general guidance for any air quality modeling; there are no longer
special considerations for receptor placement for either the 24-hour or annual PM2.5
NAAQS (National Ambient Air Quality Standards).” We understand the desire to set up a
larger receptor grid, of sufficient resolution, to screen for potential locations where the
maximum concentration may occur since the peak concentration may not be located right
next to the facility. However, we do not have enough information to be able to determine
if the modeling will be done sufficiently to capture the concentration gradients around the
locations of maximum modeled concentrations. We are also concerned that the
NEPA/CEQA AERMOD modeling will be done differently than for conformity, and that
the resulting concentration gradients may also be different and cannot be used to screen
potential locations for maximum concentrations

Original EPA Comment: Impacts of the project should be modeled, combined with
background concentrations as described in Section 9 of EPA's guidance, and compared to
the relevant NAAQS. A hot-spot analysis for this project should consider traffic impacts
not only from the transportation project, but also on potential nearby facilities.

EPA Follow-up Comment: Caltrans has stated that the AQ/HRA protocol describes the
methodologies that will be used to perform air quality analyses satisfying CEQA and
NEPA requirements, and that a separate PM hot-spot protocol will cover the analysis for
project level conformity. It is not clear why two separate methodologies will be used to
estimate air quality impacts to satisfy the requirements for NEPA/CEQA and conformity.
While we understand the desire to focus the NEPA/CEQA analysis on a comparison of the
alternatives and limit the conformity analysis to the preferred alternative, the NEPA/CEQA
document must still evaluate the potential of the project to impact all applicable NAAQS
for the area.

10

Original EPA Comment: The hot-spot analysis should include nearby sources in the air
quality modeling when those sources would be affected by the project. Marine ports are
one example given in EPA's PM hot-spot guidance (Section 8.2). Therefore, the Protocol
should address the following specific question: What is the port activity at both ports
expected to be in the analysis year, with and without the project, and what is the plan for
modeling the change in activity at the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, for
CEQA/NEPA and for conformity?

EPA Follow-up Comment: Caltrans has stated that the increase in capacity on I-710
under the build alternatives is not expected to influence demand for growth at the Ports,
that growth of port cargo handling capacity at the Ports would not substantially increase
travel demand on I-710, and therefore the forecast of port activity is the same for
Alternatives 5C and 7 as for the No Build. The premise that port activity is not impacted
by the project seems unlikely, inconsistent with statements made by the ports and
inconsistent with recent policy direction from Caltrans acknowledging induced demand.
Caltrans has stated that the No Action Alternative for this project would have the same
assumed “forecast of port activity”, or port related traffic volumes as the two build
alternatives. One stated purpose of the project is to accommodate activities related to
goods movement. Further, Caltrans has acknowledged through posting a policy brief to
Caltrans website in November 2015 that increasing highway capacity is likely to increase
vehicle miles traveled (http://www.dot.ca.gov/research/researchreports/reports/2015/10-
12-2015-NCST_Brief InducedTravel _CS6_v3.pdf).




Furthermore, as was discussed in our comments on the previous DEIS, the assumption of
full goods movement traffic for all build alternatives would cause an overestimate of the
impacts of the no-build alternative, which then makes the impacts of the build alternative
look smaller in comparison. On our February 8, 2016 phone call, Caltrans stated that there
was documentation from 2008 demonstrating that port activity would be the same with and
without the project, and that this report could be shared with us. We would appreciate
seeing it, but note that an analysis done in 2008 may be outdated at this point. We would
like to understand what assumptions were made in this analysis and whether they are still
valid today, particularly given Caltrans policy acknowledgement related to induced travel.
EPA recommends that Caltrans include a robust analysis of the induced demand impact of
adding capacity as it related to goods movement activity and that this be reflected in the
assumption of traffic volumes for each of the alternatives and the no build for comparing
the impacts in the air quality analysis, traffic conformity analysis, health risk assessment,
and all other resource areas to be addressed in the Supplement Draft EIS.

11

Original EPA Comment: EPA's approval of the EMFAC2014 emissions model for SIP
and conformity purposes will be effective on the date of publication of the notice in the
Federal Register. If the air quality and conformity analyses are to be completed after EPA's
approval of EMFAC2014, the project analysis should be developed using the new model.

EPA Follow-up Comment: EMFAC2014 was approved in December of 2015, well
before the February 5, 2016 response to EPA. We request that Caltrans confirm that
EMFAC2014 will be used in this analysis.

14

Original EPA Comment: If volume sources are used, ensure they are characterized
consistent with the above mentioned guidance and check back with EPA to confirm
accurate use of volume sources.

EPA Follow-up Comment: Caltrans’ consultant team stated that the approach in the
AQ/HRA protocol is the best way to disclose the near-field and far-field impacts of the 18-
mile long project, and that modeling traffic as volume sources is consistent with non-
conformity CEQA/NEPA analyses for transportation and goods movement projects,
including ports and rail yards. While it is correct that volume sources are acceptable for
characterizing roadways in AERMOD, the procedures for characterizing these volume
sources in the AQ/HRA protocol are not specific enough to determine if the sources will be
set up appropriately. EPA commented on the DEIR for the previous project on I-710 that
the characteristics of the volume sources used as AERMOD model inputs, such as the
location and number of volume sources, the release heights, and the initial sigma y and
sigma z, were not clearly justified and appeared to be inappropriate. Caltrans should
provide information beyond the total number of volume sources for EPA to review and
comment on the validity of dispersion modeling. EPA’s quantitative PM hot-spot
guidance should be followed for establishing these parameters. We would appreciate
having this information before the modeling runs are started to save both agencies time and
effort. It would be especially helpful to have one or more diagrams that show the limits of
the project, how volume sources will be spaced, and where receptors will be located.

15

Original EPA Comment: EPA recommends setting up receptors for conformity and using
only one set of receptors.

EPA Follow-up Comment: As noted above, Caltrans has indicated that there will be
separate analyses for CEQA/NEPA and for conformity, with a justification that the
requirements are different, and that the CEQA/NEPA analysis will help inform the future
PM hot-spot analysis. EPA remains concerned that there will be two modeling efforts for
this project, which will be confusing to the public and decision-makers.

16

Original EPA Comment: The PM hot-spot analysis dispersion modeling must be done
with five years of meteorological data.

EPA Follow-up Comment: The protocol states that the POLB, LGBH, Compton
(CMPT), and CELA stations will be used in the analyses and that further review of the




AERMOD-ready meteorological data available from the SCAQMD shows that the only
common calendar year of data available across all these meteorological stations is 2009.
The protocol also notes that SCAQMD does not have five consecutive years of
meteorological data available for all stations. Given this information, the met data set that
is available and appropriate for each site should be used. The data should not be limited to
years that are available for all sites. Nonconsecutive years can be used if five consecutive
years are not available.




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 7, Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street, Suite 100

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606

PHONE (213) 897-0703

FAX (213) 897-0685

TTY (213) 897-4937

Serious drought.
Help save water!

May 19, 2016

Ms. Elizabeth J. Adams

Acting Director, Air Division

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, California 94105-3901

Subject: USEPA’s Comments on the I-710 Corridor Project Draft Revised Air Quality/Greenhouse
Gas/Health Risk Assessment (AQ/GHG/HRA) Protocol

Dear Ms. Adams,

As a follow up from our call on February 8, 2016, please find attached updated responses to
USEPA’s comments on the draft revised AQ/GHG/HRA Protocol received on November 13, 2015
as well as follow up comments received on April 18, 2016. Also attached is a schematic showing the
alternatives under consideration, as well as the project description to be included in the revised
technical studies. Additionally, the following information will be provided to USEPA in advance of
submitting the Administrative Draft Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIR/SDEIS) to USEPA for review:

e Qualitative PM conformity analysis elements including air monitoring stations for conformity
analysis and project location, traffic information, and emission factors for PMjo and PMa s
using EMFAC 2014 and CARB unpaved road methodology.

e 2016 non-conformity results for PM;o and PM s.

e Potential quantitative analysis locations.

e Presentation that summarizes this information and next steps.

Additionally, updated responses to USEPA’s comments on the 2012 Draft EIR/EIS will be provided
upon completion of the AQ/HRA analysis and included in the Administrative Draft RDEIR/SDEIS.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the status of the I-710 Corridor Project.

Sincerely,

RON J. KOSINSKI
Deputy District Director
Division of Environmental Planning

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”



National Marine Fisheries Service Species List for I-710 Corridor Project

Provided via email on June 12, 2017 by:

Penny Ruvelas

Long Beach Office Branch Chief - Protected Resources Division
NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region

U.S. Department of Commerce

Office:(562) 980-4197

Mobile: (562) 225-3453

penny.ruvelas@noaa.gov

www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov

Quad Name Long Beach (digital)
Quad Number 33118-G2

ESA Anadromous Fish

SONCC Coho ESU (T) -

CCC Coho ESU (E) -

CC Chinook Salmon ESU (T) -
CVSR Chinook Salmon ESU (T) -
SRWR Chinook Salmon ESU (E) -
NC Steelhead DPS (T) -

CCC Steelhead DPS (T) -

SCCC Steelhead DPS (T) -

SC Steelhead DPS (E) - X
CCYV Steelhead DPS (T) -

Eulachon (T) -

sDPS Green Sturgeon (T) - X

ESA Anadromous Fish Critical Habitat

SONCC Coho Critical Habitat -

CCC Coho Critical Habitat -

CC Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
CVSR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
SRWR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
NC Steelhead Critical Habitat -



CCC Steelhead Critical Habitat -
SCCC Steelhead Critical Habitat -

SC Steelhead Critical Habitat -

CCYV Steelhead Critical Habitat -
Eulachon Critical Habitat -

sDPS Green Sturgeon Critical Habitat -

ESA Marine Invertebrates

Range Black Abalone (E) - X
Range White Abalone (E) - X

ESA Marine Invertebrates Critical Habitat

Black Abalone Critical Habitat -

ESA Sea Turtles

East Pacific Green Sea Turtle (T) - X
Olive Ridley Sea Turtle (T/E) - X
Leatherback Sea Turtle (E) - X
North Pacific Loggerhead Sea Turtle (E) - X

ESA Whales

Blue Whale (E) -

Fin Whale (E) -

Humpback Whale (E) -

Southern Resident Killer Whale (E) -
North Pacific Right Whale (E) -

Sei Whale (E) -

Sperm Whale (E) -

SIS E I

ESA Pinnipeds

Guadalupe Fur Seal (T) - X



Steller Sea Lion Critical Habitat -

Essential Fish Habitat

Coho EFH -

Chinook Salmon EFH -
Groundfish EFH - X
Coastal Pelagics EFH - X

Highly Migratory Species EFH - X

MMPA Species (See list at left)

ESA and MMPA Cetaceans/Pinnipeds
See list at left and consult the NMFS Long Beach office
562-980-4000

MMPA Cetaceans - X
MMPA Pinnipeds - X

Quad Name South Gate
Quad Number 33118-H2

ESA Anadromous Fish

SONCC Coho ESU (T) -

CCC Coho ESU (E) -

CC Chinook Salmon ESU (T) -
CVSR Chinook Salmon ESU (T) -
SRWR Chinook Salmon ESU (E) -
NC Steelhead DPS (T) -

CCC Steelhead DPS (T) -

SCCC Steelhead DPS (T) -

SC Steelhead DPS (E) - X



CCYV Steelhead DPS (T) -
Eulachon (T) -
sDPS Green Sturgeon (T) -

ESA Anadromous Fish Critical Habitat

SONCC Coho Critical Habitat -

CCC Coho Critical Habitat -

CC Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
CVSR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
SRWR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
NC Steelhead Critical Habitat -

CCC Steelhead Critical Habitat -

SCCC Steelhead Critical Habitat -

SC Steelhead Critical Habitat -

CCYV Steelhead Critical Habitat -
Eulachon Critical Habitat -

sDPS Green Sturgeon Critical Habitat -

ESA Marine Invertebrates

Range Black Abalone (E) -
Range White Abalone (E) -

ESA Marine Invertebrates Critical Habitat

Black Abalone Critical Habitat -

ESA Sea Turtles

East Pacific Green Sea Turtle (T) -

Olive Ridley Sea Turtle (T/E) -
Leatherback Sea Turtle (E) -

North Pacific Loggerhead Sea Turtle (E) -

ESA Whales



Blue Whale (E) -

Fin Whale (E) -

Humpback Whale (E) -

Southern Resident Killer Whale (E) -
North Pacific Right Whale (E) -

Sei Whale (E) -

Sperm Whale (E) -

ESA Pinnipeds

Guadalupe Fur Seal (T) -

Steller Sea Lion Critical Habitat -

Essential Fish Habitat

Coho EFH -

Chinook Salmon EFH -
Groundfish EFH -

Coastal Pelagics EFH -

Highly Migratory Species EFH -

MMPA Species (See list at left)

ESA and MMPA Cetaceans/Pinnipeds
See list at left and consult the NMFS Long Beach office
562-980-4000

MMPA Cetaceans -
MMPA Pinnipeds -

Quad Name Los Angeles
Quad Number 34118-A2



ESA Anadromous Fish

SONCC Coho ESU (T) -

CCC Coho ESU (E) -

CC Chinook Salmon ESU (T) -
CVSR Chinook Salmon ESU (T) -
SRWR Chinook Salmon ESU (E) -
NC Steelhead DPS (T) -

CCC Steelhead DPS (T) -

SCCC Steelhead DPS (T) -

SC Steelhead DPS (E) - X
CCYV Steelhead DPS (T) -
Eulachon (T) -

sDPS Green Sturgeon (T) -

ESA Anadromous Fish Critical Habitat

SONCC Coho Critical Habitat -

CCC Coho Critical Habitat -

CC Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
CVSR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
SRWR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat -
NC Steelhead Critical Habitat -

CCC Steelhead Critical Habitat -

SCCC Steelhead Critical Habitat -

SC Steelhead Critical Habitat -

CCYV Steelhead Critical Habitat -
Eulachon Critical Habitat -

sDPS Green Sturgeon Critical Habitat -

ESA Marine Invertebrates

Range Black Abalone (E) -
Range White Abalone (E) -

ESA Marine Invertebrates Critical Habitat




Black Abalone Critical Habitat -

ESA Sea Turtles

East Pacific Green Sea Turtle (T) -

Olive Ridley Sea Turtle (T/E) -
Leatherback Sea Turtle (E) -

North Pacific Loggerhead Sea Turtle (E) -

ESA Whales

Blue Whale (E) -

Fin Whale (E) -

Humpback Whale (E) -

Southern Resident Killer Whale (E) -
North Pacific Right Whale (E) -

Sei Whale (E) -

Sperm Whale (E) -

ESA Pinnipeds

Guadalupe Fur Seal (T) -

Steller Sea Lion Critical Habitat -

Essential Fish Habitat

Coho EFH -

Chinook Salmon EFH -
Groundfish EFH -

Coastal Pelagics EFH -

Highly Migratory Species EFH -

MMPA Species (See list at left)




ESA and MMPA Cetaceans/Pinnipeds
See list at left and consult the NMFS Long Beach office
562-980-4000

MMPA Cetaceans -
MMPA Pinnipeds -

Penny Ruvelas

Long Beach Office Branch Chief - Protected Resources Division
NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region

U.S. Department of Commerce

Office:(562) 980-4197

Mobile: (562) 225-3453

penny.ruvelas@noaa.gov

www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov













Ms. Ewing-Toledo FHWA120307B
June 1, 2017
Page 4 of 4

as you proceed with your assessment of adverse effects for this undertaking. Although
the Study has been successful in identifying areas within the Direct APE at 30 percent
design that would require monitoring and spot checking to identify potential
archaeological deposits encountered during construction, being that prior to the
approval of the undertaking Caltrans cannot fully determine how the undertaking may
affect historic properties, it appears that a project-level Programmatic Agreement (PA)
is more appropriate than a Post-Review Discovery and Monitoring Plan. Moving
forward, | advise Caltrans to consider a project-level PA, and if found not appropriate to
provide justification as to why a PA is not applicable for this undertaking. Please also
refer to the ACHP’s Guidance on Section 106 Agreement Documents found at
http://www.achp.gov/agreementdocguidance.html#ch2-1 for further guidance.

Thank you for considering historic properties during project planning. If you have any
guestions, please contact Natalie Lindquist of my staff at (916) 445-7014 with e-mail at
natalie.lindquist@parks.ca.gov or Alicia Perez at (916) 445-7020 with e-mail at
alicia.perez@parks.ca.gov .

Sincerely,
J—
Julianne Polanco
State Historic Preservation Officer





http://www.fws.gov/carlsbad/









https://www.google.com/maps/place/33.89680162825124N118.18817213962774W



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8080
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8104
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8178#crithab
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8178
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