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PREFACE 

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Rule (PR) 415 
– Odors from Rendering Facilities.  A Draft EA was released for a 30-day public review and
comment period from July 14, 2015 to August 12, 2015.  Analysis of PR 415 in the Draft EA did
not result in the identification of any environmental topic areas that would be significantly
adversely affected.  Three comment letters were received regarding the analysis in the Draft EA.
The comment letters received relative to the Draft EA and responses to individual comments are
included in Appendix D of this document.

This preface includes clarifications and revisions to the Draft EA.  The clarifications and revisions 
can be grouped into three categories: (1) additional or revised information required to prepare 
responses to comments received from the public; (2) applicable updated information that was not 
available at the time of the Draft EA publication, including modifications to PR 415 that were 
made after the release of the Draft EA; and (3) staff-initiated text revisions and typographic errors. 
Additional clarifying information has been identified in comments to the Draft EA and responded 
to in Appendix D of this document.  The updates can be grouped into seven areas as part of the 
Final EA development process. 

Updated Area No. 1: Global Changes 
As described in Draft EA (Page 2-49) and explained in the Master Response 4 in Appendix D, the 
environmental analysis for PR 415 is based on a worst-case impact scenario rather than a facility- 
or site-specific analysis.  As such, the following global change is made throughout the document: 

All instances of “worst-case facility scenario,” “worst-case scenario facility analysis,” and 
“worst-case facility analysis scenario” are changed to “worst-case impact scenario.” 

When an enclosure is required, the enclosure is intended to be totally, not partially, closed with 
exterior walls and a roof.  Therefore, the following global change is made throughout the 
document: 

All instances of “permanent enclosure” are changed to “permanent total enclosure.” 

Updated Area No. 2: Modifications to the Scope of PR 415 

As part of the rulemaking development process, the PR 415 rule language has been updated since 
the publication of the draft PR 415 rule language and Draft EA in 2015.  Changes to PR 415 are 
summarized in Table 1 and can be grouped into five categories as follows: 

• Staff-initiated text revisions to improve the readability of the proposed rule
• Existing requirements that have been removed
• Existing requirements that have been made to allow more flexibility during

implementation
• New requirements that have been made to allow more flexibility during implementation
• New exemptions that limit the applicability of PR 415

It is important to note that Table P-1 is a compilation of changes to the scope of PR 415 to show 
good faith efforts by SCAQMD staff during the rule development process to respond to each 
facility’s unique operational needs and provide sufficient flexibility during implementation. 
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Therefore, it is not an exhaustive representation of all of the changes to PR 415, but only the 
changes that may affect the environmental impact analysis in the Final EA.   

Table P-1: Summary of Major Changes to PR 415 
Areas of 
Changes 

PR 415 
(June 23, 20151) 

PR 415  
(November 3, 20172) 

Odor Best 
Management 
Practices (BMP) 

• BMP (e)(9) Transfer of Raw
or Cooked Rendering
Materials between Enclosures

• BMP (e)(11) Cleaning Floor
Drains

• Limited the application of BMP (e)(9) to
transfer of cooked rendering materials only
at facilities with a batch cooker between
permanent total enclosures while the BMP
applies to transfer of raw materials at all
facilities

• Limited BMP (e)(11) Cleaning Floor
Drains to remove accumulation of
rendering materials3 to not less frequently
than once per month

• Added an alternative BMP, provided that it
meets the same odor reduction objective as
the BMP it replaces

Trap Grease • PR 415 applied to trap grease
wastewater associated with
trap grease processing

• Delivery Tanker Trucks BMP
• Venting Delivery Tanker

Vehicles to Odor Control
Equipment BMP

• Removed trap grease from PR 415
applicability

• Removed the two BMPs PR 415 (e) Odor
Best Management Practices

Time Extension 
Request 

• Not included. • Provided a one-time extension for up to
one year to complete construction of a
permanent total enclosure and applicable
ventilation and odor control systems for
situations beyond the owner or operator’s
control (PR 415 (d)(1)(F))

Ventilation 
System Design 
Standards 

• Inward face velocity of not
less than 200 feet per minute

• Lowered inward face velocity
demonstration from 200 feet per minute
(fpm) to 100 fpm when truck access doors
are open

• Added an alternative ventilation system
design standard in lieu of inward face
velocity, provided the ventilation system is
greater than 15 air changes per hour

Alternative 
Standard for the 
Raw Materials 
Receiving Area 

• Not included. • Allowed an alternative standard for an
unventilated permanent total enclosure for
raw material receiving, provided that a
secondary odor containment system is used
at each opening for vehicles and
equipment; such as air curtains, vestibules,
or air lock systems to minimize fugitive
odors escaping through enclosure openings
(PR 415 (f)(5))
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Table P-1: Summary of Major Changes to PR 415 (concluded) 

Areas of 
Changes 

PR 415 
(June 23, 20151) 

PR 415  
(November 3, 20172) 

Wastewater • Rendering wastewater diluted
with more than 40 volumes of
non-rendering wastewater

• Any mixed wastewater
exposed to the atmosphere
has a chemical oxygen
demand (COD) lower than
1,500 mg/L

• Lowered dilution ratio of non-rendering
wastewater to 30 volumes (three-year
average) for a rendering facility integrated
with a slaughterhouse or meat packing
plant

• Allowed dilution ratio of non-rendering
wastewater to rendering wastewater of no
less than 30:1 for a rendering facility not
integrated with a slaughterhouse or meat
packing plant

• Increased COD to lower than 3,000 mg/L
for mixed wastewater exposed to
atmosphere

Containers • Odor-tight containers • Changed to covered containers

Equipment 
Breakdowns and 
Emergency 
Rendering 
Services 

• Not included. • Allowed a rendering facility to accept
additional materials from another
rendering facility that cannot conduct
rendering activities for up to 7 days if PR
415 (k)(1) and (2) are met

Exemptions • Three exemptions Added six new exemptions: 
• Lower usage for small batch cookers with

limited throughput are exempted
• Seldom usage (25 days per year or less) of

rendering facilities are exempted
• Certain protein meal operations are

exempted
• Forklifts are not considered transportation

vehicles
• Certain trap grease unloading operations
• Processing of used cooking oil

NOTES: 
1. The Draft EA analyzed the June 23, 2015 version of the PR 415 languages.
2. Changes to PR 415 as reflected in the November 3, 2017 version that will be submitted to the SCAQMD

Governing Board for consideration and adoption were reviewed as part of the Final EA development process.
3. Raw rendering materials do not include used cooking oils that have been used for cooking or frying in the food

processing industry, restaurants, and fast food establishments.
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Updated Area No. 3: Modifications to Enclosure Construction Estimates 

Modifications to the enclosure construction estimates became available after the release of the 
draft PR 415 rule language and Draft EA.  Consistent with the assumptions in the Socioeconomic 
Impact Assessment for PR 415, the modifications reflecting more accurate estimates of enclosure 
sizes are summarized in Table P-2.  Appendix B, Enclosure and Control Device Estimates, of the 
Final EA has been updated to reflect the modifications.  

As stated in the Appendix D, SCAQMD is aware of five existing rendering facilities that may be 
subject to PR 415.  

• Facility A uses a continuous rendering process
• Facility B uses a continuous rendering process
• Facility C uses a continuous rendering process
• Facility D uses a batch rendering process
• Facility E uses a batch rendering process

As shown in Table P-2, the modifications are expected to result in lower estimates of enclosure 
sizes for Facilities B, D, and E.  Although enclosures are expected at Facility B and Facility D, the 
size of enclosures required is substantially less than what was analyzed in the Draft EA and would 
likely result in a decrease in the peak daily construction emissions in the Draft EA (Page 2-13) and 
Appendix C: CalEEMod Output to the Draft EA.  The reduction in the size of enclosures for 
Facility B and Facility D is caused by better estimates of the areas that would be required for 
enclosures, while the reduction in the size of enclosures for Facility E is because that this Facility 
is expected to qualify for the low usage exemption under PR 415(l).  Therefore, the environmental 
analysis disclosed in the Draft EA represents the worst-cast impact scenario for potential impacts 
on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions during implementation of PR 415.   
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Table P-2: Modifications to Construction Based on High Estimates of Enclosures 
By Rendering Facility  

AREA A1 B C D E7 
Wastewater 

treatment area N/A 3,500 sq. ft.2 N/A N/A 350 sq. ft. 2,500 sq. ft. 
N/A 

Main processing 
plant N/A 40,000  0 sq. ft. 3 N/A5 Retrofit 9,000 

1,600 sq. ft.  
5,500 sq. ft. 

N/A 
Secondary 

Processing Plant N/A 10,000   4,000 sq. ft.4 N/A N/A N/A 

Receiving area N/A 
Included with Main 

processing plant 
9,000 sq. ft. 

N/A sq. ft.6 9,000 625 sq. 
ft. N/A 

Total Enclosures 
Assumed in Final 

EA 
19,075 sq. ft. 

Differences by 
Facility between 

Draft EA and 
Final EA 

N/A (37,000) sq. ft. 0 sq. ft. (15,425) sq. ft. (8,000) sq. ft. 

Total Enclosures 
Assumed in Draft 

EA 
53,500 sq. ft. 

Differences by 
Total Square 

Footage between 
Draft EA and 

Final EA 

(34,425) sq. ft. 

NOTES: 
1. Facility A is already meeting (or soon will) the PR 415 requirements.
2. The Draft EA assumed 3,500 square feet of enclosure at Facility B.  No changes to the assumptions for Facility

B are made for the Final EA.
3. Based on the information available to SCAQMD staff, Facility B is expected to use a closed system in their main

processing plant instead of building a permanent total enclosure for meeting the requirements of PR 415.
4. Enclosure is only expected for the raw materials receiving area at the secondary rendering processing plant.
5. Facility C is expected to use a closed system to meet the requirements of PR 415.  No building modifications or

enclosures are assumed for the cooking and processing enclosure.
6. Facility C is expected to make minor improvements to meet the alternative standard for an unventilated permanent

total enclosure for the raw materials receiving area.
7. Facility E is expected to quality for the low usage exemption under PR 415 (l).

Updated Area No. 4: Modifications to Construction Estimates with Respect to Demolition 

Implementation of PR 415 will likely involve approximately 9,000 square feet of existing 
buildings or facilities to be demolished at one rendering facility.  As shown in Table 2-3 of the 
Draft EA, on Page 2-13, and Page 5 of Appendix C, demolition lasting approximately 10 days was 
included to calculate the peak daily construction emissions.  To be consistent with the modeling 
assumptions, the Final EA has been revised to reflect the information about demolition.  Given 
that demolition, when added to the amount of enclosures that are no longer required as shown in 
Table P-2, is a de minimus change resulting in changed minimus changes to the peak daily 
construction emissions in the Draft EA (Page 2-13) and Appendix C.  Therefore, the environmental 
analysis disclosed in the Draft EA represents the worst-cast impact scenario for potential impacts 
on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions during implementation of PR 415. 
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Updated Area No. 5: Modifications to Washing Activities and Water Usage Assumptions 

Implementation of PR 415 will require several washing activities as part of the odor BMPs.  Water 
usage as a direct result of PR 415 consist of scrubber makeup water, water for washing outgoing 
transport vehicles, water for washing drums and containers, and water for cleaning floor drains 
However, since the publication of the draft PR 415 rule language and Draft EA, modifications to 
the rule language were made to reduce washing activities and to further minimize the potential 
impacts on hydrology and water quality.  Consistent with the water usage assumptions in the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 415, the Final EA has been updated to reflect the 
changes as summarized in Table P-3.   

As shown in Table P-3, a total usage of approximately 3,340 gallons per day of potable water is 
anticipated during the implementation of PR 415.  This represents a substantial decrease from the 
157,200 gallons per day that was analyzed in the Draft EA (Page 2-35).  Therefore, the 
environmental analysis disclosed in the Draft EA represents the worst-cast impact scenario for 
potential impacts on hydrology and water quality during implementation of PR 415.  
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Table P-3: Modifications to Washing Activities and Water Usage Assumptions 
By Rendering Facilities1  

Activities2 A5 B C D E 
Scrubber Makeup Water N/A 2,940 gallons 

per day 
0 gallons per 

day6 N/A7 N/A8 
BMP (e)(3): Washing of 

Outgoing Transport 
Vehicles3 

0 gallons 0 gallons 0 gallons 0 gallons 0 gallons 

BMP (e)(4): Washing of 
Drums and Containers 

100 gallons 
per day 

100 gallons 
per day N/A 100 gallons 

per day N/A8 
BMP (e)(11): Cleaning 

Floor Drains4 
25 gallons 

per day 
25 gallons per 

day 
25 gallons 

per day 
25 gallons 

per day 
25 gallons 

per day 
Subtotal by Facility 125 gallons 

per day 
3,065 gallons 

per day 
25 gallons 

per day 
125 gallons 

per day 
25 gallons 

per day 
Grand Total: 3,340 gallons per day 

Difference between Draft 
EA and Final EA (153,860) gallons per day 

NOTES: 
1. SCAQMD’s significance threshold is 262,820 gallons per day of potable water.
2. Washdown of receiving areas (BMP (e)(10)) is considered business as usual (i.e. - no additional water usage),

since each rendering facility is currently required to wash the receiving area under their permits on the same
frequency as under the proposed rule.

3. Outgoing vehicles such as trucks are already required to be washed under Title 3 of the California Code of
Regulations, Section 1180.35. No additional water usage is assumed.

4. All five rendering facilities are subject to BMP (e)(11): Cleaning Floor Drains.  As described in Table P-1,
cleaning floor drains is limited to at least once per month.  It is assumed that each rendering facility would use
approximately 660 gallons of water per cleaning for one hour per month, resulting in 7,920 gallons per year per
facility (660 gallons/each washing x 1 hour x 1 month x 12 months).  For the ease of summation using a
gallons/day unit, the amount of water that is needed for cleaning floor drains is calculated by dividing 7,920
gallons per year per facility by 312 working days.  Therefore, approximately 25 gallons of potable water per day
are assumed for each facility to comply with BMP (e)(11).

5. Facility A is already meeting (or soon will) the PR 415 requirements.  Therefore, no scrubber makeup water is
assumed for Facility A.

6. Facility C is expected to conduct minor improvements to achieve a closed system.  No enclosures are assumed,
and no scrubbers or associated makeup water would be required for a closed system.

7. Based on the information available to SCAQMD staff, it is assumed that Facility D will use a carbon adsorption
system instead of scrubber for controlling rendering odors. Therefore, no scrubber makeup water is assumed for
Facility D.

8. Facility E is expected to quality for the low usage exemption under PR 415 (l). No scrubber makeup water or
washing of drums and containers is assumed.

Updated Area No. 6: Ventilation Standards 

PR 415 is intended to control and reduce odors from facilities rendering animals and animal parts 
by requiring enclosure of odorous operations at a rendering facility, maintaining that enclosure 
under negative pressure, and venting that enclosure to odor control equipment1.  All permanent 
total enclosures (PTE) are required to be ventilated to odor control equipment, except for the raw 
materials receiving areas where PR 415 allows an alternative standard for the PTE.  Under the 
alternative standard, a secondary odor containment system must be installed at all truck and 
equipment access openings of the PTE, as discussed in more details below in Option 3.  The 

1 Based on the rule language published on October 4, 2017, PR 415 allows an unventilated permanent total enclosure for raw 
material receiving, provided a secondary odor containment method is used at each enclosure opening. 
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purpose of this ventilation requirement is to treat fugitive odors that are generated from rendering 
operations and collected within the permanent total enclosure prior to being released into the 
environment.  A ventilation system is subject to the design standards under paragraph (f)(2).  Table 
P-1 above highlights the changes made to the design standards since the release of the Draft EA
for PR 415.  The following options are allowed under PR 415 to comply with the ventilation and
odor control equipment standards.

Option 1: Odor Control Equipment – Scrubbers 

While PR 415 does not specify a particular type of odor control, odor control equipment would be 
required for any PTE enclosing batch cooking operations, rendering processing equipment, and 
wastewater treatment processes.  Wet scrubbers are commonly used in low-concentration, high 
flow rate applications, such as the conditions expected for control of fugitive odors in the receiving, 
wastewaters and processing areas of a rendering facility.     

Option 2: Odor Control Equipment – Carbon Adsorption System 

Since the release of the Draft EA for PR 415, SCAQMD staff has learned that Facility D may use 
a carbon adsorption system in lieu of scrubbers for the raw material receiving, cooking and 
wastewater treatment enclosures.  It was assumed that carbon will be purchased in 55-gallon 
drums, and that the drums will be installed in parallel configuration to make up the necessary 
carbon volume.  Replacement of the drums are expected once a year, and the spent carbon will be 
disposed at landfills.  Since Facility D is the only rendering facility that has expressed interest in 
the carbon adsorption system, Table P-4 shows the breakdown of the system based on the needs 
for Facility D.  The Final EA has been revised to reflect the usage of carbon adsorption system at 
Facility D.  It is recognized that other rendering facilities may also choose to use the carbon 
adsorption system instead of scrubbers to control odors.  However, since it is not foreseeable at 
the time of preparing the Final EA whether any other rendering facility would use a carbon 
adsorption system, it is important to disclose that this Final EA only analyzes the potential 
environmental impacts for the scenario that only Facility D is using the carbon adsorption system 
as odor control equipment to meet the ventilation requirement under PR 415.      

Table P-4: Breakdown of Carbon Adsorption System at Facility D 

Enclosures Amount of Carbon (in cubic 
feet) 

Number of Drums1 

Low Estimate High Estimate Low Estimate High Estimate 
Cooking enclosure 86 115 10 13 
Receiving and grinding 
enclosure 

28.5 38 4 5 

Wastewater treatment 
area 

10.3 13.8 2 2 

Total Drums: / / 16 20 
NOTE: 
1. It is assumed that each drum is 55 gallons.
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Option 3: Secondary Odor Containment System for the Raw Materials Receiving Enclosures 

Under the alternative enclosure standard, rendering facilities may elect to install secondary odor 
containment systems such as air curtains, vestibules, and air lock systems at each truck or 
equipment access opening for the raw materials receiving areas to minimize fugitive odors 
escaping through enclosure opening.  Based on SCAQMD staff’s observations and discussions 
with the affected facilities during site visits, it was assumed that multiple air curtains would be 
installed at the permanent total enclosures of raw materials receiving areas at Facilities B and C2 
(Figure P-1).  Figure P-1 shows an example of air curtain.  Most air curtains are used to insulate a 
building from heat entering or leaving the building.  In this case, it will be used to keep rendering 
odors inside the building when the physical door is open. 

Figure P-1: Example of Air Curtain 

SOURCE: South Coast Air Quality Management District. October 2017. 

The Final EA has been revised to reflect the usage of a secondary odor containment system and 
associated electricity consumption.   

As an alternative to a permanent total enclosure, PR 415 allows rendering facilities the option to 
implement a closed system.  Based on the information available to SCAQMD staff, Facility C is 
expected to use a closed system for meeting the requirements of PR 415.  Therefore, no square 
footage of permanent total enclosures are assumed for Facility C in the Final EA (see Table P-2, 
Notes 5 and 6). 

Updated Area No. 7: Electricity Consumption 

The usage of ventilation and scrubbers as discussed in Updated Area No. 6 will require electrical 
power usages in three areas.  First, electricity would be needed to operate one or more high pressure 
blowers that are necessary to move sufficient air through the ventilation system to achieve the 
assumed air changes per hour in a permanent total enclosure. Second, electricity would be needed 

2 Since Facility D’s raw materials receiving area is co-located with its grinding operations, this facility will be required to ventilate 
the permanent total enclosure to odor control equipment.  The secondary odor containment system is not available for the raw 
materials receiving area at Facility D.  
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to operate one or more recirculation pumps to circulate the scrubbing solution necessary for the 
operation of wet scrubbers. Third, electricity would be needed to operate air curtains when the 
physical door(s) in raw materials receiving areas are open during ingress and egress activities3.  
Table P-5 summarizes the electricity usages for the rendering facilities.  

Table P-5: Electricity Consumption at the Rendering Facilities 

Facility 
Electricity Usage for 
Ventilation Blower 

(kW-h/year) 

Electricity Usage for 
Scrubber Recirculation 

Pumps 
(kW-h/year) 

Electricity Usage 
for Air Curtain 

(kW-h/year) 

Low 
Estimate 

High 
Estimate 

Low 
Estimate 

High 
Estimate 

A Facility A is already meeting (or soon will) the PR 415 requirements. 
B 272,204 362,938 89,667 119,556 7,4481 
C2 0 0 0 0 3,529 
D 17,314 23,086 03 03 0 
E Facility E is expected to qualify for the low usage exemption under PR (l). 
Total Low Estimate: 390,162 kW-hr/year or 390 megawatt-hours/year 

High Estimate: 516,557 kW-hr/year or 517 megawatt-hours/year 
Draft EA 2,015 megawatt-hours/year was assumed 
Differences 
between Draft 
EA and Final 
EA 

Low Estimate: (1,625) megawatt-hours/year 
High Estimate: (1,498) megawatt-hours/year 

NOTES: 
1. The permanent total enclosures for the raw material receiving areas at Facility B, both the main and secondary

processing plants, are expected to elect the secondary odor containment system under PR 415 (f)(5).
2. Facility C is expected to achieve a closed system.  Since no permanent total enclosure is assumed for Facility C,

electricity usage for ventilation and scrubber is not assumed.  However, the enclosure for the raw materials
receiving area at Facility C is expected to elect the secondary odor containment system under PR 415 (f)(5).
Therefore, electricity usage is assumed in the Final EA.

3. As disclosed above, Facility D is expected to use the carbon adsorption system instead of scrubbers to control and
reduce rendering odors.

As shown in Table P-5, an additional 390 to 517 megawatt-hours usage is anticipated annually 
during the implementation of PR 415.  This represents a substantial decrease from 2,015 megawatt-
hours per year that was analyzed in the Draft EA (Page 2-25).  Therefore, the environmental 
analysis disclosed in the Draft EA represents the worst-cast impact scenario for potential impacts 
on energy and air quality and greenhouse gas emissions from the generation of electricity during 
implementation of PR 415. 

Conclusion 
SCAQMD staff has reviewed all of the revisions that are made to the Draft EA and determined 
that none of the revisions constitute: 1) significant new information; 2) a substantial increase in 
the severity of an environmental impact; or, 3) provide new information of substantial importance 

3 Facility D is assumed to use carbon systems instead of wet scrubbers as its odor control equipment. Secondary odor containment 
systems such as air curtains are assumed for Facilities B and C at their raw materials receiving areas but not assumed for Facility 
D. This is because Facility D’s raw materials receiving area would be vented to odor control equipment as the area is co-located
with its grinding operations.
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relative to the Draft EA.  Rather, the revisions are made to increase the understanding of the 
environmental analysis prepared for PR 415.  The revisions are also intended to further support 
the findings or conclusions of the Draft EA that PR 415 would not have any significant or 
potentially significant effects on the environment as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15252 
(a)(2)(B).  As a result, the revisions are not substantial revisions triggering or requiring 
recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5.  Therefore, this document now 
constitutes the Final EA for PR 415. 

To facilitate identification, modifications to the document are included as underlined text and text 
removed from the document is indicated by strikethrough.  To avoid confusion, minor formatting 
changes are not shown in underline or strikethrough mode. 

P-xi



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CHAPTER 1 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Introduction .................................................................................................................................. 1-1 
Affected Facilities ........................................................................................................................ 1-3 
California Environmental Quality Act ......................................................................................... 1-4 
Project Location ........................................................................................................................... 1-4 
Project Objective .......................................................................................................................... 1-6 
Project Background ...................................................................................................................... 1-6 
Rendering Process Overview ....................................................................................................... 1-7 
Project Description..................................................................................................................... 1-11 

CHAPTER 2 - ENVIROMENTAL CHECKLIST 
Introduction .................................................................................................................................. 2-1 
General Information ..................................................................................................................... 2-1 
Environmental Factors Potentially Affected ................................................................................ 2-2 
Determination .............................................................................................................................. 2-3 
Environmental Checklist and Discussion .................................................................................... 2-4 

FIGURES 

Figure 1-1 — Products and By-Products Produced by Rendering Operations ............................ 1-2 
Figure 1-2 — Boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management District ........................ 1-5 
Figure 1-3 — Location of Rendering Facilities ........................................................................... 1-6 
Figure 1-4 — Schematic of Typical Continuous Dry Rendering Process ................................. 1-10 

TABLES 

Table 2-1 — SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds .................................................. 2-12 
Table 2-2 — New Enclosures for Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario ................................ 2-14 
Table 2-3 — Peak Construction Emissions Due to Construction of New Enclosures 

for Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario ......................................................... 2-15 
Table 2-4 — New Control Equipment for Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario ................... 2-15 
Table 2-5 — Peak Construction Emissions Due to Installation of New APCDs for 

Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario............................................................... 2-16 
Table 2-6 — Residential Receptor Distance .............................................................................. 2-17 
Table 2-7 — Overal CO2 Equialent (eq) Increases Due to Construction Activities for 

Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario (metric tons/year) ................................. 2-21 
Table 2-8 — Additional Electricity Usage from New APCDs and Negative Pressure 

Air Handling Equipment for Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario ................ 2-29 
Table 2-9 — Total Projected Fuel Usage for Construction Activities....................................... 2-31 

APPENDIX A – PROPOSED RULE 415 – ODORS FROM RENDERING FACILITIES 

APPENDIX B – PERMANENT TOTAL ENCLOSURE AND CONTROL DEVICE 
ESTIMATES FOR AFFECTED FACILITIES 

TOC-i



Table of Contents 

APPENDIX C – REVISED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS FOR WORST-CASE 
IMPACT ANALYSIS SCENARIO 

APPENDIX D – LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EA AND RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS 

TOC-ii 



 

 

CHAPTER 1 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 Introduction 

 Affected Facilities 

 California Environmental Quality Act 

 Project Location 

 Project Objective 

 Project Background 

Technology Overview 

 Project Description 

 

 



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
in 19774 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and 
regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and 
Mojave Desert Air Basin referred to herein as the District.  By statute, SCAQMD is required to 
adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all federal and 
state ambient air quality standards for the District5.  Furthermore, SCAQMD must adopt rules and 
regulations that carry out the AQMP6.  SCAQMDs AQMP does not contain any control measures 
to reduce odors from rendering facilities.  PR 415 is a direct result of an issue that was identified 
by the working group for the Clean Communities Plan (CCP) in the pilot study area of Boyle 
Heights.  In November 2010, the SCAQMD Governing Board approved the CCP.  The CCP is an 
update to the 2000 Air Toxics Control Plan (ATCP) and the 2004 Addendum.  The objective of 
the 2010 CCP is to reduce the exposure to air toxics and air-related nuisances throughout the 
District, with emphasis on cumulative impacts.  The elements of the 2010 CCP include community 
exposure reduction, community participation, communication and outreach, agency coordination, 
monitoring and compliance, source-specific programs, and nuisance.  SCAQMD staff began 
implementing the CCP in the pilot study area of Boyle Heights, near rendering facilities in the City 
of Vernon, by meeting with a stakeholder working group beginning in July 2011.  The purpose of 
this working group was to identify air quality issues of importance to the community in Boyle 
Heights and surrounding communities.  The prevalence of odors from rendering facilities in 
Vernon, directly south of Boyle Heights, was of great concern to the working group and 
represented a quality of life issue.  As a direct result of the CCP pilot study process, SCAQMD 
staff commenced rulemaking to address these odors in 2014. 
 
The District is given broad authority to regulate air pollution from "all sources, other than 
emissions from motor vehicles" [Health and Safety Code (H&SC) §40000].  The term "air 
pollutant" encompasses many air contaminants, including odors [H&SC §39013].  Therefore, the 
District may regulate to control air pollution, including odors, from PR 415 sources.  In addition, 
the District has authority to adopt such rules as may be "necessary and proper" to execute the 
powers and duties imposed on the District by law [H&SC §40702]. 
 
The District’s legal authority to adopt and enforce PR 415, establishing best management practices 
and requirements to reduce odors from rendering facilities also derives from H&SC §41700, 
which, in pertinent part, prohibits the discharge of air contaminants causing annoyance to the 
public.  It further prohibits the discharge of air contaminants, such as odors, which “endanger the 
comfort, repose, health, or safety of any of those persons or the public, or that cause, or have a 
natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property” [H&SC §41700].  The 
District’s authority granted by H&SC 41700 to protect the public’s comfort and health and safety 
provides for the regulation of facilities in order to prevent the discharge of odors that cause 
nuisance or annoyance to the public. 
 

4 The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 1976 Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health and Safety Code, §§40400-
40540). 

5 Health and Safety Code, §40460 (a). 
6 Health and Safety Code, §40440 (a). 
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In addition, H&SC §40001(b) authorizes the District to adopt rules and regulations, such as PR 
415, and provides, in relevant part, for the prevention and abatement of air pollution episodes 
which cause discomfort or health risks to a significant number of persons. 
 
Proposed Rule (PR) 415 – Odors from Rendering Facilities, is designed to reduce odors from 
facilities conducting rendering operations.  Rendering is a process that converts waste animal 
tissue into stable, value-added commodities, including fat commodities such as yellow grease, 
choice white grease, and bleachable fancy tallow, as well as protein commodities, such as meat 
and bone meal and poultry byproduct meal.  Figure 1-1 depicts various commodities and products 
produced by rendering, including animal feed, fertilizer, biofuels, and cosmetics. 
 

 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/916540/000091654010000031/ex99_1.htm 

 
Figure 1-1 

Products and By-Products Produced by Rendering Operations 
 
Historically, SCAQMD has enforced odor nuisance complaints through SCAQMD Rule 402 – 
Nuisance, which states “a person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities 
of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any 
considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or 
safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury 
or damage to business or property.”  This rule incorporates the language of H&SC §41700.  
SCAQMD has previously adopted rules to address odors from specific categories of industry.  For 
example, SCAQMD Rule 410 – Odors from Transfer Stations and Material Recovery Facilities, 
adopted on October 6, 2006, established odor management practices and requirements to reduce 
odors specifically from municipal solid waste transfer stations and material recovery facilities.  
Additionally, Rule 472 – Reduction of Animal Matter, adopted May 7, 1976, requires odors from 
rendering equipment (i.e., cookers, centrifuges, presses, etc.) to be incinerated or destroyed by an 
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equally effective method.  However, Rule 472 does not address odors generated from fugitive 
sources or wastewater treatment processes associated with the rendering process. 
 
Subsequent to release of the Draft EA in June 2015, various changes were made to the scope and 
requirements of PR 415 and some of the changes were made in response to verbal and written 
comments on the project’s effects. Based on the analysis in the Final EA, none of the changes to 
PR 415 constitutes significant new information or a substantial increase in severity of an 
environmental impact, nor provide new information of substantial importance relative to the Draft 
EA. In addition, revisions to PR 415 in response to verbal or written comments would not create 
new, avoidable significant effects. As a result, these minor revisions do not require recirculation 
of the EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15073.5. 
 
AFFECTED FACILITIES 
The proposed rule applies to new and existing facilities that cook raw rendering materials; facilities 
that process trap grease in addition to rendering, and treatment of wastewater from processes 
associated with rendering or processing of trap grease at these facilities. 
 
Applicability is to facilities that conduct inedible rendering operations, whether or not these 
facilities also conduct edible rendering.  If an integrated facility conducts both edible and inedible 
rendering operations, the edible rendering operations are not subject to the requirements of PR 
415.  Inedible rendering means that the products and by-products of the rendering process are not 
intended for human consumption. 
 
There are five existing facilities that conduct rendering operations in the Basin.  All five are located 
in Vernon in close proximity to one another.  Four facilities are located in the City of Vernon and 
with one facility is located in the City of Los Angeles, with its garage straddling the border with 
the City of Los Angeles Vernon.  Three of the five facilities are independent rendering operations, 
one is integrated with a slaughterhouse and meat-packing plant, and one is integrated with a meat-
packing plant.  Integrated plants operate rendering activities in conjunction with animal slaughter 
and/or meat processing plants.  Because a meat plant typically processes only one animal species 
(such as cattle, hogs, or poultry), its associated rendering operations likewise handle only the 
byproducts of that species. 

Independent operations usually collect material from other sites using specially designed trucks. 
They pick up and transport fat and bone trimmings, inedible meat scraps, blood, feathers, and dead 
animals from meat and poultry slaughterhouses and processors (usually smaller ones without their 
own rendering operations), farms, ranches, feedlots, animal shelters, restaurants, butchers, and 
markets.  As a result, the majority of independent renderers are likely to handle mixed species.  
Most of the resulting products of the rendering process from independent facilities are intended 
for nonhuman consumption (e.g., animal feeds, biofuels, industrial products). 
 
All five facilities would be subject to PR 415.  In addition, one planned facility may be subject to 
the proposed rule if permitted, once it becomes operational. 
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
PR 415 – Odors from Rendering Facilities, is a discretionary action by a public agency, which has 
potential for resulting in direct or indirect changes to the environment and, therefore, is considered 
a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  SCAQMD is the 
lead agency for the proposed project and has prepared this draft environmental assessment (EA) 
with no significant adverse impacts pursuant to its Certified Regulatory Program and SCAQMD 
Rule 110.  California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory 
programs to prepare a plan or other written document in lieu of an environmental impact report or 
negative declaration once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory 
program.  SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of the Resources Agency 
on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.   
 
CEQA and Rule 110 require that potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be 
evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts 
of these projects be identified.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, SCAQMD has prepared 
this draft Final EA to address the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed project.  The draft Final EA is a public disclosure document intended to:  (a) provide the 
lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers and the general public with information on the 
environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) be used as a tool by decision makers to 
facilitate decision making on the proposed project.   
 
SCAQMD’s review of the proposed project shows that the proposed project would not have a 
significant adverse effect on the environment.  Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15252 
and 15126.6(f), no alternatives are proposed to avoid or reduce any significant effects because 
there are no significant adverse impacts, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3), 
mitigation measures are not required for effects not found to be significant.  The analysis in the 
form of the environmental checklist in Chapter 2 supports the conclusion of no significant adverse 
environmental impacts.   
 
Comments received on the Draft EA during the public comment period and responses to comments 
will be prepared and are included in the Final EA Appendix D, Response to Comments, for the 
proposed project. 
 
PROJECT LOCATION 
The potentially affected facilities are located within the SCAQMD jurisdiction.  SCAQMD has 
jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10,743 square miles, consisting of the four-county South 
Coast Air Basin (Basin) (Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside 
and San Bernardino counties), and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin 
(SSAB) and Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s 
jurisdiction and is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, 
and San Jacinto mountains to the north and east (Figure 1-2).  Figure 1-3 depicts the location of 
the five affected rendering facilities. 
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Figure 1-2 
Boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
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Figure 1-3 
Location of Rendering Facilities 

 

 
 
PROJECT OBJECTIVE 
The objectives of the PR 415 are to: 
 

• Implement near-term solutions, such as odor best management practices (BMPs) and 
establishment of specific cause analysis for each confirmed odor event; 

• establish mid-term solutions, such as installation of odor complaint contact sign near 
facility entrances, covering of incoming loads of rendering material, and repaving repair of 
outside raw material receiving areas unloading areas; and 

• establish long-term solutions, such as installation of enclosures (under negative pressure) 
or closed systems for certain processes, installation of odor control equipment or use 
alternative standards for a permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving area, and 
submission of Odor Mitigation Plans (OMP) for facilities if ongoing odor issues persist. 

 
PROJECT BACKGROUND 
PR 415 is the result of an issue that was identified by the working group for the Clean Communities 
Plan (CCP) in the pilot study area of Boyle Heights.  In November 2010, the SCAQMD Governing 
Board approved the CCP.  The objective of the 2010 CCP is to reduce the exposure to air toxics 
and air-related nuisances throughout the District, with emphasis on cumulative impacts.  The 
elements of the 2010 CCP are community exposure reduction, community participation, 
communication and outreach, agency coordination, monitoring and compliance, source-specific 
programs, and nuisance.  SCAQMD staff began implementing the CCP in the pilot study area of 
Boyle Heights, a community near the City of Vernon rendering facilities, by meeting with a 
stakeholder working group beginning in July 2011.  The purpose of this working group was to 
identify air quality issues of importance to the community in Boyle Heights and surrounding 
communities.  The prevalence of odors from rendering facilities in Vernon, directly south of Boyle 
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Heights, was of great concern to the working group and represented a quality of life issue.  As a 
direct result of the CCP pilot study process, SCAQMD staff commenced rulemaking in 2014 to 
address these odors. 

SCAQMD is given broad authority to regulate air pollution from "all sources, other than emissions 
from motor vehicles" [Health and Safety Code (H&SC) §40000].  The term "air pollutant" includes 
odors [H&SC §39013].  Therefore, SCAQMD may establish regulations to control air pollution, 
including odors, from PR 415 sources.  In addition, SCAQMD has authority to adopt such rules as 
may be "necessary and proper" to execute the powers and duties imposed on SCAQMD by law 
[H&SC §40702].  Rule 415 is intended to prevent and abate violations of H&SC §41700, which 
prohibits all pollution nuisance. 
 
RENDERING PROCESS OVERVIEW 
The Rendering Process 
In most facilities, raw materials (including carcasses, slaughter byproducts, etc.) are ground to a 
uniform size and placed in cookers, which evaporate moisture and free fat from protein and bone. 
A series of conveyers, presses, and a centrifuge continue the process of separating fat from solids. 
The finished fat (e.g., tallow, lard, yellow grease) goes into separate tanks, and the solid protein 
(e.g., meat and bone meal, poultry meal) is pressed into cake for processing into animal feed, 
fertilizer, or other uses.  Other rendering systems that consist of specialized equipment may be 
used, including those that recover protein solids from slaughterhouse blood or that process used 
cooking oil from restaurants, including trap grease.  This cooking oil is recovered (often in 55-
gallon drums) for use as yellow grease in non-human food products like animal feeds. 
 

 
 Typical conveyor system observed at a local rendering facility. 
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Batch Rendering 
A batch cooker is designed to be loaded in discrete batches where the raw materials are processed 
to a target moisture content percentage.  Batch processing times vary due to moisture content of 
the raw material, and the operator can adjust the temperature of the cooker as needed to achieve 
the desired moisture content at the end of the cycle.  The batch is then unloaded for fat separation.  
A batch cooker can function as a cooker, dryer, hydrolyzer, or processor. 
 
Continuous Rendering 
Note: The numbers in the following description of a continuous rendering process correspond 

to process points indicated on Figure 1-3 – Schematic Diagram of a Typical Continuous 
Rendering Process. 

 
In a typical continuous rendering process, raw material from receiving bins (1) is transported from 
the bins by a conveyor (2) and discharged across a magnet (3) that removes ferrous metal.  A raw 
material grinder (4) then reduces the raw material to a uniform particle size for material handling 
and improved heat transfer during cooking.  The ground raw material is then metered from a bin 
(5) at a constant rate into a continuous cooker operating at a constant temperature (6). 
 

 
 Typical grinding equipment observed at a local rendering facility. 
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The continuous cooker is generally heated by boiler steam.  The cooker brings raw material to a 
temperature between 240º and 290ºF, evaporating moisture and freeing fat from protein and bone.  
A dehydrated slurry of fat and solids is discharged from the continuous cooker and transported to 
a drainer conveyor (7) that separates liquid fat from solids.  Solids from the drainer conveyor are 
combined with solid discharge from the settling tank (10) and centrifuge (11) and conveyed via a 
discharge conveyor (8) to screw presses (9), which mechanically reduce the solids’ fat content.  
Solids discharged from the screw presses as pressed cake (12) are further processed into meal. 

The fat removed in the screw presses (9) is pumped to a settling tank (10), along with fat discharged 
from the drainer conveyor.  In the settling tank, heavier bone and protein particles settle to the 
bottom.  Liquid fat from the settling tank is pumped to a centrifuge (11), which removes solid 
impurities from the fat. The clarified fat is further processed or stored as finished fat7. 

Water vapor exits the continuous cooker (6) through a vapor duct system that generally includes 
an entrainment trap to separate entrained solids and return them to the cooker.  A duct system then 
transports vapor to a condenser (13).  Non-condensable gases are removed from the condenser and 
routed to an odor control system (not shown).  Odorous gases from other parts of the process are 
also routed to the odor control system through a ductwork system.  Figure 1-4 presents a schematic 
diagram of a typical continuous dry rendering process. 

 

7 Essential Rendering – National Renderers Association, 2006, ISBN: 0-9654660-3-5 
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Figure 1-4 
Schematic of Typical Continuous Dry Rendering Process 

 

 
From Rendering: A Proven Disposal Technology; Hamilton, R. (2003). Kansas City, Missouri: Midwest Regional Carcass 
Disposal Conference. 
 
Odor control remains one of the rendering industry’s greatest challenges.  Research in the early 
1970s indicated that untreated rendering plant emissions could be detected up to 20 miles away 
from rendering facilities plants8.  As for the sheer number of odorous compounds in rendering 
odors, 110 volatile compounds can be identified in rendering odors, with about 25 contributing 
most noticeably to rendering plant odors9.  Most of these organic compounds are generated from 

8 “Odor Controls for Rendering Plants.” Environmental Science and Technology 7 (6):504-510.  Bethea, Murthy, Carey; 1973. 
9 “Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry Identification of Organic Volatiles Contributing to Rendering Odors.” 

Environmental Science and Technology 16 (12):883-886.  Van Langenhove, Van Wassenhove, Coppin, Van Acker, Schamp; 
1982 
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the breakdown of proteins and fats during the cooking process10 or during decay of raw material 
prior to cooking. 

Besides organic compounds, other odor compounds of concern from rendering operations include 
hydrogen sulfide and ammonia.  Because of the wide variety of chemical compounds contributing 
to rendering plant odors, current strategies for odor control rely on destroying all volatile 
compounds being emitted. However, the most offensive odor compounds may not necessarily be 
the most prevalent in a mixture of volatiles11. 

There are several operations and processes within a rendering facility that have noticeable odors 
associated with them.  These include, in no particular order of odor intensity; raw material 
receiving, raw material size reduction, cooking, fat processing, and wastewater treatment.  High 
intensity odors from the cooker are currently required to be incinerated at 1202oF for at least 0.3 
seconds under SCAQMD Rule 472 – Reduction of Animal Matter.  Incineration at this temperature 
is a highly effective odor control method for organic compounds, the composition of most 
substances in rendering odors. 
 
Since the high intensity odors emitted from the cooking process are already required to be 
controlled, the nature of odors that continue to be present at a rendering facility from the processes 
noted are fugitive in nature.  There are many points both in a batch cooking process as well as in 
a continuous cooking process where fugitive odors can escape.  Collectively, this large number of 
sources of fugitive odors can create odors which are emitted from a rendering facility and can 
travel beyond the facility’s property line. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
SCAQMD staff is developing PR 415 to reduce odors from facilities conducting rendering 
operations.  In general, PR 415 will require existing rendering facilities to enclose provide a 
permanent total enclosure or a closed system for certain rendering operations, install odor emission 
control equipment, and carry out best management practices (BMPs).  PR 415 will allow an 
unventilated permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving, provided a secondary odor 
containment method is used at each enclosure opening.  The proposed rule will be implemented in 
addition to continued enforcement of public nuisances under Rule 402. 
 
Specifically, PR 415 contains the following core requirements for applicable rendering facilities. 
 
 Odor BMPs 

BMPs under PR 415 that will assist in reducing odors from various points or processes 
within a rendering facility include: 

o Covering of Incoming Transport Vehicles – cover truck bed; 
o Direct Transfer Delivery of Raw Rendering Materials – directly into permanent 

total enclosure or into covered containers within 60 minutes after the end of 
material delivery;  

10 http://www.rendermagazine.com/articles/2012-issues/august-2012/development-of-new-odor-control-methods/ 
11  http://www.rendermagazine.com/articles/2012-issues/august-2012/development-of-new-odor-control-methods/ 
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o Washing of Outgoing Transport Vehicles – prior to leaving facility; 
o Washing of Drums and Containers – prior to leaving facility; 
o Holding Time of Incoming Raw Rendering Materials – no more than 4 hours at 

ambient temperature, or within 6 hours after delivery for material delivered below 
ambient temperature; 

o Repair of Outside Raw Material Receiving Area Facility Grounds (applies to 
receiving areas and where rendering materials come in contact with the ground) – 
no more than 180 days; 

o Holding Time of Raw Materials after Size-reduction – no more than 1-hr after size 
reduction or grinding activities, for raw rendering materials at a facility utilizing a 
batch cooking process; 

o Holding Time of Cooked Materials – no more than 1-hr after removing from batch 
cooker; 

o Transfer of Raw or Cooked12 Rendering Materials between Enclosures – by closed 
system of conveyance or odor-tight covered containers; 

o Trap Grease Delivery Trucks – in a closed system; 
o Venting Trap Grease Delivery Vehicles to Odor Control Equipment – unless truck 

is unloaded inside a permanent enclosure already vented to odor control equipment; 
o Washing Cleaning of Floor Drains – inspected and cleaned not less frequently than 

once per month to remove accumulation of rendering materials maintain drains to 
prevent accumulation of rendering materials; 

o Washdown of Receiving Areas – at least once per shift each working day. 
o Alternative Odor BMP – The owner or operator of a rendering facility may use an 

Alternative Odor BMP provided that (A) the Alternative Odor BMP meets the same 
objective the Odor BMP that it is replacing, (B) the owner or operator of a rendering 
facility submits a written request to the Executive Officer stating how the 
Alternative Odor BMP meets the same objective as the Odor BMP it is replacing; 
and (c) the Executive Officer approves the Alternative Odor BMP. 

It should be noted that the last three BMPs would no longer be required after an existing facility 
begins operating certain processes within a permanent enclosure or closed system.  Since these 
processes would occur within the permanent enclosure, any odors emitted from these processes 
would be captured by odor control equipment serving the permanent enclosure. 

 
 Permanent Total Enclosure and Odor Control Standards / Operate in a Closed System 

o Permanent Total Enclosure – All facilities are required to operate certain odorous 
processes within a permanent total enclosure or within a closed system.  This 
requirement is applicable to new facilities upon startup and to existing facilities 
within approximately 3 2 to 4 years after rule adoption (allows for planning and 
time to obtain necessary permits).  Existing facilities are required to submit a permit 

12 Cooked rendering materials at facilities with a batch cooker. 
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application to SCAQMD within 12 months after rule adoption for odor control 
equipment, to be evaluated in combination with a permanent total enclosure. 
 

 Closed System 
o Closed System means a system handling any combination of solids, liquids, vapor 

and air at a rendering facility, in which odors are contained within the system. A 
closed system must be maintained in a manner that minimizes leaks from occurring 
and prevents odors from escaping from the system, to the maximum extent possible. 
Material conveyors and troughs that are components of a closed system shall be 
completely enclosed on all sides, except for doors or panels for maintenance and 
personnel access. Bins and hoppers that are components of a closed system shall be 
completely enclosed on all sides, except for doors or panels, and maintenance and 
personnel access. Mating metal surfaces on doors or access panels under this 
paragraph shall be sealed with gasket material. Air gaps in components of a closed 
system shall be sealed with gasket material or with caulk or sealant. Each section 
of ductwork containing vapor within a closed system shall be sealed at every 
connection to mating components of the closed system using best industry practices 
and materials. Any alternative to a closed system must be approved by the 
Executive Officer. 

 Odor Control Equipment 
o Odor Control System – All permanent total enclosures are required to be ventilated 

to odor control equipment.  The purpose of this requirement is to prevent release of 
odorous or foul air from a permanent total enclosure directly into the environment.  
The timing for this requirement is the same as the timing for a permanent total 
enclosure – upon startup for new facilities, and within 24 months after a Permit to 
Construct (P/C) is issued for the combined permanent total enclosure /odor control 
system for existing facilities.  An odor control system that treats fugitive odors from 
inside a permanent total enclosure must be designed and operated to maintain a control 
efficiency of not less than 70 percent for nitrogen compounds and not less than 70 
percent for sulfur compounds. 

o Alternative Standards – An owner or operator may elect to meet the alternative 
standards for a permanent total enclosure for the raw materials receiving area 
provided that: all access doors shall not be open except during ingress and egress 
of vehicles, equipment or people; openings on opposite ends of a building where 
air movement can pass through both openings shall not be simultaneously open for 
more than 5 minutes; all routine enclosure openings for vehicles or equipment 
ingress and egress shall use one of the following: automatic doors with an air 
curtain mounted on the interior of the opening with a design velocity of 3,000 feet 
per minute, that is operated continuously when the door is open; vestibule; air lock 
system; or an alternative method to minimize release of odors from each enclosure 
opening of the building enclosure may be used if the owner or operator can 
demonstrate to the Executive Officer an equivalent or more effective method(s) to 
those specified in the rule.  
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 Wastewater Treatment 
o Certain wastewater treatment processes are required to be enclosed within a 

permanent total enclosure (ventilated to odor control) or operated in a closed 
system.  This includes screens, skimmers, clarifiers (including dissolved air 
flotation), settling tanks, sludge dewatering equipment and the outlet of wastewater 
treatment to the city sewer.  An exemption is provided for high dilution wastewater 
treatment equipment. 

 Odor Complaint Contact Sign 
o All rendering facilities are required to display a sign with contact information for 

area residents and businesses to phone in odor complaints.  This requirement is 
applicable upon startup for new facilities and within 6 months after rule adoption 
for existing facilities.  The sign must list SCAQMD’s 1-800-CUT-SMOG number 
as the first contact for odor complaints.  If desired by the rendering facility 
owner/operator, a secondary contact at the facility may be listed on the sign. 

 Odor Mitigation Plan 
o In the case of pervasive and ongoing odorous emissions from a rendering facility, 

the owner or operator may be required to submit an Odor Mitigation Plan (OMP).  
There are two situations that can trigger this requirement, as follows: 
 A Notice of Violation (NOV) is received for Public Nuisance subject to 

Rule 402; 
 Three or more confirmed odor events are received in a consecutive 180-day 

period.  A confirmed odor event is an odor event that has been verified as 
coming from a specific source by SCAQMD Compliance personnel after an 
investigation.  It takes at least three complaints from different physical 
addresses to comprise a confirmed odor event.  When an investigation 
following three or more complaints determines that objectionable odors are 
being emitted from a particular facility and travelling beyond the property 
boundary of the facility, that event is determined to be a confirmed odor 
event. 

 Specific Cause Analysis 
o If a facility receives a Rule 402 NOV for public nuisance, or if a confirmed odor 

event is declared for a facility, an analysis of the specific cause(s) surrounding the 
NOV (3 verified odor complaints) or odor event must be conducted.  The analysis 
is a process used by a facility subject to this rule to investigate the cause of the 
confirmed odor event, identify corrective measures needed, and corrective 
measures taken to prevent recurrence of a similar event. 

 
 Recordkeeping Requirements 

o The owner or operator of a rendering facility shall collect and maintain the 
following records: (1) readings taken by anemometer to demonstrate compliance 
with the inward face velocity requirement of the ventilation system; (2) written or 
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electronic log of all odor complaints received by the rendering facility contact 
person; (3) weekly records of the weight of inedible raw rendering materials, for 
rendering operations located at integrated rendering facilities; and (4) records of 
each day of operation shall be kept for low-use rendering facilities exempt under 
paragraph (l)(4). 

 Equipment Breakdown and Emergency Rendering Services 
o If additional time is necessary to comply with PR 415 due to the inability of another 

rendering facility to accept animal carcasses and parts, an owner or operator of a 
rendering facility shall be allowed additional time to move raw rendering materials 
into a permanent total enclosure, provided they comply with certain requirements 
outlined under subdivision (k). 
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INTRODUCTION 
The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's potential 
adverse environmental impacts.  This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse 
environmental impacts that may be created by the proposed project.  
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
Project Title: Proposed Rule 415 – Odors from Rendering Facilities 
Lead Agency Name: South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Lead Agency Address: 21865 Copley Drive 

Diamond Bar, CA  91765 
CEQA Contact Person: Ms. Jillian Wong (909) 396-3176 
Rule Contact Person Mr. Bob Gottschalk (909) 396-2456 
Project Sponsor's Name: South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Project Sponsor's Address: 21865 Copley Drive 

Diamond Bar, CA  91765 
General Plan Designation: Not applicable 
Zoning: Not applicable 
Description of Project: SCAQMD is developing a rule to reduce odors from 

facilities conducting rendering operations.  Proposed Rule 
(PR) 415 is the result of an issue that was identified by the 
working group for the Clean Communities Plan (CCP) in 
the pilot study area of Boyle Heights.  The prevalence of 
odors from rendering facilities in Vernon, directly south of 
Boyle Heights, was of great concern to the working 
group.  PR 415 will require existing rendering facilities to 
enclose provide a permanent total enclosure or a closed 
system for certain rendering operations, install odor 
emission control equipment or use alternative standards for 
a permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving area 
and carry out best management practices (BMPs). 

Surrounding Land Uses and 
Setting: 

Not applicable 

Other Public Agencies 
Whose Approval is 
Required: 

None 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
The following environmental impact areas have been assessed to determine their potential to be 
affected by the proposed project.  As indicated by the checklist on the following pages, 
environmental topics marked with an "" have the potential to be adversely affected by the 
proposed project.  An explanation relative to the determination of impacts can be found following 
the checklist for each area. 
 

 Aesthetics  Geology and Soils  Population and 
Housing 

 Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources  Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials  Public Services 

 
Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

 Hydrology and Water 
Quality  Recreation 

 Biological Resources  Land Use and 
Planning  Solid/Hazardous Waste 

 Cultural Resources  Mineral Resources  Transportation/Traffic 

 Energy  Noise  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
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DETERMINATION 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find the proposed project, in accordance with those findings made pursuant to 
CEQA Guideline §15252, COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no 
significant impacts has been prepared. 

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

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

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

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

 

Date: July 10, 2015      Signature:      
          Jillian Wong 
   Title:   Program Supervisor   

   Telephone:  (909) 396-3176   
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION 
As discussed in Chapter 1, the main focus of PR 415 is to reduce odors from facilities conducting 
rendering operations.  In general, PR 415 will require existing rendering facilities to enclose 
provide a permanent total enclosure or a closed system for certain rendering operations, install 
odor emission control equipment or use alternative standards for a permanent total enclosure for 
raw material receiving area, and carry out BMPs.  The proposed rule will be implemented in 
addition to continued enforcement of public nuisances under Rule 402. 

The objectives of the proposed rule are to: 

• implement near-term solutions, such as implementation of odor BMPs and establishment 
of specific cause analysis for each confirmed odor event; 

• establish mid-term solutions, such as installation of odor complaint contact sign near 
facility entrances, cover incoming truck loads, and repaving of unloading areas repair of 
the outside raw material receiving area; and 

• establish long-term solutions, such as installation of enclosures (under negative pressure) 
or closed systems for certain processes, installation of odor control equipment or use 
alternative standards for a permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving area, and 
submission of Odor Mitigation Plans for ongoing odor issues. 

 
In order to ensure that any potential significant adverse environmental impacts are identified and 
evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid any potential significant adverse 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project are identified and evaluated, an 
environmental impact analysis was conducted based on the worst-case impact scenario one of the 
larger facilities in the current affected facility inventory as a basis to estimate maximum 
foreseeable impacts.  
 
The estimated “worst-case” construction scenario was based on information the maximum amount 
of demolition and building construction provided by the facility of future construction 
activities/upgrades to the current infrastructure necessary at the affected facilities in order to 
comply with the proposed rule.  The construction scenario analyzed includes demolition of up to 
9,000 square feet of existing structures, the fabrication of a maximum of three six new enclosure 
structures (totaling a maximum of 19,075 square feet) and associated trenching/concrete activities 
for the footings of the new structures, paving of the receiving area, and the installation of three 
four new air pollution control devices (APCDs) (e.g. scrubbers or carbon adsorption systems).  
This particular facility was chosen for the analysis because it required the most construction 
activities of the five facilities currently in the affected inventory.  Therefore, this construction 
estimate was used as an example for a “worst-case” impact scenario (see Appendix C).   
 
It is expected that the demolition, installation of enclosures, APCDs and paving activities 
associated with the pavement repair of the outside raw material receiving area will generate 
secondary air quality impacts during construction.  Newly installed APCDs may also generate 
potential hydrology and energy impacts from operation.  The peak daily emissions vary for each 
pollutant depending on the construction phase (demolition, enclosure construction, paving, APCD 
installation), which do not overlap in time, as the enclosures would need to be constructed prior to 
the installation of the APCDs or the secondary odor containment system. Modeling assumes 
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construction at a maximum of three facilities at any one time. Specific construction phase durations 
are included in Appendix C.   
 
Construction activities that require use of heavy construction equipment would only be onsite for 
a limited amount of time during construction of the permanent total enclosures (up to two months). 
Peak emissions in the air quality impact analysis is based on the worst-case day, which is 
dependent on the demolition volumes and new building construction anticipated during the 
demolition and building construction phases. Installation of other project components (e.g., 
APCDs) would not generate higher construction emission than that generated during the worst-
case construction phase. 
 
While the worst-case impact scenario is based on the conservative assumption that all construction 
activities associated with the proposed rule would overlap, Facility B would necessitate the 
majority of upgrades needed to comply with the proposed rule. Other facilities that are anticipated 
to conduct improvements/modifications as a result of the proposed project are expected to require 
fewer enclosures, less control devices, and less paving activities than the proposed construction 
scenario being evaluated.  Therefore, any potential adverse impacts from the construction or 
operation of new modifications at the other affected facilities as a result of the proposed project 
are expected to be less than the potential adverse impacts for the proposed worst-case impact 
construction scenario being evaluated.  Additionally, the five affected facilities have a total of three 
years to be in compliance with the proposed rule requirements.  Therefore, the worst-case impact 
scenario provides a conservative estimate of the maximum daily construction emissions generated 
by implementation of the proposed rule. an overlap of daily construction activities is not expected.  
However, based on the air quality analysis conducted, even if two facilities performed concurrent 
construction activities, calculated construction-related emissions would still be less than 
significant. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

I. AESTHETICS.  Would the project:     
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 

scenic vista? 
    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
Significance Criteria 
The proposed project impacts on aesthetics will be considered significant if: 
- The project will block views from a scenic highway or corridor. 
- The project will adversely affect the visual continuity of the surrounding area. 
- The impacts on light and glare will be considered significant if the project adds lighting which 

would add glare to residential areas or sensitive receptors. 
 
Discussion 
I. a), b), c) & d)  Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from 
facilities conducting rendering operations.  Specifically, PR 415 will require existing rendering 
facilities to enclose provide a permanent total enclosure or a closed system for certain rendering 
operations, install APCDs for the enclosures or use alternative standards for a permanent total 
enclosure for raw material receiving area, and carry out BMPs.   
 
The majority of the affected rendering facilities are located in the City of Vernon, CA, and one 
facility is located in the City of Los Angeles. The area surrounding the affected facilities which is 
an existing highly industrialized commercial area that does not have any known scenic vistas or 
scenic resources (see below).  The types of enclosures required by PR 415 are not expected to be 
any larger or visually dissimilar to other structures on the existing facilities or neighboring 
properties.  Since all the affected facilities are located in a highly industrialized setting, there are 
no scenic resources, scenic vistas, or scenic highways/corridors in the vicinity of the facilities 
affected by PR415. Therefore, the construction of new enclosures or buildings would not obstruct 
any scenic resources or degrade the existing visual character of any affected site, including but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings.   
 
While a Landmark Wall surrounds Facility C, aerial photographs show that there are existing 
structures within 50 feet of the Landmark Wall that are visible from the roadway right-of-way. 
The new permanent total enclosure would not be located closer to the Landmark Wall than the 
current buildings are and would also not be taller than the current buildings are. Additionally, 
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proposed signage, consistent with the requirements of PR 415, would be similar in scale as the 
existing signage and would not have the potential to significantly alter the visual character of the 
Landmark Wall.  
 
Further, the proposed project would not involve the require minimal (9,000 square feet under the 
worst-case impact scenario) of demolition of any existing buildings or facilities (it would rather 
require enclosing specific operations), require the acquisition of any new land or the surrendering 
of existing land, or modify any existing land use designations or zoning ordinances.  All new 
enclosures would be developed within the existing footprints of the affected facilities.  Thus, the 
proposed project is not expected to degrade the visual character of any site or its surroundings 
from the existing visual character, affect any scenic vista, or damage scenic resources.  New 
enclosures developed at the affected facilities are still expected to comply with any local lighting 
ordinances for safety purposes.  However, since the proposed project would primarily affect 
already existing developed facilities, it is not expected to create any new source of substantial light 
or glare.   
 
The following pictures are typical views of the setting in which the affected rendering facilities 
are located: 
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Based upon these considerations, significant adverse aesthetics impacts are not anticipated and 
will not be further analyzed in this Draft Final EA.  Since no significant adverse aesthetics impacts 
were identified, no mitigation measures are necessary or required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or 
cause rezoning of, forest land (as 
defined in Public Resources Code 
§12220(g)), timberland (as defined by 
Public Resources Code §4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government 
Code §51104 (g))? 

    

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

    

 
Significance Criteria 
Project-related impacts on agriculture and forestry resources will be considered significant if any 
of the following conditions are met: 
- The proposed project conflicts with existing zoning or agricultural use or Williamson Act 

contracts. 
- The proposed project will convert prime farmland, unique farmland or farmland of statewide 

importance as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the farmland mapping and monitoring 
program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use. 

- The proposed project conflicts with existing zoning for, or causes rezoning of, forest land (as 
defined in Public Resources Code §12220(g)), timberland (as defined in Public Resources 
Code §4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code § 
51104 (g)). 

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

 
Discussion 
II. a), b), c) & d)  Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from 
facilities conducting rendering operations.  Specifically, PR 415 will require existing rendering 
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facilities to enclose provide a permanent total enclosure or a closed system for certain rendering 
operations, install APCDs for the enclosures or use alternative standards for a permanent total 
enclosure for raw material receiving area, and carry out BMPs.  Implementation of the proposed 
rule would require construction activities such as demolition, the installation of new enclosures, 
and associated trenching/concrete activities for the footings of the new enclosures, repair of the 
outside raw material receiving areas paving of receiving areas, and the installation of new APCDs 
or secondary odor containment system for the raw materials receiving enclosures. 
 
The affected facilities are zoned for “industrial” land use by the City of Vernon and the City of 
Los Angeles. None of the affected facilities are designated as agricultural land use. Construction 
of new enclosures or installation of new control equipment as a result of the implementation of the 
proposed project are expected to take place within the current footprint of existing rendering 
facilities, which are located within highly urbanized areas that are typically designated as 
commercial/industrial.  Therefore, adoption of the proposed project would not result in any new 
construction of buildings or other structures that would convert farmland to non-agricultural use 
or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.  The proposed project 
would not require converting farmland to non-agricultural uses because the potentially affected 
facilities already completely developed.  For the same reasons, the proposed project would not 
result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 
 
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse agricultural and forestry resource impacts are 
not anticipated and will not be further analyzed in this Draft Final EA.  Since no significant 
agriculture and forestry resource impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are necessary or 
required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY AND 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS.  
Would the project: 

    

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

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

    

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

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
Air Quality Significance Criteria 
To determine whether or not air quality impacts from adopting and implementing the proposed 
project are significant, impacts will be evaluated and compared to the criteria in Table 2-1.  The 
project will be considered to have significant adverse air quality impacts if any one of the 
thresholds in Table 2-1 are equaled or exceeded. 
 
To determine whether or not greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed project may be 
significant, impacts will be evaluated and compared to the 10,000 MT CO2/year threshold for 
industrial sources for SCAQMD lead agency projects. 
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Table 2-1 
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Mass Daily Thresholds a 

Pollutant Construction b Operation c 
NOx 100 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

VOC 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

PM10 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 

PM2.5 55 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

SOx 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 

CO 550 lbs/day 550 lbs/day 

Lead 3 lbs/day 3 lbs/day 

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

(including carcinogens and non-carcinogens) 
Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ≥ 10 in 1 million 

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

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402 
GHG 10,000 MT/yr CO2eq for industrial facilities 

Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants d 
NO2 

 
1-hour average 

annual arithmetic mean 

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or 
contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards: 

0.18 ppm (state) 
0.03 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal) 

PM10 
24-hour average 
annual average 

 
10.4 µg/m3 (construction)e & 2.5 µg/m3  (operation) 

1.0 µg/m3 
PM2.5 

24-hour average 
 

10.4 µg/m3 (construction)e & 2.5 µg/m3  (operation) 
SO2 

1-hour average 
24-hour average 

 
0.25 ppm (state) & 0.075 ppm (federal – 99th percentile) 

0.04 ppm (state) 
Sulfate 

24-hour average 
 

25 µg/m3 (state) 
CO 

 
1-hour average 
8-hour average 

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or 
contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards: 

20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal) 
9.0 ppm (state/federal) 

Lead 
30-day Average 

Rolling 3-month average 
Quarterly average 

 
1.5 µg/m3 (state) 

0.15 µg/m3 (federal) 
1.5 µg/m3 (federal) 

a Source: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD, 1993) 
b  Construction thresholds apply to both the South Coast Air Basin and Coachella Valley (Salton Sea and Mojave Desert Air Basins).  
c For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholds for operation are the same as the construction thresholds. 
d Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unless otherwise stated. 
e Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD Rule 403.  

KEY: lbs/day = pounds per day ppm = parts per million µg/m3 = microgram per cubic meter ≥  = greater than or equal to 
 MT/yr  CO2eq = metric tons per year of CO2 equivalents > = greater than 
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III. a), b) and f)  Attainment of the state and federal ambient air quality standards protects sensitive 
receptors and the public in general from the adverse effects of criteria pollutants which are known 
to have adverse human health effects.  SCAQMD is required by law to prepare a comprehensive 
district-wide Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) which includes strategies (e.g., control 
measures) to reduce emission levels to achieve and maintain state and federal ambient air quality 
standards, and to ensure that new sources of emissions are planned and operated to be consistent 
with SCAQMD’s air quality goals.  The AQMP’s air pollution reduction strategies include control 
measures which target stationary, area, mobile and indirect sources.  These control measures are 
based on feasible methods of attaining ambient air quality standards.  Pursuant to the provisions 
of both the state and federal Clean Air Acts (CAA)s, SCAQMD is required to attain the state and 
federal ambient air quality standards for all criteria pollutants. 
 
The main focus of PR 415 is to establish odor BMPs and requirements to reduce odors from 
facilities rendering animals and animal parts.  The main requirements of the proposed project are 
to operate certain odorous processes within a permanent total enclosure or within a closed system, 
ventilate the enclosures to odor control equipment, and implement BMPs for odor control.  
Implementing the proposed rule amendments do not conflict or obstruct implementation of the 
AQMP or federal CAA. 

Construction Impacts 
Construction-related emissions can be distinguished as either onsite or offsite.  Onsite emissions 
generated during construction principally consist of exhaust emissions (NOx, SOx, CO, VOC, and 
PM10) from the operation of heavy-duty construction equipment, fugitive dust (as PM10) from 
disturbed soil, and VOC emissions from asphaltic paving and painting.  Offsite emissions during 
the construction phase normally consist of exhaust emissions and entrained paved road dust (as 
PM10) from worker commute trips, material delivery trips, and haul truck material removal trips 
to and from the construction site. 
 
Implementation of the proposed rule would require construction activities such as demolition, the 
installation of new enclosures and associated trenching/concrete activities for the footings of the 
new enclosures, repair of the outside raw material receiving areas paving of receiving areas, and 
the installation of new APCDs or the secondary odor containment system for the raw material 
receiving enclosures. 
 
In order to ensure that any potential significant adverse air quality impacts are identified and 
evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid any potential significant adverse air quality 
impacts associated with the proposed project are identified and evaluated, an environmental impact 
analysis was conducted for the worst-case impact scenario based on conservative estimates of 
demolition and construction of enclosures by the rendering facilities and overlap among affected 
facilities using one of the larger facilities in the current affected facility inventory as a basis for 
estimating maximum foreseeable impacts.  The estimated construction scenario was based on 
information provided by the facilities and estimates based on SCAQMD research facility of future 
construction activities/upgrades to the current infrastructure in order to comply with the proposed 
rule.  The construction scenario analyzed includes: 
 

• demolition of 9,000 square feet of existing structures; 
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• fabrication of three six new enclosure structures totaling 19,075 square feet and associated 
trenching/concrete activities for the footings of the new structures; 

• repair of the outside raw material receiving areas paving of the receiving area; 

• installation of three four new air pollution control devices (APCDs) (e.g. scrubbers or 
carbon adsorption systems). 

This particular facility was chosen for the analysis because it required the most construction 
activities of the five facilities currently in the affected inventory.  Since the five affected facilities 
have a total of three years to be in compliance with the proposed rule requirements (and one facility 
is currently close to meeting all of the rule requirements and another facility qualifies for the low 
use exemption), an overlap of daily construction activities is not expected. However, the worst-
case impact scenario is based on the conservative assumption that all construction activities 
associated with the proposed rule would overlap.  Therefore, this construction estimate was used 
as an example for a “worst-case” impact scenario.   
 
The installation of enclosures, APCDs and paving activities will generate secondary air quality 
impacts during construction.  Installation of other project components (e.g., APCDs) would not 
generate higher construction emission than that generated during the worst-case construction 
phase. 
 
Enclosures – Construction Emissions 
Table 2-2 depicts the estimated enclosure sizes to be added for the worst-case impact scenario 
facility analysis. 

Table 2-2 
New Enclosures for Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario 

Area Size of Structure (sq. ft.) 
Wastewater treatment areaa 3,500 3,850 
Secondary processing plant 10,000 4,000 

Main processing plant 40,000 1,600 
Receiving area Included with main processing plant 9,625 

Material handling building  Included with main processing plant 
Total 19,075 

 
The CalEEMod™ emissions computer model was run to estimate emissions from the construction 
of the enclosures listed above.  CalEEMod™ is a statewide land use emissions computer model 
designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and 
environmental professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions associated with both construction and operations from a variety of land use 
projects.  The model quantifies direct emissions from construction and operations (including 
vehicle use), as well as indirect emissions, such as GHG emissions from energy use, solid waste 
disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water use.  At the time of the Draft EA, 
CalEEMod™ Version 2013.3.2 was the latest version available.  Table 2-3 summarizes the peak 
daily construction emissions due to the installation of the new enclosures as part of the worst-case 
impact scenario project.  A detailed CalEEMod™ construction emissions output spreadsheet 
including emission estimates and assumptions used in the calculations is provided in Appendix C.  
Peak daily construction air quality impacts, including demolition, the fabrication of the three six 
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new structures and associated trenching/concrete activities for the footings of the new structures, 
as well as repair paving of the outside raw material receiving area, have been determined to not 
exceed any applicable significance thresholds.  Since each phase must be entirely completed before 
the next phase can commence, there would be no overlap of construction phases for the 
construction of the new enclosures at the individual facilities.  Additionally, the enclosures are 
expected to be equipped with high-speed doors and other appropriate building envelope openings 
in order to ensure that negative pressure is maintained. 
 

Table 2-3 
Peak Construction Emissions Due to Construction of New 

Enclosures for Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario 

PEAK CONSTRUCTION VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 
lbs/day lbs/day lbs/day lbs/day lbs/day lbs/day 

Daily Emissions from Peak 
Construction Phase* 

3.48 
2.69 

27.05 
16.09 

34.99 
25.77 

0.04 
0.03 

4.79 
3.65 

2.62 
2.23 

SCAQMD CEQA SIGNIFICANCE 
THRESHOLD 75 550 100 150 150 55 

SIGNIFICANT? NO NO NO NO NO NO 
*Peak phase (demolition) also lasts for approximately 10 days, substantially reducing the potential for overlapping with the peak 
phase from another facility in the three year compliance period. 
 
Control Equipment (APCDs) – Construction Emissions 
Construction emissions were estimated for the installation of APCDs for the worst-case impact 
scenario facility analysis.  Table 2-4 depicts the anticipated control equipment needed to comply 
with the requirements of the proposed rule.  The installation of these APCDs was evaluated to 
determine the potential for significant environmental impacts at the largest affected facility for the 
worst-case impact scenario facility analysis.   
 

Table 2-4 
New Control Equipment for Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario 

Area Control Equipment 
Wastewater treatment area 1 scrubber and 1 carbon adsorption system 
Secondary processing plant 1 scrubber _N/A – Closed System 

Main processing plant 2 scrubbers 1 carbon adsorption system 
Receiving area Included with Main processing plant  

and 1 carbon adsorption system 
Material handling building  Included with Main processing plant 

Total 1 scrubber and 3 carbon adsorption systems 
 
The type of construction-related activities attributable to installing control equipment would 
consist predominantly of cutting, welding, etc., since most control equipment is manufactured off-
site and brought to the location.  For the purposes of this analysis, construction activities 
undertaken to install the APCDs are anticipated to entail the use of portable equipment (e.g., 
generators and compressors) and handheld equipment by small construction crews to weld, cut, 
and grind metal structures.  Additionally, criteria pollutant emissions were calculated for all on-
road vehicles transporting workers, vendors, and material removal and delivery associated with 
the control equipment. 
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To analyze the “worst-case” emissions from construction activities associated with the installation 
of the APCDs, SCAQMD staff assumed that two APCDs could be installed at any given time for 
the worst-case impact scenario facility analysis.  It is expected that the facility would not 
completely shut down operations for the installation of APCDs at all three required locations at 
the same time.  Therefore, it is likely that only one APCD would be installed at a time.  However, 
to conduct a more conservative analysis, the CalEEMod™ model was run using a scenario of 
installing two APCDs at any given time.  SCAQMD staff assumed that the maximum daily 
emissions from construction-related activities for each phase would all occur on the same day.  
Table 2-5 presents the results of SCAQMD’s construction air quality analysis.  Spreadsheets with 
the results and assumptions used for this analysis are included in Appendices B and C. 
 

Table 2-5 
Peak Construction Emissions Due to Installation of New APCDs 

for Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario 

PEAK CONSTRUCTION VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 
lbs/day lbs/day lbs/day lbs/day lbs/day lbs/day 

Total Project Emissions 3.20 
2.58 

16.37 
15.42 

20.90 
18.41 

0.026 
0.03 

1.61 
1.33 

1.43 
1.13 

SCAQMD CEQA SIGNIFICANCE 
THRESHOLD 75 550 100 150 150 55 

SIGNIFICANT? NO NO NO NO NO NO 
 
Construction activities that require use of heavy construction equipment would only be onsite for 
a limited amount of time during construction of the permanent total enclosures. The air quality 
impact analysis is based on the worst-case day, which is dependent on the demolition volumes and 
new building construction anticipated during the demolition and building construction phases. The 
assumption that construction may take up to two months does not represent the total length of time 
required for other interior and exterior renovations needed to comply with PR 415, because 
installation of other project components would not generate higher construction emission than that 
generated during the worst-case construction phase.  
 
It should be noted that the analysis of construction air quality impacts was a “worst-case” analysis 
because it assumes that the peak construction would occur from the worst-case impact scenario 
facility that had based on the largest footprint and size of enclosures to construct and the most 
APCDs to install at the affected facilities in order to comply with PR 415.  There are a number of 
factors that would preclude concurrent construction activities including: availability of 
construction crews, type and size of control equipment to be constructed, engineering time 
necessary to plan and design the control equipment, permitting constraints, etc.  Furthermore, as a 
“worst-case,” SCAQMD’s air quality impacts analysis assumes that construction that utilizes use 
of heavy construction equipment could take up to two months to complete.  Depending on the 
actual enclosure construction schedule and the type and size of the control equipment to be 
constructed, actual construction time could be substantially less than two months.  Construction 
emissions at associated with the worst-case impact analysis scenario facility would not exceed any 
of the significance thresholds identified in Tables 2-3 and 2-5.  Finally, once construction is 
complete, construction air quality impacts would cease.  Moreover, since peak-day emissions are 
substantially smaller than SCAQMD significance thresholds, impacts will still not be significant 
even if more than one facility were under construction at the same time. 
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The peak daily emissions vary for each pollutant depending on the construction phase, which do 
not overlap in time, as the enclosures would need to be constructed prior to the installation of the 
APCDs.  Those peaks are presented in Appendix C.  The significance determination for the 
construction is based on the peak daily emissions during any construction phase.  Therefore, all of 
the construction impacts from the project are not significant for criteria pollutant emissions. 
 
Localized Significance Thresholds for Construction 
The localized significance threshold (LST) methodology was developed to be used as a tool to 
assist lead agencies to analyze localized impacts associated with proposed projects.  A search was 
conducted for any potential sensitive receptors that may be located within 1/4-mile of any currently 
known affected facility. 

Table 2-6 
Residential Receptor Distance 

Affected Facility Address Residential Receptor Distance (feet) 
4020 Bandini Boulevard 2,500 

2626 E. 25th Street 3,300 
3049 E. Vernon Avenue 4,800 
4105 Bandini Boulevard 3,100 
3275 E. Vernon Avenue 4,800 

 
There are no sensitive receptors within 1/4-mile of the currently affected facilities, and therefore, 
no further LST analysis is needed. 
 
Additionally, a screening health risk analysis using the most recent guidance from the state Office 
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) was prepared based on the total amount 
of diesel particulate matter for the facility with the highest estimated construction 
emissions.  Based on this analysis, the health risk from construction diesel exhaust particulate 
matter is estimated to be less than SCAQMD health risk significance thresholds for both residential 
and worker receptors.  Therefore, health risk impacts from construction are not expected to be 
significant from this project.  Further analysis may be required on a case by case basis once site-
specific details are available from each individual project as they are implemented pursuant to this 
rule. 
 
Operational Impacts- Criteria Pollutants 
PR 415 will require existing rendering facilities to enclose certain rendering operations, install 
APCDs for the enclosures or use alternative standards for a permanent total enclosure for raw 
material receiving area, and carry out BMPs.  The worst-case impact scenario facility analysis 
would require the installation and operation of four new APCDs.  For the purposes of this analysis, 
it was assumed that scrubbers would be the most reasonably appropriate control equipment to be 
installed at the new enclosures at Facility B due to the low concentration and high flow rate of the 
effluent air. The analysis assumes that carbon adsorption systems would be used for the raw 
receiving area, the main processing plant (cooking area), and wastewater enclosure for Facility D 
according to its proposed enclosure design.  In addition, all facilities would be required to operate 
negative pressure in the new enclosures which would require a fan or blower to ensure 
effectiveness. 
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Wet scrubbers remove both particulate matter and gases from industrial process gas streams.  In 
rendering operations, wet scrubbers are typically used to remove residual airborne organic 
particulates from rendering processes.  Wet scrubbers are capable of 98 percent collection 
efficiencies for particles as small as 5 microns in size.  Two types of scrubbers designed to remove 
small particulates are the ionizing wet scrubber and the venturi scrubber.  In an ionizing wet 
scrubber, the gas stream first enters a chamber where a high voltage is used to ionize the gas 
stream.  The second chamber is a wet scrubbing chamber, where the ionized particles and gases 
are attracted to the surface of the chamber and the scrubbing liquid.  Larger size particles are 
removed by water through inertial impaction.  A venturi scrubber is another type in which the 
exhaust stream is passed through a constriction (the venturi) where the scrubbing liquid is sprayed 
in.  The turbulence of the gases at and after the venturi promotes contact of particles with the 
scrubbing liquid droplets.  High particulate matter removal efficiencies for small particles can be 
achieved with this type of scrubber. 
 
For the facility that would utilize the carbon adsorption equipment in lieu of scrubbers for the raw 
material receiving, cooking and wastewater treatment enclosures, it is assumed that the carbon will 
be purchased in 55 gallon drums (up to 20 drums total), and that the drums will be installed in 
parallel configuration to make up the necessary carbon volume.  Replacement of the drums are 
expected once a year, and the spent carbon will be disposed at landfills. 
 
The modified air handling systems (fans/blowers) needed to maintain negative pressure in the new 
enclosures, as well as the new APCDs, are expected to be powered by electricity, so no new 
combustion emissions would be generated.  Therefore, the implementation of the proposed project 
is not expected to result in any significant adverse operational air quality impacts.  
 
The worst-case impact scenario assumes rendering facilities in the local vicinity can accept animal 
carcasses and parts in the unlikely event the affected facility could not continue operations. 
Additionally, in the unlikely event that it is not economically feasible for an affected facility to 
continue current operations, a facility could close down and While the product normally processed 
would need to be transported to another facility, thus generating additional vehicle emissions from 
the transport.  However, the affected facilities are located very close to each other, and any 
additional trips generated would likely be less than a few miles.  The closure procedures and 
possible demolition of a facility could not be predicted at this time since the subsequent operation 
of the site would be unknown.  Thus, attempting to predict impacts from the closure and any 
subsequent operation of the facility would be speculative.  Moreover, staff has not received 
evidence demonstrating that compliance would be infeasible for any facility. 
 
Operational Impacts- Toxic Air Contaminants 
In assessing potential impacts from the adoption of proposed rules and amendments, SCAQMD 
staff not only evaluates the potential air quality benefits, but also determines potential health risks 
associated with implementation of the proposed rules and amendments. 
 
Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from facilities 
conducting rendering operations.  Specifically, PR 415 will require existing rendering facilities to 
enclose certain rendering operations, install APCDs for the enclosures or the secondary odor 
containment system for the raw material receiving enclosures, and carry out BMPs.  There are no 
provisions in the rule that would generate any toxic emissions.  As a result, there will be no increase 
in toxic air contaminant emissions due to the proposed project. 
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III. c) As Lead Agency, SCAQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and 
cumulative impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or 
EIR.  Projects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by SCAQMD 
to be cumulatively considerable.  This is the reason project-specific and cumulative significance 
thresholds are the same.  Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds 
are generally not considered to be cumulatively significant13. 
 
This approach was upheld by the Court in Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental 
Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal. App. 4th 327, 334.  The Court determined that 
where it can be found that a project did not exceed the San Diego Air Pollution Control District’s 
(SDAPCD) established air quality significance thresholds, the City of Chula Vista properly 
concluded that the project would not cause a significant environmental effect, nor result in a 
cumulatively considerable increase in these pollutants.  The court found this determination to be 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15064.7, stating, “The lead agency may rely on a threshold of 
significance standard to determine whether a project will cause a significant environmental 
effect.”  The court found that, “Although the project will contribute additional air pollutants to an 
existing nonattainment area, these increases are below the significance criteria…”  “Thus, we 
conclude that no fair argument exists that the Project will cause a significant unavoidable 
cumulative contribution to an air quality impact.”  As in Chula Vista, here the District has 
demonstrated, when using accurate and appropriate data and assumptions, that the project will not 
exceed the established SCAQMD significance thresholds.  A similar ruling was found in another 
case, Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal. App. 4th 899.  Here 
again the court upheld the lead agency’s approach to utilizing the established air quality 
significance thresholds to determine whether the impacts of a project would be cumulatively 
considerable.  Thus, it may be concluded that the Project will not cause a significant unavoidable 
cumulative contribution to an air quality impact.   
 
Based on the foregoing analysis, project-specific air quality impacts from implementing the 
proposed project would not exceed air quality significance thresholds (Table 2-1); therefore, based 
on the above discussion, cumulative impacts are not expected to be significant for air 
quality.  Therefore, potential adverse impacts from the proposed project would not be 
"cumulatively considerable" as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(1) for air quality 
impacts.  Per CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(4), the mere existence of significant cumulative 
impacts caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed 
project’s incremental effects are cumulative considerable.  
 
III. d)  Affected facilities are not expected to increase exposure by sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations from the implementation of the proposed project for the following 
reasons:  1) criteria pollutant emissions increases during construction are well below significance 
thresholds and would not cause localized impacts; 2) there are no provisions in the proposed rule 
that would cause an affected facility to generate any toxic emissions; and 3) there will be no 
additional electrical generation facilities needed as a result of the adoption of the proposed project 

13 SCAQMD Cumulative Impacts Working Group White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address 
Cumulative Impacts From Air Pollution, August 2003,  Appendix D, Cumulative Impact Analysis Requirements 
Pursuant to CEQA, at D-3, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-
impacts-working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper-appendix.pdf?sfvrsn=4. 
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(note: there will be a minimal additional need for power, but the demand, according to the power 
generators, can be met with existing systems).  Therefore, significant adverse air quality impacts 
to sensitive receptors are not expected from implementing the proposed project. 

III. e)  The main objective of the proposed rule is to reduce odors from facilities conducting 
rendering operations.  Therefore, no significant odor impacts are expected to result from 
implementing the proposed project. 
 
III. g) & h) Changes in global climate patterns have been associated with global warming, an 
average increase in the temperature of the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface, recently attributed 
to accumulation of GHG emissions in the atmosphere.  GHGs trap heat in the atmosphere, which 
in turn heats the surface of the Earth.  Some GHGs occur naturally and are emitted to the 
atmosphere through natural processes, while others are created and emitted solely through human 
activities.  The emission of GHGs through the combustion of fossil fuels (i.e., fuels containing 
carbon) in conjunction with other human activities, appears to be closely associated with global 
warming.14  State law defines GHG to include the following:  carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur 
hexafluoride (SF6) (HSC §38505(g)).  The most common GHG that results from human activity is 
CO2, followed by CH4 and N2O. 

GHGs and other global warming pollutants are often perceived as solely global in their impacts 
because increasing emissions anywhere in the world contributes to climate change anywhere in 
the world.  However, a study conducted on the health impacts of CO2 “domes” that form over 
urban areas shows they can cause increases in local temperatures and local criteria pollutants, 
which have adverse health effects15. 

The analysis of GHGs is a different analysis than the analysis of criteria pollutants for the following 
reasons.  For criteria pollutants, the significance thresholds are based on daily emissions because 
attainment or non-attainment is primarily based on daily exceedances of applicable ambient air 
quality standards.  Further, several ambient air quality standards are based on relatively short-term 
exposure effects on human health (e.g., one-hour and eight-hour standards).  Since the half-life of 
CO2 is approximately 100 years, for example, the effects of GHGs occur over a longer term which 
means they affect the global climate over a relatively long timeframe.  As a result, SCAQMD’s 
current position is to evaluate the effects of GHGs over a longer timeframe than a single day (e.g., 
annual emissions).  GHG emissions are typically considered to be cumulative impacts because 
they contribute to global climate effects. 

On December 5, 2008, SCAQMD adopted an interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for 
projects where SCAQMD is the lead agency (SCAQMD, 2008).  This interim threshold is set at 
10,000 metric tons of CO2 equivalent emissions (MTCO2eq) per year.  Projects with incremental 
increases below this threshold will not be deemed to be cumulatively considerable. 

14 Solomon, S., D. Qin, M. Manning, Z. Chen, M. Marquis, K.B. Averyt, M. Tignor and H.L. Miller (eds.).  2007.  
Contribution of Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 
2007. Cambridge University Press.  http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/wg1/en/contents.html  

15 Jacobsen, Mark Z. “Enhancement of Local Air Pollution by Urban CO2 Domes,”  Environmental Science and Technology, 
as describe in Stanford University press release on March 16, 2010 available at:  
http://news.stanford.edu/news/2010/march/urban-carbon-domes-031610.html. 
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Construction emission calculations were conducted for the worst-case impact scenario one of the 
larger facilities in the current affected facility inventory.  This particular facility was chosen for 
the analysis because it required the most construction activities of the five facilities currently in 
the affected inventory.  Therefore, this construction estimate was used as an example for a “worst-
case” impact scenario.  Table 2-7 provides the total construction CO2E emissions that could occur 
from the installation of enclosures, APCDs and paving activities at for the worst-case impact 
facility scenario. Detailed GHG calculations can be found in Appendix C.  As shown in Table 2-
7, GHG emissions generated by construction activities are expected to be relatively small, much 
less than 10,000 metric tons per year (SCAQMD’s GHG significance threshold), and, therefore, 
not significant. 
 

Table 2-7 
Overall CO2 Equivalent (eq) Increases Due to Construction Activities 

 for Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario 
(metric tons/year) 

 CO2 CH4 CO2eq 
Annual CO2eq Emission Increases Due to: lb/day lb/day MT/year 

Installing New Enclosures and Paving 
Activities 

4,448 
2,913 

0.65 
0.64 

2 
45 

Installing New APCDs 2,470 
2,608 

0.39 
0.35 

1.1 
6 

  Total 3.2 
51 

1  1 metric ton = 2,205 pounds 
 
Since the proposed project is not expected to generate significant construction-related GHG 
emissions, and the operational phase of the proposed project is not expected to generate any 
additional GHG emissions, cumulative GHG adverse impacts from the proposed project are not 
considered significant or cumulatively considerable. 
 
Indirect GHG and Criteria Pollutant Emissions from Electricity Consumption 
Indirect GHG and criteria pollutant emissions are expected from the generation of electricity to 
operate new equipment that occurs off-site at electricity generating facilities (EGFs).  Emissions 
from electricity generating facilities at their maximum permitted capacity are already evaluated in 
the CEQA documents for those projects when they are built or modified.  The analysis in Section 
VI. Energy- b), c) and d) demonstrated that there is sufficient capacity from power providers for 
the minimal increased electricity consumption from the proposed rule.  Based on the analysis in 
Section VI, a maximum of 1,415 kWh per day or 517 MWh per year would be needed to power 
the APCDs and the secondary odor containment system for the raw material receiving enclosures. 
Based on the carbon intensity of Vernon’s electricity of 761 lbs/MWh, as reported in the 
CalEEMod 2016 User’s Guide, PR 415 would result in 180 MTCO2 annually. 
 
Under the SCAQMD Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) program (that regulates 
NOx and SOx emissions), EGFs were provided annual allocations of NOx and SOx emissions that 
typically decline annually.  However, Tthe proposed project does require an increase in energy 
generation and that any increase in emissions from generating additional energy (See Section VI. 
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Energy for impacts) from the EGFs would be required to offset any potential NOx and SOx 
emission increases under the RECLAIM program and other pollutants under the New Source 
Review Project.  Thus, air quality impacts from energy generation are anticipated to be less than 
significant impacts. 
 
Conclusion 
Based on the preceding evaluation of potential air quality impacts, SCAQMD staff has concluded 
that the proposed project does not have the potential to generate significant adverse air quality 
impacts.  Since no significant adverse air quality and greenhouse gases impacts were identified, 
no mitigation measures are necessary or required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  
Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally 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 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 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance?  

    

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

    
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Significance Criteria 
Impacts on biological resources will be considered significant if any of the following criteria apply: 
- The project results in a loss of plant communities or animal habitat considered to be rare, 

threatened or endangered by federal, state or local agencies. 
- The project interferes substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory wildlife 

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

project. 
 
Discussion 
IV. a), b), c), & d)  Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors 
from facilities conducting rendering operations.  Specifically, PR 415 will require existing 
rendering facilities to enclose provide a permanent total enclosure or a closed system for certain 
rendering operations, install APCDs for the enclosures or use alternative standards for a permanent 
total enclosure for raw material receiving area, and carry out BMPs.  Implementation of the 
proposed rule would require construction activities such as demolition, the installation of new 
enclosures and associated trenching/concrete activities for the footings of the new enclosures, 
repair of the outside raw material receiving areas paving of receiving areas, and the installation of 
new APCDs or the secondary odor containment system for the raw material receiving enclosures.  
All construction activities are expected to take place at existing facilities that are already 
developed.  The biological resources have already been disturbed or removed at the existing 
facilities.  Thus, there are no sensitive biological resources at the affected facilities that would be 
disturbed as a result of implementation of the proposed rule. As a result, the proposed project 
would not directly or indirectly affect any new or existing species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive or special status species, riparian habitat, federally protected wetlands, or migratory 
corridors.  For this same reason, the proposed project is not expected to adversely affect special 
status plants, animals, or natural communities. 
 
IV. e) & f)  The proposed project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources or local, regional, or state conservation plans because there are no such plans 
in the areas the facilities are located in, which are subject to the proposed rule it would not cause 
new development.  All construction activities are expected to take place at existing facilities that 
are already developed.  Additionally, the proposed project would not conflict with any Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or any other relevant habitat 
conservation plan for the same reason identified in Item IV. a), b), c), and d) above.  Likewise, the 
proposed project would not in any way impact wildlife or wildlife habitat. 
 
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse biological resources impacts are not 
anticipated and will not be further analyzed in this Draft Final EA.  Since no significant adverse 
biological resources impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are necessary or required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would 
the project: 

    

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource 
as defined in §15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological 
resource as defined in §15064.5? 

    

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

    

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

    

e) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource as defined in Public Resources 
Code §21074? 

    

 
Significance Criteria 
Impacts to cultural resources will be considered significant if:  

- The project results in the disturbance of a significant prehistoric or historic 
archaeological site or a property of historic, cultural significance, or tribal cultural 
significance to a community or ethnic or social group or a California Native American 
tribe. 

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

- The project would disturb human remains. 

Discussion 
V. a), b), c), & d)  Implementation of the proposed rule would require construction activities such 
as demolition, the installation of new enclosures and associated trenching/concrete activities for 
the footings of the new enclosures, repair of the outside raw material receiving areas paving of 
receiving areas, and the installation of new APCDs or the secondary odor containment system for 
the raw material receiving enclosures.  However, all construction activities are expected to take 
place at existing facilities that are already developed.  Any construction of new facilities would 
not be caused by this rule.  Therefore, the construction activities are expected to occur in previously 
disturbed soils and would not require disturbing native soils that may contain cultural resources.   
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While a Landmark Wall surrounds Facility C, aerial photographs show that there are existing 
structures within 50 feet of the Landmark Wall that are visible from the roadway right-of-way. 
The new permanent total enclosure would not be located closer to the Landmark Wall than the 
current buildings and would also not be taller than the current buildings. Additionally, proposed 
signage, consistent with the requirements of PR 415, would be similar in scale as the existing 
signage and would not have the potential to significantly alter the historic value of the Landmark 
Wall.  
 
Since no construction-related activities requiring native soil disturbance would be associated with 
the implementation of the proposed project, no impacts to historical or cultural resources are 
anticipated to occur.  Further, the proposed project is not expected to require any major physical 
changes to the environment, which may disturb paleontological or archaeological resources or 
disturb human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries. 
 
V. e)  There are no tribal cultural resources in the areas the facilities are located in, which are 
subject to PR 415. The proposed project is not expected to require physical changes to a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place or object with cultural value to a California Native 
American Tribe.  Furthermore, the proposed project is not expected to result in a physical change 
to a resource determined to be eligible for inclusion or listed in the California Register of Historical 
Resources or included in a local register of historical resources.  For these reasons, the proposed 
project is not expected to cause any substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code §21074. 
 
It is important to note that as part of releasing this CEQA document for public review and 
comment, SCAQMD also provided a formal notice of the proposed project to all California Native 
American Tribes (Tribes) that requested to be on the Native American Heritage Commission’s 
(NAHC) notification list per Public Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)(1).  The NAHC notification 
list provides a 30-day period during which a Tribe may respond to the formal notice, in writing, 
requesting consultation on the proposed project. 
 
The Notice of Completion (NOC) for the Draft EA for PR 415 was provided to all California 
Native American Tribes (Tribe) that requested to be on the NAHC’s notification list. SCAQMD 
did not receive a consultation request from a Tribe prior to the release of the Draft EA or during 
the 30-day public review and comment period.  Moreover, no Tribes responded to the NOC to 
request a consultation on PR 415 and the associated Draft EA.   
 
In the event that a Tribe submits a written request for consultation during this 30-day period, 
SCAQMD will initiate a consultation with the Tribe within 30 days of receiving the request in 
accordance with Public Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b).  Consultation ends when either:  1) both 
parties agree to measures to avoid or mitigate a significant effect on a Tribal Cultural Resource 
and agreed upon mitigation measures shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental 
document [see Public Resources Code §21082.3 (a)]; or, 2) either party, acting in good faith and 
after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached [see Public Resources 
Code §21080.3.2 (b)(1)-(2) and §21080.3.1 (b)(1)]. 
 
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse cultural resources impacts are not expected 
from implementing the proposed project and will not be further assessed in this Draft Final EA.  
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Since no significant cultural resources impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are 
necessary or required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

VI. ENERGY.  Would the project:     
a) Conflict with adopted energy 

conservation plans?  
    

b) Result in the need for new or 
substantially altered power or natural 
gas utility systems?  

    

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

    

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

    

e) Comply with existing energy 
standards?  

    

 
Significance Criteria 
Impacts to energy and mineral resources will be considered significant if any of the following 
criteria are met: 
- The project conflicts with adopted energy conservation plans or standards. 
- The project results in substantial depletion of existing energy resource supplies. 
- An increase in demand for utilities impacts the current capacities of the electric and natural gas 

utilities. 
- The project uses non-renewable resources in a wasteful and/or inefficient manner. 
 
Discussion 
VI. a) & e)  The proposed project does not require any action which would result in any conflict 
with an adopted energy conservation plan or violation of any energy conservation standard.  PR 
415 is not expected to conflict with adopted energy conservation plans because existing affected 
facilities would be expected to continue implementing any existing energy conservation plans.   
 
The proposed project is not expected to cause new development outside of the footprint of the 
affected facilities.  The local jurisdiction or energy utility sets standards (including energy 
conservation) and zoning guidelines regarding new development and will approve or deny 
applications for building new equipment at the affected facility.   
 
As a result, the proposed project would not conflict with energy conservation plans, use non-
renewable resources in a wasteful manner, or result in the need for new or substantially altered 
power or natural gas systems.   
 
VI. b), c) & d)  There may be an increase in electricity consumption associated with the new 
APCDs required for enclosures or the secondary odor containment system for the raw material 
receiving enclosures.  Diesel fuel would be consumed by construction equipment and gasoline fuel 
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would be consumed by the construction workers vehicles.  The following sections evaluate the 
various forms of energy sources affected by the proposed project. 
 
Electricity: The modified air handling systems (fans/blowers) needed to maintain negative 
pressure in the new enclosures, as well as the new APCDs, are expected to be powered by 
electricity, so no new combustion emissions would be generated.  However, additional electricity 
would be required by the operation of this new equipment.  The worst-case impact scenario facility 
analysis would require the installation and operation of four new APCDs, as well as three one new 
fans/blowers.  For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that scrubbers would be the most 
reasonably appropriate control equipment to be installed at the new enclosures due to the low 
concentration and high flow rate of the effluent air.  The estimated horsepower ratings of this new 
equipment are presented in Table 2-8. 
 

Table 2-8 
Additional Electricity Usage from New APCDs and Negative Pressure Air Handling 

Equipment for Worst-Case Impact Analysis Scenario 
Area Control Equipment Estimated Horsepower 

Rating 
Wastewater treatment area     

(3,500 sq. ft.) 
1 scrubber 2 

1 fan/blower 25 
Secondary Processing Plant                           

(10,000 sq. ft.) 
1 scrubber 6 

1 fan/blower 50 
Main processing plant          

(40,000 sq. ft.) 
2 scrubbers 20 

1 fan/blower 200 
Receiving area Included with Main processing 

plant 
N/A 

Material handling building  Included with Main processing 
plant 

N/A 

                                           TOTAL 303 
 
 

Equipment Electricity Usage 
(kW-h/year) 

Ventilation Blower 386,024 

Scrubber Recirculation Pumps 119,556 

Air Curtain 10,977 

TOTAL 516,557 
 
Based on the estimated ratings of the new control and air handling equipment expected to be 
installed, approximately 0.23 megawatt/hour or (303 horsepower x megawatt/1,341 horsepower) 
2,015 517 megawatt-hours per year (0.23 megawatt/hour x 24 hour/day x 365 day/year) would be 
required by the proposed worst-case impact facility analysis scenario.  It should be noted that these 
electricity usage estimates are based on all of the new control and air handling equipment for this 
worst-case impact facility analysis scenario running 24-hours a day, seven days a week, which is 
considered a conservative worst-case impact scenario. 
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City of Vernon Gas & Electric and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 
supply electricity to the facilities in the affected inventory.  The California Energy Commission 
(CEC) staff reports that LADWP consumed 25,921 total gigawatt-hours (GWh) in 2008, with a 
peak hourly consumption of 5,717 megawatt-hours in 2008.  No consumption information was 
available for City of Vernon Gas & Electric. According to the City of Vernon Utility’s 2015 
Renewable Portfolio (RPS) Compliance Report16, the Vernon Gas & Electricity Utility had a retail 
load of 1,120.89 GWh in 2014. The additional 2,015 517 megawatt-hours annually required to 
operate the new APCDs, secondary odor containment system, and air handling equipment at the 
worst-case impact facility analysis scenario would represent less than 0.02 percent of Vernon’s 
electricity demand or be 0.008 percent of the LADWP demand the 2008 consumption of 25,921 
gigawatts and the peak consumption of 0.23 megawatt-hours would be 0.00004 percent of the peak 
5,717 megawatt-hours consumption. Moreover, if all five facilities operated the same amount of 
air handling and control equipment as the worst-case impact scenario facility, the additional 10,075 
megawatt-hours (2,015 megawatt-hours x 5 facilities) annually required would be 0.04 percent of 
the 2008 consumption of 25,921 gigawatts and the peak consumption of 1.15 megawatt-hours 
(0.23 megawatt-hours x 5 facilities) would be 0.0002 percent of the peak 5,717 megawatt-hours 
consumption.  Therefore, SCAQMD staff concludes that the amount of electricity required to meet 
the incremental energy demand associated with the proposed rule requirements would not result 
in a significant adverse electricity energy impact. 
 
Petroleum Fuels:  During the construction phases, diesel and gasoline fuel will be consumed in 
construction equipment and portable construction equipment (e.g., generators and compressors) 
used to weld, cut, and grind metal structures and by construction workers’ vehicles traveling to 
and from construction sites.  To estimate “worst-case” energy impacts associated with the 
construction phases of the “worst-case” facility worst-case impact scenario analyzed for the 
proposed project, SCAQMD staff assumed that off-road construction equipment (including 
portable equipment used to weld, cut, and grind metal structures and heavy equipment used during 
the demolition, construction phases, and installation of APCDs) would be operated up to 500 2,025 
hours in a year (8 hours per day for 60 days see Appendix C).  

To estimate construction workers’ fuel usage per commute round trip, SCAQMD staff estimated 
construction worker fuel usage based on the worst-case impact scenario (see Appendix C). 
Modeling assumes assumed that workers’ vehicles would get 20 21.7 miles to the gallon and would 
travel 40 approximately 30 miles17 round trip to and from the construction site in one day.  Off-
road construction equipment diesel fuel use is based fuel consumption in OFFROAD.  Table 2-9 
lists the projected energy impacts associated with the construction and installation at the two 
affected facilities at any given time.  

  

16 Vernon Utility. 2015, January 20. Renewable Portfolio Standard Annual Status Report for Calendar Year 2014. Staff Report, 
Vernon Gas & Electricity Department. http://www.cityofvernon.org/images/light-and-
power/rps/RPS_Annual_Report_for_Calendar_Year_2014_1_20_15.pdf 

17 Based on the worker commute distance for Los Angeles County in CalEEMod 2016.3.2.  
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Table 2-9 
Total Projected Fuel Usage for Construction Activities 

Fuel 
Type 

Year 2012 Projected 
Basin Fuel Demanda 

 (mmgal/yr) 
Fuel Usageb 
(mmgal/yr) 

Total % Above 
Baseline Significant? 

Diesel  524 0.0014 0.0019 3.0E-10 3.7E-6 No 
Gasoline 5,589 0.012 0.0017 2.1E-12 3.0E-7 No 
a Figures taken from Table 3.3-3 of the 2012 AQMP Final EIR 
b Estimated peak fuel usage from the implementation of the proposed amendments.  Diesel usage estimates are based on portable 

construction equipment operation off-road equipment use and vendor and haul vehicle trips.  Gasoline usage estimates are 
derived from workers’ vehicle daily trips to and from work. 

 
Once construction is complete, there will not be a need for additional workers or truck trips during 
operation on a daily basis. However, the carbon adsorption systems would require disposal of the 
drums at the local landfill once a year (approximately 60 miles round trip). Consequently, so there 
will be no a nominal increased fuel demand during operation.  
 
Based on the above information, the proposed project is not expected to generate significant 
adverse energy resources impacts and will not be discussed further in this Draft Final EA.  Since 
no significant energy impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are necessary or required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would 
the project: 

    

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

    

• Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? 

    

• Strong seismic ground shaking?     
• Seismic–related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? 
    

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil? 

    

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

    

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

    

 
Significance Criteria 
Impacts on the geological environment will be considered significant if any of the following 
criteria apply: 
- Topographic alterations would result in significant changes, disruptions, displacement, 

excavation, compaction or over covering of large amounts of soil. 
- Unique geological resources (paleontological resources or unique outcrops) are present that 

could be disturbed by the construction of the proposed project. 
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- Exposure of people or structures to major geologic hazards such as earthquake surface rupture, 
ground shaking, liquefaction or landslides. 

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

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

 
Discussion 
VII. a)  Southern California is an area of known seismic activity.  Structures must be designed to 
comply with the Uniform California Building Code Zone 4 requirements if they are located in a 
seismically active area.  The local city or county is responsible for assuring that a proposed project 
complies with the Uniform California Building Code as part of the issuance of the building permits 
and can conduct inspections to ensure compliance.  The Uniform California Building Code is 
considered to be a standard safeguard against major structural failures and loss of life.  The goal 
of the code is to provide structures that will:  1) resist minor earthquakes without damage; 2) resist 
moderate earthquakes without structural damage but with some non-structural damage; and 3) 
resist major earthquakes without collapse but with some structural and non-structural damage. 
 
The Uniform California Building Code bases seismic design on minimum lateral seismic forces 
(“ground shaking”).  The Uniform California Building Code requirements operate on the principle 
that providing appropriate foundations, among other aspects, helps to protect buildings from 
failure during earthquakes.  The basic formulas used for the Uniform California Building Code 
seismic design require determination of the seismic zone and site coefficient, which represent the 
foundation conditions at the site.  Accordingly, buildings and equipment at existing facilities 
affected by PR 415 are likely to conform with the Uniform California Building Code and all other 
applicable state codes in effect at the time they were constructed. 
 
PR 415 will require existing rendering facilities to enclose certain rendering operations, install 
APCDs for the enclosures or use alternative standards for a permanent total enclosure for raw 
material receiving area, and carry out BMPs.  Implementation of the proposed rule would require 
construction activities such as demolition, the installation of new enclosures and associated 
trenching/concrete activities for the footings of the new enclosures, repair of the outside raw 
material receiving areas paving of receiving areas, and the installation of new APCDs or the 
secondary odor containment system for the raw material receiving enclosures.  However, all 
construction activities are expected to take place at existing facilities that are already developed.  
Therefore, no major change in geological existing setting is expected.  In addition, any new 
enclosure installed as a result of PR 415 will be expected to comply with any applicable Uniform 
California Building Code requirements.  Consequently, the proposed project is not expected to 
expose persons or property to new geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, 
ground failure, or other natural hazards.  As a result, substantial exposure of people or structure to 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related activities is not anticipated and will not 
be further analyzed in this draft Final EA. 
 
VII. b), c), d) & e)  Since the proposed project would affect primarily existing facilities, it is 
expected that the soil types present at the affected facilities that are susceptible to expansion or 
liquefaction would be considered part of the existing setting.  Implementation of the proposed rule 
would require construction activities such as demolition the installation of new enclosures and 
associated trenching/concrete activities for the footings of the new enclosures, repair of the outside 

PR 415 Odors from Rendering Facilities 2-33 October 2017 



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2 
 

raw material receiving areas paving of receiving areas, and the installation of new APCDs or the 
secondary odor containment system for the raw material receiving enclosures.  New subsidence 
impacts are not anticipated since no major excavation or fill activities are expected to occur at 
affected facilities.  Further, the proposed project does not involve the removal of underground 
products (e.g., water, crude oil, et cetera) that could produce new, or make worse existing 
subsidence effects.  Additionally, the affected areas are not envisioned to be prone to new risks 
from landslides or have unique geologic features, since the affected facilities are located in highly 
industrial/commercial areas where such features have already been altered or removed.  Finally, 
since adoption of the proposed project would be expected to affect operations at primarily existing 
facilities, the proposed project is not expected to alter or make worse any existing potential for 
subsidence, liquefaction, etc.  Any new facilities that are constructed would not be caused by the 
proposed rule. 
 
Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to have an adverse impact on 
geology or soils.  Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, this environmental topic 
will not be further analyzed in the draft Final EA.  No mitigation measures are necessary or 
required. 
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS.  Would the project: 

    

a) Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, and disposal of 
hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset conditions involving 
the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions, or handle 
hazardous or 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 hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government 
Code §65962.5 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 plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public use airport or a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working 
in the project area? 

    

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

    

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

    

h) Significantly increased fire hazard in 
areas with flammable materials? 

    
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Significance Criteria 
Impacts associated with hazards will be considered significant if any of the following occur: 
- Non-compliance with any applicable design code or regulation. 
- Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Association standards. 
- Non-conformance to regulations or generally accepted industry practices related to operating 

policy and procedures concerning the design, construction, security, leak detection, spill 
containment or fire protection. 

- Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentrations equal to or greater than the Emergency 
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels. 

 
Discussion 
VIII. a, b) & c)  The use of wet scrubbers as an APCDs for the proposed enclosure requirement 
may involve the use of chemical reagents in the make-up water utilized within the unit.  Typical 
chemical reagents used in wet scrubbers include sodium hypochlorite (NaOCl), sodium hydroxide 
(NaOH), NaOH plus either NaOCl or chlorine (Cl2) gas, and chlorine dioxide (ClO2).  These 
reagents are expected to be added periodically to the unit’s make-up water in small quantities.  The 
limited amount of chemical reagents (expected to be under response management plan (RMP) 
thresholds) required by the new APCD’s are expected to be temporarily stored in the affected 
facilities hazardous materials storage areas until they are needed for use in the wet scrubber units.  
This limited amount of chemical usage and storage associated with the newly required APCDs are 
not expected to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, due to the fact that limited amounts of 
hazardous materials are currently already utilized at the affected facilities, and the limited use of 
chemical reagents in the required wet scrubber units is not expected to create a significant new 
hazard.  Additionally, based on the above information, the proposed project will not create a 
significant hazard to the public or environment through a reasonably foreseeable release of these 
materials into the environment.  Furthermore, any water that is discharged from the wet scrubber 
units will be required to comply with the facilities’ already existing sanitary sewer system 
discharge requirements. 
 
Build-ups of biological growth in the packed bed sections of wet scrubbers could adversely affect 
the performance of scrubbers.  However, there is a general provision in the proposed rule (as well 
as most equipment permits) requiring all equipment to be maintained according to manufacturer’s 
specifications, which would eliminate any potential hazards associated with the build-up of 
biological material. 
 
Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from facilities 
conducting rendering operations.  Specifically, PR 415 will require existing rendering facilities to 
enclose provide a permanent total enclosure or a closed system for certain rendering operations, 
install APCDs for the enclosures or the secondary odor containment system for the raw material 
receiving enclosures, and carry out BMPs. The proposed project is expected to affect primarily 
existing facilities that are already developed and are currently operating.  Therefore, there is little 
likelihood that affected facilities will emit new hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, 
substances or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school as a result of 
implementing the proposed project. 
 
VIII. d)  It is not anticipated that the proposed project will alter in any way how operators of 
facilities who are affected by PR 415 manage their hazardous wastes.  Government Code §65962.5 
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typically refers to a list of facilities that may be subject to Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) permits. The facilities are designated on hazardous materials lists per Government 
Code §65962.5. For any facilities affected by the proposed project that are on the Government 
Code §65962.5 list, it is anticipated that they would continue to manage any and all hazardous 
materials and hazardous waste, in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. 
 
VIII. e)  Since the proposed project would establish procedures to reduce odors from facilities 
conducting rendering operations and, implementation of the proposed project is not expected to 
increase or create any new hazardous emissions in general, public/private airports located in close 
proximity to any affected facility will not be adversely affected.  Any new enclosures required by 
the proposed rule will be constructed at the affected facilities, and therefore, are not expected to 
be located in any existing flight path.  Implementation of the proposed project is not expected to 
create any additional safety hazards for people residing or working in the project area.  
 
VIII. f)  The proposed project will not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with any 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  Any existing facilities affected 
by the proposed project will typically have their own emergency response plans.  Any potential 
new facilities will be required to prepare emergency response and evacuation plans as part of the 
land use permit review and approval process conducted by local jurisdictions for new 
development. Emergency response plans are typically prepared in coordination with the local city 
or county emergency plans to ensure the safety of not only the public (surrounding local 
communities), but the facility employees as well.  Since the proposed project does not involve the 
change in current uses of any hazardous materials, or generate any new hazardous waste, no 
changes to emergency response plans are anticipated. 
 
Health and Safety Code §25506 specifically requires all businesses handling hazardous materials 
to submit a business emergency response plan to assist local administering agencies in the 
emergency release or threatened release of a hazardous material.  Business emergency response 
plans generally require the following:  
 
1. Identification of individuals who are responsible for various actions, including reporting, 

assisting emergency response personnel and establishing an emergency response team;  
2. Procedures to notify the administering agency, the appropriate local emergency rescue 

personnel, and the California Office of Emergency Services;  
3. Procedures to mitigate a release or threatened release to minimize any potential harm or 

damage to persons, property or the environment;  
4. Procedures to notify the necessary persons who can respond to an emergency within the 

facility;  
5. Details of evacuation plans and procedures;  
6. Descriptions of the emergency equipment available in the facility;  
7. Identification of local emergency medical assistance; and 
8. Training (initial and refresher) programs for employees in: 

a. The safe handling of hazardous materials used by the business; 
b. Methods of working with the local public emergency response agencies; 
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c. The use of emergency response resources under control of the handler; and 
d. Other procedures and resources that will increase public safety and prevent or 

mitigate a release of hazardous materials. 
 
In general, every county or city and all facilities using a minimum amount of hazardous materials 
are required to formulate detailed contingency plans to eliminate, or at least minimize, the 
possibility and effect of fires, explosion, or spills.  In conjunction with the California Office of 
Emergency Services, local jurisdictions have enacted ordinances that set standards for area and 
business emergency response plans.  These requirements include immediate notification, 
mitigation of an actual or threatened release of a hazardous material, and evacuation of the 
emergency area. Operation of a permanent total enclosure or closed system and installation of 
APCDs may necessitate an update to the facilities hazardous materials business plan. However, 
aAdopting the proposed project is not expected to hinder in any way with the above business 
emergency response plan requirements. 
 
VIII. g)  Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from facilities 
conducting rendering operations.  The proposed project has no provisions that dictate the use of, 
or generate any new hazardous material.  Since the affected facilities are primarily located in 
established industrial/commercial workplace areas where wildlands are typically not prevalent, 
risk of loss or injury associated with wildland fires is not expected as a result of implementing the 
proposed project.  
 
VIII. h)  Affected facilities must comply with all local and county requirements for fire prevention 
and safety.  Operation of a closed system, installation of APCDs or the secondary odor containment 
system for the raw material receiving enclosures, and implementation of BMPs are not expected 
to result in any physical changes that would cause or increase fire hazards. Construction of 
permanent total enclosures is subject to review by the local jurisdiction and Fire Marshall. Based 
on correspondence with the Fire Marshall, enclosures are expected to be equipped with an adequate 
fire suppression system.  The proposed project does not require any activities which would be in 
conflict with fire prevention and safety requirements, and thus would not create or increase fire 
hazards at these existing facilities.  
 
Pursuant to local and county fire prevention and safety requirements, facilities are required to 
maintain appropriate site management practices to prevent fire hazards.  The proposed project will 
not interfere with fire prevention practices. 
 
In conclusion, potentially significant adverse hazard or hazardous material impacts resulting from 
adopting and implementing the proposed project are not expected and will not be considered 
further.  No mitigation measures are necessary or required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY.  Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

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

    

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

    

h) Have sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new 
or expanded entitlements needed? 

    

i) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    

 
Significance Criteria 
Potential impacts on water resources will be considered significant if any of the following criteria 
apply: 
 
Water Demand: 
- The existing water supply does not have the capacity to meet the increased demands of the 

project, or the project would use more than 262,820 gallons per day of potable water. 
- The project increases demand for total water by more than five million gallons per day. 
 
Water Quality: 
- The project will cause degradation or depletion of ground water resources substantially 

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

uses. 
- The project will result in a violation of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) permit requirements. 
- The capacities of existing or proposed wastewater treatment facilities and the sanitary sewer 

system are not sufficient to meet the needs of the project. 
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- The project results in substantial increases in the area of impervious surfaces, such that 
interference with groundwater recharge efforts occurs. 

- The project results in alterations to the course or flow of floodwaters. 
 
Discussion 
Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from facilities 
conducting rendering operations.  Specifically, PR 415 will require existing rendering facilities to 
enclose provide a permanent total enclosure or a closed system for certain rendering operations, 
install APCDs for the enclosures, and carry out BMPs.  Implementation of the proposed rule would 
require construction activities such as demolition, the installation of new enclosures and associated 
trenching/concrete activities for the footings of the new enclosures, repair of the outside raw 
material receiving areas paving of receiving areas, and the installation of new APCDs.  However, 
all construction activities are expected to take place at existing facilities that are already developed.  
 
The proposed BMPs do require several washing activities, including the washdown of receiving 
areas and the washing of outgoing transport vehicles, drums and containers. However, BMP 
[(e)(4)] for washing of drums and containers has been limited such that only drums and containers 
that contained raw rendering materials that are open upon exiting the facility are required to be 
washed. Outgoing trucks are currently required to be washed under 3 CCR §1180.35. Therefore, 
the minimal amount of water required for the washdown of the receiving areas and of any open 
drums and containers leaving the facilities is not expected to be near the water demand significance 
threshold; and therefore, would not interfere with any California water policies. 
 
Additional water usage and additional wastewater generation would be associated with the four 
new scrubbers utilized in the worst-case impact scenario facility analysis (please see page 2-4 for 
a description and the rationale of the worst-case impact scenario facility analysis). The worst-case 
impact scenario assumes that one facility would utilize a scrubber.18 The size of the scrubbers 
expected to be utilized is not known at this time.  However, based on permit conditions for an 
existing scrubber currently being utilized by one of the facilities in the affected facility inventory, 
this currently utilized scrubber has an influent and effluent rate of five (5) two (2) gallons per 
minute.  Therefore, four (4) the new scrubbers of this size at the worst-case facility analysis 
scenario would use an additional 20 gallons per minute, or 28,800 2,940 gallons per day.  This 
new amount of expected water usage is well below the significance threshold of 262,820 gallons 
per day of potable water.  Moreover, if all five facilities operated the same amount of scrubbers as 
the worst-case scenario facility, an additional 144,000 gallons per day would be used, which is still 
well below the 262,820 gallons per day single facility significance threshold.  Therefore, sufficient 
water supplies are expected to be available to serve the proposed project from existing entitlements 
and resources without the need for new or expanded entitlements, and the proposed worst-case 
impact facility analysis scenario is not expected to be significant for operational water demand. 
 
The proposed BMPs also require several washing activities, including: the washdown of receiving 
areas (BMP (e)(10)), the washing of outgoing transport vehicles (BMP (e)(3)), the washing of 
drums and containers (BMP (e)(4)), and cleaning the floor drains (BMP (e)(11).  Outgoing trucks 
are currently required to be washed under Title 3 California Code of Regulations (CCR), §1180.35; 
and therefore, considered business as usual (i.e., no additional water usage). Additionally, 
washdown of the receiving area is also considered business as usual, since each facility is currently 

18 The worst-case impact scenario assumes use of a carbon adsorption system instead of a scrubber for the APCD.  
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required to wash the receiving area under their permit on the same frequency as under the proposed 
rule.  
 
An estimate for additional water usage and wastewater generated was also calculated for the worst-
case impact scenario an affected facility to complying with BMPs [(e)(3)]- Washing of Outgoing 
Trucks, (e)(4)- Washing of Drums and Containers, and (e)(13 11)- Cleaning Floor Drains .  Please 
note the assumption for [(e)(12)]- Washdown of Receiving Area, is considered business as usual 
(i.e. - no additional water usage), since each facility is currently required to wash the receiving 
area under their permit on the same frequency as under the proposed rule.  The following 
assumptions were used in the estimate: 

• Facility personnel will wash continuously for four hours per day at least once per 
working day to comply with BMPs [(e)(3)], (e)(4) and [(e)(13)]. 

• Facility personnel will inspect and clean not less frequently than once per month to 
comply with BMP (e)(11). 

• Hose operates continuously for entire four hour period without ceasing Washing of drums 
is 100 gal/day for three facilities. 

• Cleaning of floor drains is required for 5 facilities and assumes 660 gal per cleaning for 1 
hour, once per month.   

• The ratio of non-rendering, process (not potable) wastewater to rendering wastewater is 
30:1. 

• Line pressure is 60 pounds per square inch (psi). 
• Hose length is 200 feet 
• Hose diameter is nominal ¾-inch. 

 
Using these parameters, the flow rate was calculated to be 11 gallons per minute (gpm).  Therefore, 
the amount of water used and the additional amount of wastewater generated by these three BMPs 
would be 2,640 approximately 400 gallons per day, per facility (60 minutes/hour and four 
hours/day).  Furthermore, the total amount of amount of water used and the additional amount of 
wastewater generated by these three BMPs by all five affected facilities would be 13,200 gallons 
(2,640 gallons x 5).   
 
If added to the expected amount of water usage from the additional required APCDs 
(conservatively estimated to be 144,000 2,940 gallons per day), this new amount of expected water 
usage (157,200 3,340 gallons per day) is well below the significance threshold of 262,820 gallons 
per day of potable water. 
 
Based on the above information, amount of additional wastewater is not expected to be a 
significant increase in the amount that any affected facility is currently permitted to discharge.  It 
is expected that this additional wastewater generation would not be a significant impact on the 
current wastewater infrastructure. 
 
PR 415 will require existing rendering facilities to enclose construct a permanent total enclosure 
or a closed system for certain rendering operations, therefore, potentially causing the installation 
of new enclosures at affected facilities.  The permanent total enclosures are expected to be built 
within the existing footprints of the affected facilities, which are already completely developed 
with existing storm water sewer collection systems.  The addition of one or several enclosures 
and/or paved areas at the already highly developed affected facilities is not expected to generate a 
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substantial amount of new storm water runoff, and existing storm water collection systems are 
likely to easily be able to handle the minimal increase in storm water runoff that the newly 
developed enclosures may generate. 
 
The affected facilities are already currently subject to specific California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
wastewater discharge requirements. Further, the proposed project has no provision that would 
require the construction of additional water resource facilities, increase the need for new or 
expanded water entitlements, or alter existing drainage patterns in a substantial manner.  The 
proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge.  The proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water that 
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  Based on data from Los Angeles County 
Sanitation Districts (LACSD)19, the wastewater treatment capacities from regional plants range 
from 0.2 million gallons per day (mgd) to 400 mgd.  The additional wastewater discharge that 
would be generated from the increased water usage of 3,340 gallons per day is approximately 1.7 
percent of the lowest treatment capacity. Therefore, PR 415 is not expected to cause any significant 
adverse impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to the amount of wastewater 
generation. Further, since the BMPs for washing activities involve equipment/containers/surfaces 
that currently come into contact with rendering materials, there would be no change in the 
composition of existing wastewater streams from the potentially affected facilities.   
 
Additionally, discharge quantities and concentrations would continue to be limited by Los Angeles 
County Sanitation District LACSD requirements.  Construction of new buildings at the affected 
facilities may be considered redevelopment projects; and would therefore, require the 
implementation of Low Impact Design (LID) principals where the stormwater runoff from these 
project areas would be required to be captured and treated or infiltrated.  According to the 
RWQCB, LID is “sustainable practice that benefits water supply and contributes to water quality 
protection” and takes a different approach, compared to the traditional stormwater management, 
“by using site design and storm water management to maintain the site’s pre-development runoff 
rates and volumes. The goal of LID is to mimic a site’s predevelopment hydrology by using design 
techniques that infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain runoff close to the source of rainfall.”20  
The techniques used as part of LID are often conducive to reducing the amount of pollutants in 
discharged water.  “LID practices result in less disturbance of the development area, conservation 
of natural features, and less expensive than traditional storm water controls. […] LID provides 
multiple opportunities to retrofit existing highly urbanized areas and can be applied to a range of 
lot sizes.”21 Therefore, implementation of LID is intended to minimize impacts to the development 
areas within the existing footprint and disturbance of the rendering facilities.  Since Order No. R4-
2012-0175 NPDES permit No. CAS004001 for the Los Angeles Region, including the City of 
Vernon, has been effective since December 28, 201222, the rendering facilities are already subject 

19 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. Accessed on October 16, 2017.  Available at: 
http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/#map.  

20 California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Updated July 18, 2013. Low Impact Development – Sustainable Storm 
Water Management. Accessed at: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/low_impact_development/index.shtml.  

21 Ibid.  
22 California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Accessed on September 22, 2017. ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175. NPDES 

PERMIT NO. CAS004001. Accessed at: 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/water_issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/la_ms4/2012/Order%20R4-2012-0175%20-
%20A%20Final%20Order%20revised.pdf.  
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to the LID requirements, and any new structure as a result of PR 415 can use the existing LID 
materials and infrastructure at the rendering facilities, thereby resulting in no or minimal impacts 
on stormwater treatment systems.    
 
Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to require additional wastewater disposal capacity, 
violate any water quality standard or wastewater discharge requirements, or otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality.   
 
IX.  a) & f)  An additional amount of wastewater generation is expected from the washing activities 
required by the proposed BMPs and the operation of new APCDs for the newly required enclosures 
(3,340 gallons per day).  However, this amount of additional wastewater generation is not expected 
to be a significant increase in the amount that the worst-case facility impact scenario analyzed is 
currently permitted to discharge. It is expected that this additional wastewater generation would 
not be a significant impact on the current wastewater infrastructure. To qualify for the exemption 
for enclosure requirements for wastewater operations at non-integrated rendering facilities, the 
owner/operator must demonstrate a dilution ratio of at least 30:1 and ensure that process water 
from other parts of the facility is used to dilute rendering wastewater, rather than clean water 
(potable) being used for dilution.  Further, since the BMPs for washing activities involve 
equipment/containers/surfaces that currently come into contact with rendering materials, there 
would be no change in the composition of existing wastewater streams from the potentially 
affected facilities.  Based on the above information, the proposed project is not expected to cause 
potentially affected facilities to violate any water quality standard or wastewater discharge 
requirements.  The adoption of the proposed project is not expected to have significant adverse 
water demand or water quality impacts for the following reasons: 
 

• The proposed project does not increase total demand for water by more than 
5,000,000 gallons per day year (or 262,820 gallons per day of potable water). 

• The proposed project does not require construction of new water conveyance 
infrastructure. 

• The proposed project does not create a substantial increase in mass inflow of 
effluents to public wastewater treatment facilities.  

• The proposed project does not result in a substantial degradation of surface water 
or groundwater quality.  

• The proposed project does not result in substantial increases in the area of 
impervious surfaces, such that interference with groundwater recharge efforts 
occurs.  

• The proposed project does not result in alterations to the course or flow of 
floodwaters.  

 
IX.  b)  The proposed BMPs do require several washing activities, including the washdown of 
receiving areas, and the washing of outgoing transport vehicles, drums and containers.  However, 
BMP (e)(4) for washing of drums and containers has been limited such that only open drums and 
containers that contained raw rendering materials that are open upon exiting the facility are 
required to be washed prior to leaving a facility.  Outgoing trucks are currently required to be 
washed under Title 3 CCR §1180.35.  Additional water usage could also potentially be associated 
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with the installation of new APCDs; however, based on the water demand analysis presented above 
in the Discussion section, this new potential water demand is expected to be minimal (proposed 
BMPs and the operation of new APCDs for the newly required enclosures would result in a 
maximum of 3,340 gallons per day). Additionally, the ratio of non-rendering, process wastewater 
to rendering wastewater is 30:1 and would be diluted using process water rather than potable water 
resources.  Therefore, no significant increase to any affected facilities’ existing water demand is 
expected.  Because the potential increase in water demand generated by the proposed BMPs and 
the operation of additional APCDs is expected to be minimal, implementation of the proposed 
project will not increase demand for, or otherwise affect groundwater supplies or interfere with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level.  In addition, implementation of the proposed project will not require 
new or expanded entitlements.  Because the construction activities associated with the proposed 
project will occur at already existing developed facilities, any additional paving that is required is 
expected to occur within the footprint of the facilities, and further limited to repair of the outside 
raw receiving area, and is not expected to interfere with groundwater recharge.  Therefore, no 
water demand impacts are expected as the result of implementing the proposed project. 
 
IX.  c), d), & e)  Implementation of the proposed project will occur at primarily existing facilities 
that are paved and have drainage infrastructure in place.  The permanent total enclosures required 
by PR 415 are expected to be built within the existing footprints of the affected facilities, which 
are already completely developed with existing storm water collection systems.  The addition of 
one or several enclosures at the already highly developed affected facilities is not expected to 
generate a substantial amount of new storm water runoff, and existing storm water collection 
systems are likely to easily be able to handle the minimal increase in storm water runoff that the 
newly developed enclosures may generate. The ratio of non-rendering, process wastewater to 
rendering wastewater is 30:1 and would be diluted using process water rather than potable water 
resources.  Therefore, no change to existing storm water runoff, drainage patterns, groundwater 
characteristics, or flow are expected. 
 
IX.  g), h), & i)  The proposed project will not require construction of new housing, and all construction 
activities associated with PR 415 are expected to take place at existing facilities that are already 
developed.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to generate construction of any new 
structures in 100-year flood areas as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance 
Rate Map or other flood delineation map.  Further, the proposed project is not expected to require 
additional operational workers at affected facilities.  As a result, the proposed project is not expected 
to expose people or structures to significant new flooding risks, or make worse any existing flooding 
risks.  Finally, the proposed project will not affect in any way any potential flood hazards inundation 
by seiche, tsunami, or mud flow that may already exist relative to existing facilities or create new 
hazards at existing facilities. 
 
The addition of one or several enclosures at the already highly developed affected facilities is not 
expected to generate a substantial amount of new storm water runoff, and existing storm water 
collection systems are likely to easily be able to handle the minimal increase in storm water runoff 
that the newly developed enclosures may generate.  Therefore, no new storm water discharge treatment 
facilities or modifications to existing facilities will be required due to the implementation of the 
proposed project.  Accordingly, the proposed project is not expected to generate significant adverse 
impacts relative to construction of new storm water drainage facilities. 
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Based upon these considerations, significant hydrology and water quality impacts are not expected 
from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further analyzed in this Draft Final 
EA.  Since no significant hydrology and water quality impacts were identified, no mitigation measures 
are necessary or required.  
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 Potentially 
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Less Than 
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With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  
Would the project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established 
community?  

    

b) Conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, 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?  

    

 
Significance Criteria 
Land use and planning impacts will be considered significant if the project conflicts with the land 
use and zoning designations established by local jurisdictions. 
 
Discussion 
X. a)  Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from facilities 
conducting rendering operations.  Specifically, PR 415 will require existing rendering facilities to 
enclose provide a permanent total enclosure or a closed system for certain rendering operations, 
install APCDs for the enclosures or use alternative standards for a permanent total enclosure for 
raw material receiving area, and carry out BMPs.  Implementation of the proposed rule would 
require construction activities such as demolition, the installation of new enclosures and associated 
trenching/concrete activities for the footings of the new enclosures, repair of the outside raw 
material receiving areas paving of receiving areas, and the installation of new APCDs or the 
secondary odor containment system for the raw material receiving enclosures.  However, since all 
construction activities are expected to take place at existing facilities that are already developed, 
implementation of the proposed project will not require or result in physically dividing an 
established community. 
 
X. b)  There are no provisions in the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, 
or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments 
and no land use or planning requirements would be altered by the proposed project.  Affected 
facilities would have to comply with local ordinances and land use requirements.  Therefore, as 
already noted in the discussion under “Biological Resources,” the proposed project would not 
affect any habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, or agricultural resources 
or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  Present or planned land 
uses in the region would not be significantly adversely affected as a result of implementing the 
proposed project. 
 
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse land use and planning impacts are not 
expected from the implementation of the proposed project and will not be further analyzed in this 
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Draft Final EA.  Since no significant land use and planning impacts were identified, no mitigation 
measures are necessary or required. 
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would 
the project: 

    

a) Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be 
of value to the region and the residents 
of the state?  

    

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

    

 
Significance Criteria 
Project-related impacts on mineral resources will be considered significant if any of the following 
conditions are met: 
- The project would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be 

of value to the region and the residents of the state.   
- The proposed project results in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 

recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.   
 
Discussion 
XI. a) & b) There are no provisions in the proposed project that would result in the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the state, or of 
a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan.  Some examples of mineral resources are gravel, asphalt, bauxite, and 
gypsum, which are commonly used for construction activities or industrial processes.  Since the 
proposed project only affects existing rendering facilities, the proposed project does not require 
and would not have any effects on the use of important minerals, such as those described above 
(with the exception of the use of a minimal amount of gravel and asphalt for limited repair of the 
outside raw material receiving areas paving activities), nor would the project result in covering 
over or otherwise making mineral resources unrecoverable. Subparagraph (f)(2)(D) identifies 
acceptable materials for the enclosure (e.g., masonry, sheet metal, sheet plastic, wood, metal or 
aluminum siding, industrial overlapping plastic flap curtains), which are standard building 
materials.  Therefore, no new demand for mineral resources is expected to occur and no significant 
adverse mineral resources impacts from implementing the proposed project are anticipated. 
 
Based upon these aforementioned considerations, significant mineral resources impacts are not 
expected from the implementation of the proposed project.  Since no significant mineral resources 
impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are necessary or required. 
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XII. NOISE.  Would the project result in:     
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
Significance Criteria 
Noise impact will be considered significant if: 
- Construction noise levels exceed the local noise ordinances or, if the noise threshold is 

currently exceeded, project noise sources increase ambient noise levels by more than three 
decibels (dBA) at the site boundary.  Construction noise levels will be considered significant 
if they exceed federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) noise standards 
for workers. 

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

 
Discussion 
XII. a)  Implementation of the proposed rule would require construction activities such as 
demolition, the installation of new enclosures and associated trenching/concrete activities for the 
footings of the new enclosures, repair of the outside raw material receiving areas paving of 
receiving areas, and the installation of new APCDs or the secondary odor containment system for 
the raw material receiving enclosures at already existing rendering facilities.  Any construction 
activities associated with the proposed project that would generate noise are expected to be 
temporary and would be expected to comply with all applicable local noise ordinances. 
Construction activities that require use of heavy construction equipment and would generate the 
highest noise levels would only be onsite for a limited amount of time during construction of the 
permanent total enclosures (up to two months).  Any operational requirements imposed by the 
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proposed project would not be expected to generate noise above the existing setting.  All of the 
affected activities are expected to occur at existing facilities.  Thus, the proposed project is not 
expected to expose persons to the generation of excessive noise levels above current levels because 
no change in current operations is expected to occur as a result of the proposed project.  It is 
expected that any facility affected by the proposed project would continue complying with all 
existing local noise control laws or ordinances.   
 
XII. b) The proposed project is not anticipated to expose people to or generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels since the construction activities are expected 
to occur at existing facilities.  Based on the type of construction equipment needed, any noise 
generated by the associated construction activities are expected to be temporary and minor. 
 
XII. c) A permanent increase in ambient noise levels at the affected locations above existing 
levels is not expected because the proposed project does not contain any operational requirements 
that would generate additional noise beyond existing levels.  Therefore, the existing noise levels 
are unlikely to change and raise ambient noise levels in the vicinities of affected facilities to above 
a level of significance in response to implementing the proposed project. 
 
XII. d)   Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from facilities 
conducting rendering operations.  Even if affected locations are located near a public/private 
airport, there are no new noise impacts expected from any of the existing facilities as a result of 
the proposed project to affect the operations of the airport.  Therefore, the proposed project is not 
expected to expose people residing or working in the affected facilities vicinities to excessive noise 
levels.  See also the response to item XII.a).  
 
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse noise impacts are not expected from the 
implementation of the proposed project and are not further evaluated in this Draft Final EA.  Since 
no significant noise impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are necessary or required. 
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  
Would the project: 

    

a) Induce substantial growth in an area 
either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) 
or indirectly (e.g. through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)?  

    

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

    

Significance Criteria 
Impacts of the proposed project on population and housing will be considered significant if the 
following criteria are exceeded: 
- The demand for temporary or permanent housing exceeds the existing supply. 
- The proposed project produces additional population, housing or employment inconsistent 

with adopted plans either in terms of overall amount or location. 
 
Discussion 
XIII. a)  Implementation of the proposed rule would require construction activities such as 
demolition, the installation of new enclosures and associated trenching/concrete activities for the 
footings of the new enclosures, repair of the outside raw material receiving areas paving of 
receiving areas, and the installation of new APCDs or the secondary odor containment system for 
the raw material receiving enclosures.  However, it is expected that workers can be drawn from 
the existing labor pool in southern California.  Further, the proposed project is not anticipated to 
generate any significant effects, either direct or indirect, on the District's population or population 
distribution as no additional operational workers are anticipated to be required at the affected 
facilities because additional enclosures and APCDs or the secondary odor containment system do 
not require additional personnel to operate.  Human population within the jurisdiction of 
SCAQMD is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing the proposed project.  As such, 
implementation of the proposed project will not result in changes in population densities or induce 
significant growth in population. 
 
XIII. b)  Because the proposed project is primarily located in existing industrial/commercial areas, 
the proposed project is not expected to result in the creation of any industry that would affect 
population growth, directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family 
units, or require the displacement of people elsewhere. 
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Based upon these considerations, significant adverse population and housing impacts are not 
expected from the implementation of the proposed project and are not further evaluated in this 
Draft Final EA.  Since no significant population and housing impacts were identified, no mitigation 
measures are necessary or required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 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?     
 
Significance Criteria 
Impacts on public services will be considered significant if the project results in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
or the need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
time or other performance objectives. 
 
Discussion 
XIV. a) & b)  Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from 
facilities conducting rendering operations.  Specifically, PR 415 will require existing rendering 
facilities to enclose provide a permanent total enclosure or a closed system for certain rendering 
operations, install APCDs for the enclosures or use alternative standards for a permanent total 
enclosure for raw material receiving area, and carry out BMPs.  Physical changes that are expected 
to occur because of the proposed project (e.g. installation of enclosures and control equipment) 
will be located at already existing facilities.  All newly installed enclosures and control equipment 
would be expected to be compliant with fire department standards, therefore, they would not 
increase the risk of fire to occur. Operation of a closed system, installation of APCDs or the 
secondary odor containment system, and implementation of BMPs are not expected to result in 
any physical changes that would cause or increase fire hazards. Construction of permanent total 
enclosures is subject to review by the local jurisdiction and Fire Marshall. All buildings in 
California are required to meet the standards set forth in the California Fire Code of Regulations, 
Title 24, Part 9. Thus, any new permanent total enclosure constructed as a result of PR 415 would 
need to meet the standards set forth in this code, per state law. Compliance with the California Fire 
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Code of Regulations would minimize potential fire hazards associated with the facility.  Based on 
one of five existing rendering facilities’ current setup, which would satisfy the proposed permanent 
total enclosure or closed system requirements, it is foreseeable that the water sprinkler-type fire 
suppression system would be sufficient to meet the fire code requirements. Thus, enclosures are 
expected to be equipped with an adequate fire suppression system, approved by the Fire 
Department.  No other physical modifications or changes associated with the proposed project are 
expected and no flammable substances are necessary to operate rendering equipment.  As such, 
the proposed project will not increase the chances for fires or explosions that could affect local fire 
departments.  Finally, PR 415 is not expected to increase the need for security at affected facilities, 
which could adversely affect local police departments.  Because the proposed project does not 
require or involve the use of new hazardous materials or generate new hazardous waste, it will not 
generate an emergency situation that would require additional fire or police protection, or impact 
acceptable service ratios or response times. 
 
XIV. c), d), & e)  As indicated in discussion under item XIII. Population and Housing, 
implementing the proposed project would not induce population growth or dispersion because no 
additional operational workers are expected to be needed at the existing affected facilities and 
construction workers will be temporary, not permanent, and drawn from the local labor pool.  
Therefore, with no increase in local population anticipated as a result of adopting and 
implementing the proposed project, additional demand for new or expanded schools or parks is 
also not anticipated.  As a result, no significant adverse impacts are expected to local schools or 
parks. 
 
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse public services impacts are not expected from 
the implementation of the proposed project and are not further evaluated in this Draft Final EA.  
Since no significant public services impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are necessary 
or required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

XV. RECREATION.     
a) Would the project increase the use of 

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

    

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

    

 
Significance Criteria 
Impacts to recreation will be considered significant if: 
- The project results in an increased demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other 

recreational facilities. 
- The project adversely affects existing recreational opportunities. 
 
Discussion 
XV. a) & b) As discussed under “Land Use and Planning” (Section X) above, there are no 
provisions in the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land 
use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments.  No land use or 
planning requirements would be altered by the adoption of the proposed project, which only affects 
already developed rendering facilities.  Further, the proposed project would not affect District 
population growth or distribution (see “Population and Housing”- Section XIII) in ways that could 
increase the demand for or use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities or require the construction of new or expansion of existing recreational facilities that 
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment because it would not directly or 
indirectly increase or redistribute population. 
 
Based upon these considerations, significant recreation impacts are not expected from the 
implementation of the proposed project.  Since no significant recreation impacts were identified, 
no mitigation measures are necessary or required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

XVI. SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  
Would the project: 

    

a) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

    

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

    

 
Significance Criteria 
The proposed project impacts on solid/hazardous waste will be considered significant if the 
following occurs: 
- The generation and disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous waste exceeds the capacity of 

designated landfills. 
 
Discussion 
XVI. a) & b) Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from 
facilities conducting rendering operations.  Specifically, PR 415 will require existing rendering 
facilities to enclose provide a permanent total enclosure or a closed system for certain rendering 
operations, install APCDs for the enclosures or the secondary odor containment system for the raw 
material receiving enclosures, and carry out BMPs.  The intent of the proposed rule is to capture 
and control odors from rendering operations, not cease rendering operations.  Rendering operations 
within the basin are not expected to cease and animal carcasses and parts waste is not expected to 
be diverted to landfills because of the requirements included in PR 415. Disposal at landfills is 
only recommended if rendering capacity is exceeded or suspended. Only the Kettleman Hills 
facility in Kern County accepts disposal of carcasses and self-haul is not permitted.   If a rendering 
facility is not able to meet the requirements of PR 415, it is reasonably foreseeable to expect that 
one or more of the other currently existing rendering facilities would have the ability or generate 
the ability to accept the displaced rendering material, thus not creating an excess build-up of 
rendering material or animal carcasses and parts waste.  Staff has not received evidence 
demonstrating that any facility will be unable to meet the requirements of PR 415.  Therefore, it is 
not expected that rendering material will be diverted to landfills as a result of the proposed project. 
   
All new enclosures and control equipment are expected to be installed within the currently 
developed footprint at already existing facilities.  Because the newly installed control equipment 
has a finite lifetime (approximately 20 years), it will ultimately have to be replaced at the end of 
its useful life.  Affected equipment may be refurbished and used elsewhere or the scrap metal or 
other materials from replaced units has economic value and is expected to be recycled, so any solid 
or hazardous waste impacts specifically associated with the proposed project are expected to be 
minor.  As a result, no substantial change in the amount or character of solid or hazardous waste 
streams is expected to occur.   
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Sanitation districts forecast future landfill capacity and encourage recycling.  Any portions of spent 
control equipment in the future that cannot be recycled are expected to be able to be disposed of 
in the available landfill capacity.  Additionally, any waste generated by construction activities 
associated with the installation of new enclosures or control equipment is expected to be minor.  
The proposed project is not expected to increase the volume of solid or hazardous wastes from 
affected facilities, require additional waste disposal capacity, or generate waste that does not meet 
applicable local, state, or federal regulations.   
 
Based upon these considerations, the proposed project is not expected to increase the volume of 
solid or hazardous wastes that cannot be handled by existing municipal or hazardous waste 
disposal facilities, or require additional waste disposal capacity.  Further, implementing the 
proposed project is not expected to interfere with any affected facility’s ability to comply with 
applicable local, state, or federal waste disposal regulations.  Since no solid/hazardous waste 
impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are necessary or required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. 
  Would the project: 

    

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

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including but 
not limited to level of service standards 
and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including 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 feature (e.g. sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g. farm 
equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

    

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, 
or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities? 

    
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Significance Criteria 
Impacts on transportation/traffic will be considered significant if any of the following criteria 
apply: 
- Peak period levels on major arterials are disrupted to a point where level of service (LOS) is 

reduced to D, E or F for more than one month. 
- An intersection’s volume to capacity ratio increase by 0.02 (two percent) or more when the 

LOS is already D, E or F. 
- A major roadway is closed to all through traffic, and no alternate route is available. 
- The project conflicts with applicable policies, plans or programs establishing measures of 

effectiveness, thereby decreasing the performance or safety of any mode of transportation. 
- There is an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 

capacity of the street system. 
- The demand for parking facilities is substantially increased. 
- Water borne, rail car or air traffic is substantially altered. 
- Traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians are substantially increased. 
- The need for more than 350 employees 
- An increase in heavy-duty transport truck traffic to and/or from the facility by more than 350 

truck round trips per day 
- Increase customer traffic by more than 700 visits per day. 

Discussion 
XVII. a) & b)  Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from 
facilities conducting rendering operations.  Specifically, PR 415 will require existing rendering 
facilities to enclose certain rendering operations, install APCDs for the enclosures or use 
alternative standards for a permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving area, and carry out 
BMPs. 
 
There are 13 12 BMPs currently proposed in PR 415 that will assist in reducing odors from 
various points or processes within a rendering facility.  Only four two of these BMPs involve 
delivery trucks that could have the potential to adversely affect traffic: 

 
1. Covering of Incoming Transport Vehicles 

 
Transport vehicles delivering raw rendering materials to a rendering facility from offsite 
locations are not permitted to enter the rendering facility beyond the first point of contact (ex: 
guard shack or weigh station) unless the cargo area of the vehicle is completely enclosed or 
fully covered with a tarp. 

 
There is no change to traffic/transportation due to covering the open beds of trucks.  Because 
this requirement only affects the type of trucks that are allowed to enter rendering facilities 
and not the number of trips, this BMP is not expected to increase the demand for on-site truck 
parking facilities in any way.  Additionally, all of the affected facilities are knowledgeable of 
where their animal carcasses and parts wastes are delivered from and have standing contracts 
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with many of the delivering entities.  It is reasonably foreseeable that affected facilities can 
notify delivering parties of the tarping BMP requirement prior to the actual delivery of animal 
carcasses and parts waste product, therefore, eliminating the need for a return trip to their 
original location to be tarped. 

 
2. Washing of Outgoing Transport Vehicles 

 
Where raw rendering materials come directly into contact with a delivery truck, the cargo 
area of any vehicle exiting the rendering facility must be thoroughly washed prior to the truck 
leaving the facility. 
 
This requirement is expected to be a quick process that consists of hosing down the cargo 
area of the delivery trucks prior to exiting and is not expected to slow down the 
delivery/exiting process creating the need for extended on-site truck parking facilities. 
 
3. Trap Grease Delivery Trucks 
 
Trap grease from delivery trucks must be delivered to tankage at the facility and transferred 
within the trap grease storage and processing area(s) within a closed system, inside of a 
permanent total enclosure, or through a system vented to odor control equipment. 
 
Since this BMP only outlines specific areas that trap grease delivery trucks can be unloaded, 
this BMP is not expected to delay normal trap grease unloading operations, and therefore 
does not create the need for extended on-site truck parking facilities or cause any increase in 
the number of delivery trucks. 
 
4. Venting Trap Grease Delivery Vehicles to Odor Control Equipment 
 
The pressure relief valve on trap grease delivery trucks fitted with an internal vacuum or 
pressure pump must be vented to odor control equipment operating in good condition prior 
to unloading of trap grease, unless the truck is unloaded inside of a permanent total enclosure. 
 
Since this BMP only requires that trap grease delivery trucks must be vented to odor control 
equipment prior to unloading, this BMP is not expected to delay normal trap grease unloading 
operations, and therefore does not create the need for extended on-site truck parking facilities. 
 

Additionally, implementation of the proposed project would not result in a net change or cause 
additional transportation demands or services.  Similarly, the implementation of the proposed 
project is not expected to adversely affect circulation patterns on local roadways or the level of 
service at intersections near affected facilities. 

 
Implementation of the proposed rule would require construction activities such as demolition, the 
installation of new enclosures and associated trenching/concrete activities for the footings of the 
new enclosures, repair of the outside raw material receiving areas paving of receiving areas, and 
the installation of new APCDs or the secondary odor containment system.   
 
To evaluate any potential environmental impacts from construction activities associated with the 
proposed project, an environmental impact analysis was conducted for the worst-case impact 
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scenario based on the improvements necessary at the affected facilities to comply with the 
proposed rule using one of the larger facilities in the current affected facility inventory as a basis 
for estimating foreseeable construction impacts.  The estimated worst-case impact construction 
scenario was based on information provided by the facility of future construction 
activities/upgrades to current infrastructure in order to comply with the proposed rule.  The 
construction scenario analyzed includes demolition, the fabrication of three six new structures and 
associated trenching/concrete activities for the footings of the new structures, repair of the outside 
raw material receiving areas paving of the receiving area, and the installation of three four new 
APCDs.  This particular facility was chosen for the analysis because it required the most 
construction activities of the five facilities currently in the affected inventory.  Therefore, this 
construction estimate was used as an example for a “worst-case” impact scenario.  Due to the large 
project size, this known project was used as an example for a “worst case” impact scenario.  The 
environmental analysis concluded that construction required by this proposed project would not 
generate any significant adverse air quality environmental impacts.  The detailed results of this air 
quality analysis are presented in Appendix C – Construction Emissions for Worst-Case Impact 
Scenario. 
 
Since a limited amount of construction-related trips (see Appendix C) and no additional 
operational-related trips per facility are anticipated, the adoption of the proposed project is not 
expected to significantly adversely affect circulation patterns on local roadways or the level of 
service at intersections near affected facilities.  Since the construction activities required as a result 
of PR 415 at the affected facilities are not expected to overlap because of the 3-year compliance 
timeframe, no significant construction traffic impacts are anticipated based on the analysis 
conducted. Based on the worst-case impact scenario, which considers overlap of construction 
activities at the rendering facilities, construction would generate a maximum of 24 vehicle trips 
per day. Even if all five facilities performed construction at the same time, this would not be 
Implementation of the proposed rule is not expected to generate 350 employees or truck trips. 
 
XVII. c)  Adoption of the proposed rule would establish procedures to reduce odors from facilities 
conducting rendering operations.  The proposed project will not require operators of existing 
facilities to construct buildings or other structures that could interfere with flight patterns, so the 
height and appearance of the existing structures are not expected to change.  Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project is not expected to adversely affect air traffic patterns.  
Further, the proposed project will not affect in any way air traffic in the region because it will not 
require transport of any materials by air.   
 
XVII. d)  No physical modifications to roadways are expected to occur by implementing the 
proposed project.  Therefore, no offsite modifications to roadways are anticipated for the proposed 
project that would result in an additional design hazard or new incompatible uses. 
 
XVII. e)  All potential physical changes caused by implementation of the proposed project are 
expected to occur within the existing boundaries of the affected facilities.  As a result, the proposed 
project is not expected to adversely impact existing emergency access. 
 
XVII. f)  All potential physical changes caused by implementation of the proposed project are 
expected to occur within the existing boundaries of the affected facilities.  In the event that a 
rendering facility chooses to enclose the operation, new enclosures are expected to comply with 
City of Vernon development standards including parking, loading, maneuvering, and setback 
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requirements, as these are legally required. Implementation of PR 415 would not result in a conflict 
with the development standards for parking because the proposed enclosures would be located 
where operations are currently taking place, and enclosures are not expected to change the existing 
rendering operations in a way that would generate more employees. PR 415 may necessitate 
coordination with the City of Vernon to comply with local zoning regulations regarding parking 
for the new enclosures. Based on the City of Vernon’s parking standard of 1 parking space for 
every 1,000 square feet, the new structures would require restriping of paved areas onsite to 
provide a maximum of 20 parking spaces (17 at Facility B and 3 at Facility D) to comply with this 
standard unless the City grants a variance. However, PR 415 would not generate the demand for 
the additional parking spaces because providing an enclosure for the existing operations would not 
result in an increase in employees. No changes to the parking capacity at or in the vicinity of the 
affected facilities are expected.  Therefore, no shortage of parking spaces is expected.  Further, the 
proposed project is not expected to require additional operational workers, so additional parking 
capacity will not be required.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to adversely impact 
on- or off-site parking capacity.  The proposed project has no provisions that would conflict with 
alternative transportation, such as bus turnouts, bicycle racks, et cetera. 
 
Based upon these considerations, the proposed project is not expected to generate significant adverse 
project-specific or cumulative transportation/traffic impacts and, therefore, this topic will not be 
considered further.  Since no significant transportation/traffic impacts were identified, no mitigation 
measures are necessary or required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

XVIII.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
             SIGNIFICANCE.  

    

a) Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate 
a plant or animal community, reduce 
the number or restrict the range of 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 limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects) 

    

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

    

 
XVIII. a)  As discussed in the “Biological Resources” section, the proposed project is not expected 
to significantly adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitat on which they rely because 
any physical modifications that occur as a result of the proposed project are expected to occur at 
existing rendering facilities that are located in industrial/commercial areas which have already 
been greatly disturbed and that currently do not support such habitats.  Additionally, special status 
plants, animals, or natural communities are not expected to be found within close proximity to the 
facilities potentially affected by the proposed project. 
   
XVIII. b)  Based on the foregoing analyses, cumulative impacts in conjunction with other projects 
that may occur concurrently with or subsequent to the proposed project are not expected to 
adversely impact any environmental topic.  Related projects to the currently proposed project 
include existing and proposed amended rules and regulations, as well as AQMP control measures, 
which produce emission reductions from most industrial and commercial sectors.  Furthermore, 
because the proposed project does not generate significant project-specific impacts, cumulative 
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impacts are not considered to be "cumulatively considerable” as defined by CEQA guidelines 
§15065(a)(3).  For example, the environmental topics checked ‘No Impact’ (e.g., aesthetics, 
agriculture resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and 
hazardous materials, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, 
public services, recreation, solid/hazardous waste and transportation and traffic) would not be 
expected to make any contribution to potential cumulative impacts whatsoever.  Also, in the case 
of air quality impacts, the net effect of implementing the proposed project with other proposed 
amended rules and regulations, and AQMP control measures is an overall reduction in District-
wide emissions, thus, contributing to the attainment of state and national ambient air quality 
standards.  Therefore, it is concluded that the proposed project has no potential for significant 
cumulative or cumulatively considerable impacts in any environmental areas. 
 
XVIII. c)  Based on the foregoing analyses, the proposed project is not expected to cause 
significant adverse effects to human beings.  Significant adverse air quality impacts are not 
expected from the implementation of the proposed project.  Based on the preceding analyses, no 
significant adverse impacts to aesthetics, agriculture resources, air quality, biological resources, 
cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public 
services, recreation, solid/hazardous waste and transportation and traffic are expected as a result 
of the implementation of the proposed project.   
 
As discussed in items I through XVIII above, the proposed project would have no potential to 
cause significant adverse environmental effects. 
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APPENDIX A 

Proposed Rule 415 – Odors From Rendering Facilities 

 

In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of Proposed Rule 415 
located elsewhere in the Governing Board Package. The version of Proposed Rule 415 that was 
circulated with the Draft EA and released on July 14, 2015 for a 30-day public review and comment 
period ending on August 12, 2015 was identified as “Proposed Rule 415 (June 23, 2015)”. 

Original hard copies of the Draft EA, which include the draft version of the proposed rule listed 
above, can be obtained through the SCAQMD Public Information Center at the Diamond Bar 
headquarters or by contacting Fabian Wesson, Public Advisor at the SCAQMD’s Public 
Information Center by phone at (909) 396-2039 or by email at PICrequests@aqmd.gov. 

  

 



 
 

APPENDIX B 

Permanent Total Enclosure and Control Estimates for Affected Facilities 

  

 



Number of 
Odor Control 

Equipment

Electricity Usage 
for Air Curtain 

(kW-h/yr)

High Estimate High Estimate
(hrs/ 
day)

(days/ 
yr) (hrs/ yr) High Estimate

High 
Estimate High Estimate High Estimate

(gal/ 
day)

(gal/ 
year)

(gal/ 
day)

(gal/ 
year)

Facility A 100 31,200 7,920

Facility B Plant - closed 
system

0

Both high and low enclosure estimates for raw material 
receiving assume facility will opt to turn processing 
equipment in main building into a closed system  , rather 
than constructing a new main building, as this is the lower 
cost option. 0 0 24 312 7,488 0 0 0 0 0

Facility B Plant - Raw 
Materials Receiving 4,000 0 0 24 312 7,488 0 0 0 0 3,724

Main Plant - closed 
system

0

Both high and low enclosure estimates for raw material 
receiving assume facility will opt to turn processing 
equipment in main building into a closed system , rather 
than constructing a new main building, as this is the lower 
cost option. 0 0 16 312 4,992 0 0 0 0 0

Wastewater Enclosure 3,500 Low enclosure estimate provided by Facility D.  0 1 24 365 8,760 1,073,100 2,940 362,939 119,556 0

Main processing plant - 
Raw Materials Receiving

9,000 9,000 0 16 312 4,992 0 0 0 3,724
SUBTOTAL 16,500 9,000 100 31,200

Facility C Receiving / Grinding 0
Minor improvements to achieve a closed system.  No 
modifications to existing building structures. 0 0 8 312 2,496 0 0 0 0 3,259 0 0 7,920

Receiving/Shredding 
Enclosure 625 Low enclosure estimate provided by Facility D.  0 1 24 312 7,488 6,727 0
Wastewater Enclosure 350 Low enclosure estimate provided by Facility D. 0 1 24 365 8,760 2,852 0
Cooking Area 1,600 Low enclosure estimate provided by Facility D.  0 1 16 312 4,992 13,507 0

Facility E Expected to be qualified for the Low Usage Exemption 7,920
GRAND TOTAL 19,075 9,000 4 1,073,100 2,940 386,024 119,556 10,707 300 93,600 39,600

Assumptions:
Calculate power usage for ventilation blower motor:
kVA = 0.00173*V*A*motor load 135.286
kW = kVA*PF*0.01 101.4645
Assume: constant motor load under steady state conditions
Assume: full load current of 170 amps (A) @ 460 Volts (V) for 125 hp motor
Assume: motor load of 95%
Assume: power factor (PF) of 75%

Calculate electrical power usage for scrubber recirculation pump motor(s):
Assume: constant motor load under steady state conditions
Assume: full load current of 35 amps (A) @ 460 Volts (V) for each 25 hp motor
Assume: motor load of 95%
Assume: power factor (PF) of 60%
Assume: scrubber operates 16 hrs/day, 6 days/wk = 4992 hrs/yr
Calculate power usage for scrubber recirculation pump motor(s):
kVA = 0.00173*V*A*motor load 27.853
kW = kVA*PF*0.01 16.7118

BMP e3: Trucks are currently required to be washed under 3CCR §1180.35. It is BAU for BMP (e)(3) washing of outgoing trucks 
BMP e4: Washing of drums is 100 gal/day for three facilities: Facility B, Facility D and Facility A

Facility D proposed the use of carbon systems, and the main costs of which are carbon drums. 

Facility

Expected to be qualified for the Low Usage Exemption 

Scrubber 
Makeup 
Water 

(gal/day)
BMP (e)(4): 

Washing of DrumsOperating Schedule

Scrubber 
Makeup 

Water (gal/yr)
Demolition 
Size (ft2)

Enclosure Size 
(ft2)

Notes on Enclosure

Facility D is 
assumed to use 

Carbon 
Adsorption 

Facility D is 
assumed to use 

Carbon 
Adsorption 

Facility B

Facility D

BMP (e)(11): 
Cleaning Floor 

Drains

Electricity Usage 
for Ventilation 
Blower (kW-

h/yr)

Electricity Usage 
for Scrubber 
Recirculation 

Pumps (kW-h/yr)

Facillity D is 
assumed to use 

Carbon 
Adsorption 

7,920

7,920

100 31,200

100 31,200

Facility A filed for permit applications to modernize facility prior to PR 415 requirements becoming effective.  

BMP e10: Washing of receiving areas is 0 water usage because the facilities are already washing the areas 
BMP e11: cleaning of floor drains is required for 5 facilities.  It is assumed that 660 gal per cleaning for 1 hour, and it is 1 cleaning per month = 

Other Assumptions
Water fire suppression system for enclosure
Receiving area currently required to be washed once/day under facility permits.



 
 

APPENDIX C 

Revised Construction Emissions for Worst Case Impact Analysis Scenario  

 



tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Generator Sets

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Graders

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/7/2018 2/24/2018

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 19,070.00 19,075.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/18/2018 1/27/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/16/2018 1/20/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/13/2018 3/2/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/15/2018 1/19/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/6/2018 2/23/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/17/2018 1/26/2018

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1.00 5.00

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 20.00

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for repavement rather than pavement repair)

Grading - 

Demolition - 9,000 square feet of demolition (53,500 assumedin the Draft EA)

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Draft EA assumed 53,500 square feet of new enclosures

Construction Phase - Draft EA included demolition of existing structures and enclosure construction. Schedule reflects conservative estimate of 
construction of the enclosure per PR 415.

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

760.86 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2018

Utility Company City of Vernon

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 19.07 1000sqft 0.44 19,075.00 0

Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 9.00 1000sqft 0.21 9,000.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage
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tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Paving Equipment

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Welders
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Highest 0.4620 0.4620

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 1-1-2018 3-31-2018 0.4620 0.4620

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0049.47 0.00 29.36 51.67 0.00 20.93

NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 45.1663 45.1663 9.9200e-
003

0.0000 45.41440.0175 0.0238 0.0413 7.4000e-
003

0.0224 0.0299Maximum 0.0513 0.4311 0.2902 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 45.1663 45.1663 9.9200e-
003

0.0000 45.41440.0175 0.0238 0.0413 7.4000e-
003

0.0224 0.02992018 0.0513 0.4311 0.2902 5.1000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 45.1663 45.1663 9.9200e-
003

0.0000 45.41440.0347 0.0238 0.0585 0.0153 0.0224 0.0378Maximum 0.0513 0.4311 0.2902 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 45.1663 45.1663 9.9200e-
003

0.0000 45.41440.0347 0.0238 0.0585 0.0153 0.0224 0.03782018 0.0513 0.4311 0.2902 5.1000e-
004

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
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Paving Paving Equipment 1 8.00 132 0.36

Building Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Grading Graders 1 6.00 187 0.41

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 6.00 247 0.40

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Paving Pavers 1 6.00 130 0.42

Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Cranes 1 6.00 231 0.29

Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 6.00 9 0.56

Load Factor

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 247 0.40

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 2.5

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 1.88

Acres of Paving: 0.21

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 

5 Paving Paving 2/24/2018 3/2/2018 5

5

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/27/2018 2/23/2018 5 20

3 Grading Grading 1/20/2018 1/26/2018 5

10

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/13/2018 1/19/2018 5 5

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2018 1/12/2018 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date
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0.0000 2.3247 2.3247 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.32821.0600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

2.9000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.2000e-
004

Total 5.7000e-
004

7.1600e-
003

4.7200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7077 0.7077 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.70847.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

Worker 3.6000e-
004

3.1000e-
004

3.3100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.6170 1.6170 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.61983.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
004

Hauling 2.1000e-
004

6.8500e-
003

1.4100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 10.8462 10.8462 2.7500e-
003

0.0000 10.91484.4300e-
003

7.1800e-
003

0.0116 6.7000e-
004

6.7100e-
003

7.3800e-
003

Total 0.0124 0.1218 0.0756 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 10.8462 10.8462 2.7500e-
003

0.0000 10.91487.1800e-
003

7.1800e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

Off-Road 0.0124 0.1218 0.0756 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00004.4300e-
003

0.0000 4.4300e-
003

6.7000e-
004

0.0000 6.7000e-
004

Fugitive Dust

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

Water Exposed Area

3.2 Demolition - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Paving 5 13.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 7 12.00 5.00 0.00

Grading 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 3 8.00 0.00 0.00

Demolition 5 13.00 0.00 41.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number
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0.0000 3.9357 3.9357 1.2300e-
003

0.0000 3.96640.0145 2.3800e-
003

0.0169 7.3800e-
003

2.1900e-
003

9.5700e-
003

Total 4.5200e-
003

0.0519 0.0202 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.9357 3.9357 1.2300e-
003

0.0000 3.96642.3800e-
003

2.3800e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

Off-Road 4.5200e-
003

0.0519 0.0202 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0145 0.0000 0.0145 7.3800e-
003

0.0000 7.3800e-
003

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.3247 2.3247 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.32821.0600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

2.9000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.2000e-
004

Total 5.7000e-
004

7.1600e-
003

4.7200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7077 0.7077 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.70847.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

Worker 3.6000e-
004

3.1000e-
004

3.3100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.6170 1.6170 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.61983.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
004

Hauling 2.1000e-
004

6.8500e-
003

1.4100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 10.8461 10.8461 2.7500e-
003

0.0000 10.91481.9900e-
003

7.1800e-
003

9.1700e-
003

3.0000e-
004

6.7100e-
003

7.0100e-
003

Total 0.0124 0.1218 0.0756 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 10.8461 10.8461 2.7500e-
003

0.0000 10.91487.1800e-
003

7.1800e-
003

6.7100e-
003

6.7100e-
003

Off-Road 0.0124 0.1218 0.0756 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00001.9900e-
003

0.0000 1.9900e-
003

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
004

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.0000 0.2178 0.2178 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.21802.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

Total 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.2178 0.2178 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.21802.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3.9357 3.9357 1.2300e-
003

0.0000 3.96646.5200e-
003

2.3800e-
003

8.9000e-
003

3.3200e-
003

2.1900e-
003

5.5100e-
003

Total 4.5200e-
003

0.0519 0.0202 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.9357 3.9357 1.2300e-
003

0.0000 3.96642.3800e-
003

2.3800e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

Off-Road 4.5200e-
003

0.0519 0.0202 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00006.5200e-
003

0.0000 6.5200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

0.0000 3.3200e-
003

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.2178 0.2178 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.21802.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

Total 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.2178 0.2178 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.21802.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.0000 3.2234 3.2234 1.0000e-
003

0.0000 3.24855.5300e-
003

1.9900e-
003

7.5200e-
003

2.8400e-
003

1.8300e-
003

4.6700e-
003

Total 3.7400e-
003

0.0427 0.0169 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.2234 3.2234 1.0000e-
003

0.0000 3.24851.9900e-
003

1.9900e-
003

1.8300e-
003

1.8300e-
003

Off-Road 3.7400e-
003

0.0427 0.0169 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00005.5300e-
003

0.0000 5.5300e-
003

2.8400e-
003

0.0000 2.8400e-
003

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.2178 0.2178 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.21802.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

Total 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.2178 0.2178 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.21802.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3.2234 3.2234 1.0000e-
003

0.0000 3.24850.0123 1.9900e-
003

0.0143 6.3100e-
003

1.8300e-
003

8.1400e-
003

Total 3.7400e-
003

0.0427 0.0169 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.2234 3.2234 1.0000e-
003

0.0000 3.24851.9900e-
003

1.9900e-
003

1.8300e-
003

1.8300e-
003

Off-Road 3.7400e-
003

0.0427 0.0169 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0123 0.0000 0.0123 6.3100e-
003

0.0000 6.3100e-
003

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.4 Grading - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.0000 2.5699 2.5699 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.57331.6200e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.6900e-
003

4.4000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

Total 8.9000e-
004

6.8300e-
003

7.8800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.3066 1.3066 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.30781.3100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3300e-
003

3.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.6000e-
004

Worker 6.6000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

6.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2633 1.2633 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.26553.1000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

1.3000e-
004

Vendor 2.3000e-
004

6.2600e-
003

1.7600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 18.4235 18.4235 3.7100e-
003

0.0000 18.51620.0106 0.0106 0.0102 0.0102Total 0.0259 0.1743 0.1388 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 18.4235 18.4235 3.7100e-
003

0.0000 18.51620.0106 0.0106 0.0102 0.0102Off-Road 0.0259 0.1743 0.1388 2.2000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.2178 0.2178 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.21802.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

Total 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.2178 0.2178 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.21802.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.0000 3.0537 3.0537 9.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.07701.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.4000e-
003

1.4000e-
003

Total 2.8300e-
003

0.0261 0.0225 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 2.8000e-
004

0.0000 3.0537 3.0537 9.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.07701.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.4000e-
003

1.4000e-
003

Off-Road 2.5500e-
003

0.0261 0.0225 3.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.6 Paving - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.5699 2.5699 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.57331.6200e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.6900e-
003

4.4000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

Total 8.9000e-
004

6.8300e-
003

7.8800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.3066 1.3066 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.30781.3100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3300e-
003

3.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.6000e-
004

Worker 6.6000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

6.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2633 1.2633 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.26553.1000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

1.3000e-
004

Vendor 2.3000e-
004

6.2600e-
003

1.7600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 18.4234 18.4234 3.7100e-
003

0.0000 18.51620.0106 0.0106 0.0102 0.0102Total 0.0259 0.1743 0.1388 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 18.4234 18.4234 3.7100e-
003

0.0000 18.51620.0106 0.0106 0.0102 0.0102Off-Road 0.0259 0.1743 0.1388 2.2000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.0000 0.3539 0.3539 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.35423.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

Total 1.8000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.6600e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.3539 0.3539 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.35423.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

Worker 1.8000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.6600e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3.0537 3.0537 9.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.07701.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.4000e-
003

1.4000e-
003

Total 2.8300e-
003

0.0261 0.0225 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 2.8000e-
004

0.0000 3.0537 3.0537 9.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.07701.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.4000e-
003

1.4000e-
003

Off-Road 2.5500e-
003

0.0261 0.0225 3.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.3539 0.3539 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.35423.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

Total 1.8000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.6600e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.3539 0.3539 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.35423.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

Worker 1.8000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.6600e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 9.00 1000sqft 0.21 9,000.00 0

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 19.07 1000sqft 0.44 19,075.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2018

Utility Company City of Vernon

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

760.86 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Draft EA assumed 53,500 square feet of new enclosures

Construction Phase - Draft EA included demolition of existing structures and enclosure construction. Schedule reflects conservative estimate of 
construction of the enclosure per PR 415.
Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for repavement rather than pavement repair)

Grading - 

Demolition - 9,000 square feet of demolition (53,500 assumedin the Draft EA)

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 
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Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 20.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/6/2018 2/23/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/17/2018 1/26/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/13/2018 3/2/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/15/2018 1/19/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/18/2018 1/27/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/16/2018 1/20/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/7/2018 2/24/2018

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 19,070.00 19,075.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Graders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Generator Sets

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Welders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Paving Equipment

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00
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Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2018 2.6812 25.7428 16.0869 0.0291 5.8890 1.4428 6.8421 2.9774 1.3489 3.8542 0.0000 2,913.147
5

2,913.1475 0.6366 0.0000 2,929.062
8

Maximum 2.6812 25.7428 16.0869 0.0291 0.6366 0.0000 2,929.062
8

5.8890 1.4428 6.8421 2.9774 1.3489 3.8542

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,913.147
5

2,913.1475

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

2018 2.6812 25.7428 16.0869 0.0291 2.6992 1.4428 3.6523 1.3529 1.3489 2.2297 0.0000 2,913.147
5

2,913.1475 0.6366 0.0000 2,929.062
8

Maximum 2.6812 25.7428 16.0869 0.0291 2.6992 1.4428 3.6523 1.3529 1.3489 2.2297 0.0000 2,913.147
5

2,913.1475 0.6366 0.0000 2,929.062
8

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0054.16 0.00 46.62 54.56 0.00 42.15 0.00 0.00 0.00
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
Phase 

Number
Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 

Week
Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2018 1/12/2018 5 10

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/13/2018 1/19/2018 5 5

20

3 Grading Grading 1/20/2018 1/26/2018 5

3/2/2018 5

5

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/27/2018 2/23/2018 5

5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 2.5

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 1.88

Acres of Paving: 0.21

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 

5 Paving Paving 2/24/2018

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 247 0.40

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 6.00 9 0.56

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Building Construction Cranes 1 6.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20

Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Paving Pavers 1 6.00 130 0.42

Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 6.00 247 0.40

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 1 6.00 187 0.41

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Paving Equipment 1 8.00 132 0.36
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Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Demolition 5 13.00 0.00 41.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 7 12.00 5.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Paving 5 13.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

6.90 20.00

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

Water Exposed Area

3.2 Demolition - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive Dust 0.8859 0.0000 0.8859 0.1341 0.0000 0.1341 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4838 24.3641 15.1107 0.0241 1.4365 1.4365 1.3429 1.3429 2,391.165
9

2,391.1659 0.6058 2,406.310
5

Total 2.4838 24.3641 15.1107 0.0241 0.6058 2,406.310
5

0.8859 1.4365 2.3224 0.1341 1.3429 1.4770

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,391.165
9

2,391.1659

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0407 1.3246 0.2741 3.3200e-
003

0.0717 5.0400e-
003

0.0767 0.0197 4.8200e-
003

0.0245 359.0020 359.0020 0.0247 359.6198

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0718 0.0542 0.7021 1.6400e-
003

0.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397 162.9797 162.9797 6.1100e-
003

163.1325

Total 0.1125 1.3788 0.9762 4.9600e-
003

0.0308 522.75230.2170 6.3400e-
003

0.2233 0.0582 6.0100e-
003

0.0642 521.9817 521.9817
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.3987 0.0000 0.3987 0.0604 0.0000 0.0604 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4838 24.3641 15.1107 0.0241 1.4365 1.4365 1.3429 1.3429 0.0000 2,391.165
9

2,391.1659 0.6058 2,406.310
5

Total 2.4838 24.3641 15.1107 0.0241 0.6058 2,406.310
5

0.3987 1.4365 1.8351 0.0604 1.3429 1.4033

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,391.165
9

2,391.1659

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0407 1.3246 0.2741 3.3200e-
003

0.0717 5.0400e-
003

0.0767 0.0197 4.8200e-
003

0.0245 359.0020 359.0020 0.0247 359.6198

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0718 0.0542 0.7021 1.6400e-
003

0.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397 162.9797 162.9797 6.1100e-
003

163.1325

Total 0.1125 1.3788 0.9762 4.9600e-
003

0.0308 522.75230.2170 6.3400e-
003

0.2233 0.0582 6.0100e-
003

0.0642

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

521.9817 521.9817

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 5.7996 0.0000 5.7996 2.9537 0.0000 2.9537 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.8061 20.7472 8.0808 0.0172 0.9523 0.9523 0.8761 0.8761 1,735.363
0

1,735.3630 0.5402 1,748.869
0

Total 1.8061 20.7472 8.0808 0.0172 0.5402 1,748.869
0

5.7996 0.9523 6.7518 2.9537 0.8761 3.8298 1,735.363
0

1,735.3630
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0442 0.0334 0.4321 1.0100e-
003

0.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245 100.2952 100.2952 3.7600e-
003

100.3892

Total 0.0442 0.0334 0.4321 1.0100e-
003

3.7600e-
003

100.38920.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

100.2952 100.2952

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 2.6098 0.0000 2.6098 1.3292 0.0000 1.3292 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.8061 20.7472 8.0808 0.0172 0.9523 0.9523 0.8761 0.8761 0.0000 1,735.363
0

1,735.3630 0.5402 1,748.869
0

Total 1.8061 20.7472 8.0808 0.0172 0.5402 1,748.869
0

2.6098 0.9523 3.5621 1.3292 0.8761 2.2052

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,735.363
0

1,735.3630

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0442 0.0334 0.4321 1.0100e-
003

0.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245 100.2952 100.2952 3.7600e-
003

100.3892

Total 0.0442 0.0334 0.4321 1.0100e-
003

3.7600e-
003

100.38920.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245 100.2952 100.2952
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Grading - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 4.9153 0.0000 4.9153 2.5257 0.0000 2.5257 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.4972 17.0666 6.7630 0.0141 0.7947 0.7947 0.7311 0.7311 1,421.260
5

1,421.2605 0.4425 1,432.321
9

Total 1.4972 17.0666 6.7630 0.0141 0.4425 1,432.321
9

4.9153 0.7947 5.7100 2.5257 0.7311 3.2569

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,421.260
5

1,421.2605

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0442 0.0334 0.4321 1.0100e-
003

0.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245 100.2952 100.2952 3.7600e-
003

100.3892

Total 0.0442 0.0334 0.4321 1.0100e-
003

3.7600e-
003

100.38920.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

100.2952 100.2952

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 2.2119 0.0000 2.2119 1.1366 0.0000 1.1366 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.4972 17.0666 6.7630 0.0141 0.7947 0.7947 0.7311 0.7311 0.0000 1,421.260
5

1,421.2605 0.4425 1,432.321
9

Total 1.4972 17.0666 6.7630 0.0141 0.4425 1,432.321
9

2.2119 0.7947 3.0066 1.1366 0.7311 1.8677 0.0000 1,421.260
5

1,421.2605
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0442 0.0334 0.4321 1.0100e-
003

0.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245 100.2952 100.2952 3.7600e-
003

100.3892

Total 0.0442 0.0334 0.4321 1.0100e-
003

3.7600e-
003

100.38920.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

100.2952 100.2952

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 2.5919 17.4280 13.8766 0.0220 1.0580 1.0580 1.0216 1.0216 2,030.838
9

2,030.8389 0.4088 2,041.059
6

Total 2.5919 17.4280 13.8766 0.0220 0.4088 2,041.059
6

1.0580 1.0580 1.0216 1.0216

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,030.838
9

2,030.8389

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0230 0.6128 0.1676 1.3200e-
003

0.0320 4.3200e-
003

0.0363 9.2200e-
003

4.1300e-
003

0.0134 140.8397 140.8397 9.2700e-
003

141.0716

Worker 0.0663 0.0500 0.6481 1.5100e-
003

0.1341 1.2000e-
003

0.1353 0.0356 1.1000e-
003

0.0367 150.4428 150.4428 5.6400e-
003

150.5839

Total 0.0893 0.6628 0.8156 2.8300e-
003

0.0149 291.65540.1661 5.5200e-
003

0.1717 0.0448 5.2300e-
003

0.0500 291.2825 291.2825
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 2.5919 17.4280 13.8766 0.0220 1.0580 1.0580 1.0216 1.0216 0.0000 2,030.838
9

2,030.8389 0.4088 2,041.059
6

Total 2.5919 17.4280 13.8766 0.0220 0.4088 2,041.059
6

1.0580 1.0580 1.0216 1.0216

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,030.838
9

2,030.8389

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0230 0.6128 0.1676 1.3200e-
003

0.0320 4.3200e-
003

0.0363 9.2200e-
003

4.1300e-
003

0.0134 140.8397 140.8397 9.2700e-
003

141.0716

Worker 0.0663 0.0500 0.6481 1.5100e-
003

0.1341 1.2000e-
003

0.1353 0.0356 1.1000e-
003

0.0367 150.4428 150.4428 5.6400e-
003

150.5839

Total 0.0893 0.6628 0.8156 2.8300e-
003

0.0149 291.65540.1661 5.5200e-
003

0.1717 0.0448 5.2300e-
003

0.0500

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

291.2825 291.2825

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Paving - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 1.0182 10.4525 8.9926 0.0135 0.6097 0.6097 0.5618 0.5618 1,346.436
0

1,346.4360 0.4113 1,356.718
6

Paving 0.1100 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.1283 10.4525 8.9926 0.0135 0.4113 1,356.718
6

0.6097 0.6097 0.5618 0.5618 1,346.436
0

1,346.4360
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0718 0.0542 0.7021 1.6400e-
003

0.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397 162.9797 162.9797 6.1100e-
003

163.1325

Total 0.0718 0.0542 0.7021 1.6400e-
003

6.1100e-
003

163.13250.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

162.9797 162.9797

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 1.0182 10.4525 8.9926 0.0135 0.6097 0.6097 0.5618 0.5618 0.0000 1,346.436
0

1,346.4360 0.4113 1,356.718
6

Paving 0.1100 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.1283 10.4525 8.9926 0.0135 0.4113 1,356.718
6

0.6097 0.6097 0.5618 0.5618

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,346.436
0

1,346.4360

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0718 0.0542 0.7021 1.6400e-
003

0.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397 162.9797 162.9797 6.1100e-
003

163.1325

Total 0.0718 0.0542 0.7021 1.6400e-
003

6.1100e-
003

163.13250.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397 162.9797 162.9797



Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for repavement rather than pavement repair)

Grading - 

Demolition - 9,000 square feet of demolition (53,500 assumedin the Draft EA)

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Draft EA assumed 53,500 square feet of new enclosures

Construction Phase - Draft EA included demolition of existing structures and enclosure construction. Schedule reflects conservative estimate of 
construction of the enclosure per PR 415.

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

Off-road Equipment - Assumes conservative equipment (as modeled in the Draft EA for the larger enclosures)

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

760.86 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2018

Utility Company City of Vernon

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 19.07 1000sqft 0.44 19,075.00 0

Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 9.00 1000sqft 0.21 9,000.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage
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tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Paving Equipment

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Generator Sets

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Welders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Graders

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/7/2018 2/24/2018

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 19,070.00 19,075.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/18/2018 1/27/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/16/2018 1/20/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/13/2018 3/2/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/15/2018 1/19/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/6/2018 2/23/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/17/2018 1/26/2018

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1.00 5.00

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 20.00
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0054.16 0.00 46.62 54.56 0.00 42.15

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2,897.635
6

2,897.6356 0.6372 0.0000 2,913.566
6

2.6992 1.4429 3.6523 1.3529 1.3490 2.2297Maximum 2.6892 25.7668 16.0504 0.0289

0.0000 2,897.635
6

2,897.6356 0.6372 0.0000 2,913.566
6

2.6992 1.4429 3.6523 1.3529 1.3490 2.22972018 2.6892 25.7668 16.0504 0.0289

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,897.635
6

2,897.6356

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.6372 0.0000 2,913.566
6

5.8890 1.4429 6.8421 2.9774 1.3490 3.8542Maximum 2.6892 25.7668 16.0504 0.0289

0.0000 2,897.635
6

2,897.6356 0.6372 0.0000 2,913.566
6

5.8890 1.4429 6.8421 2.9774 1.3490 3.85422018 2.6892 25.7668 16.0504 0.0289

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

NBio- CO2 Total CO2
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Paving Paving Equipment 1 8.00 132 0.36

Building Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Grading Graders 1 6.00 187 0.41

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 6.00 247 0.40

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Paving Pavers 1 6.00 130 0.42

Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Cranes 1 6.00 231 0.29

Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 6.00 9 0.56

Load Factor

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 247 0.40

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 2.5

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 1.88

Acres of Paving: 0.21

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 

5 Paving Paving 2/24/2018 3/2/2018 5

5

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/27/2018 2/23/2018 5 20

3 Grading Grading 1/20/2018 1/26/2018 5

10

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/13/2018 1/19/2018 5 5

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2018 1/12/2018 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date
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506.4698 506.4698 0.0315 507.25610.2170 6.4400e-
003

0.2234 0.0582 6.1000e-
003

0.0643Total 0.1212 1.4027 0.9397 4.8100e-
003

153.4749 153.4749 5.7800e-
003

153.61930.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397Worker 0.0795 0.0600 0.6465 1.5400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

352.9949 352.9949 0.0257 353.63690.0717 5.1400e-
003

0.0768 0.0197 4.9100e-
003

0.0246Hauling 0.0417 1.3427 0.2932 3.2700e-
003

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,391.165
9

2,391.1659

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.6058 2,406.310
5

0.8859 1.4365 2.3224 0.1341 1.3429 1.4770Total 2.4838 24.3641 15.1107 0.0241

2,391.165
9

2,391.1659 0.6058 2,406.310
5

1.4365 1.4365 1.3429 1.3429Off-Road 2.4838 24.3641 15.1107 0.0241

0.0000 0.00000.8859 0.0000 0.8859 0.1341 0.0000 0.1341Fugitive Dust

CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O

20.00

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

LD_Mix

Water Exposed Area

3.2 Demolition - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Paving 5 13.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 7 12.00 5.00 0.00

Grading 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 3 8.00 0.00 0.00

Demolition 5 13.00 0.00 41.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number
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1,735.363
0

1,735.3630 0.5402 1,748.869
0

5.7996 0.9523 6.7518 2.9537 0.8761 3.8298Total 1.8061 20.7472 8.0808 0.0172

1,735.363
0

1,735.3630 0.5402 1,748.869
0

0.9523 0.9523 0.8761 0.8761Off-Road 1.8061 20.7472 8.0808 0.0172

0.0000 0.00005.7996 0.0000 5.7996 2.9537 0.0000 2.9537Fugitive Dust

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

506.4698 506.4698

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2018

0.0315 507.25610.2170 6.4400e-
003

0.2234 0.0582 6.1000e-
003

0.0643Total 0.1212 1.4027 0.9397 4.8100e-
003

153.4749 153.4749 5.7800e-
003

153.61930.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397Worker 0.0795 0.0600 0.6465 1.5400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

352.9949 352.9949 0.0257 353.63690.0717 5.1400e-
003

0.0768 0.0197 4.9100e-
003

0.0246Hauling 0.0417 1.3427 0.2932 3.2700e-
003

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,391.165
9

2,391.1659

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.6058 2,406.310
5

0.3987 1.4365 1.8351 0.0604 1.3429 1.4033Total 2.4838 24.3641 15.1107 0.0241

0.0000 2,391.165
9

2,391.1659 0.6058 2,406.310
5

1.4365 1.4365 1.3429 1.3429Off-Road 2.4838 24.3641 15.1107 0.0241

0.0000 0.00000.3987 0.0000 0.3987 0.0604 0.0000 0.0604Fugitive Dust

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2
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94.4461 94.4461 3.5500e-
003

94.53490.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245Total 0.0489 0.0369 0.3978 9.5000e-
004

94.4461 94.4461 3.5500e-
003

94.53490.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245Worker 0.0489 0.0369 0.3978 9.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,735.363
0

1,735.3630

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.5402 1,748.869
0

2.6098 0.9523 3.5621 1.3292 0.8761 2.2052Total 1.8061 20.7472 8.0808 0.0172

0.0000 1,735.363
0

1,735.3630 0.5402 1,748.869
0

0.9523 0.9523 0.8761 0.8761Off-Road 1.8061 20.7472 8.0808 0.0172

0.0000 0.00002.6098 0.0000 2.6098 1.3292 0.0000 1.3292Fugitive Dust

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

94.4461 94.4461

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.5500e-
003

94.53490.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245Total 0.0489 0.0369 0.3978 9.5000e-
004

94.4461 94.4461 3.5500e-
003

94.53490.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245Worker 0.0489 0.0369 0.3978 9.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2
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0.0000 1,421.260
5

1,421.2605 0.4425 1,432.321
9

2.2119 0.7947 3.0066 1.1366 0.7311 1.8677Total 1.4972 17.0666 6.7630 0.0141

0.0000 1,421.260
5

1,421.2605 0.4425 1,432.321
9

0.7947 0.7947 0.7311 0.7311Off-Road 1.4972 17.0666 6.7630 0.0141

0.0000 0.00002.2119 0.0000 2.2119 1.1366 0.0000 1.1366Fugitive Dust

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

94.4461 94.4461

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.5500e-
003

94.53490.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245Total 0.0489 0.0369 0.3978 9.5000e-
004

94.4461 94.4461 3.5500e-
003

94.53490.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245Worker 0.0489 0.0369 0.3978 9.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,421.260
5

1,421.2605

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.4425 1,432.321
9

4.9153 0.7947 5.7100 2.5257 0.7311 3.2569Total 1.4972 17.0666 6.7630 0.0141

1,421.260
5

1,421.2605 0.4425 1,432.321
9

0.7947 0.7947 0.7311 0.7311Off-Road 1.4972 17.0666 6.7630 0.0141

0.0000 0.00004.9153 0.0000 4.9153 2.5257 0.0000 2.5257Fugitive Dust

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.4 Grading - 2018
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278.7441 278.7441 0.0152 279.12460.1661 5.5900e-
003

0.1717 0.0448 5.3000e-
003

0.0501Total 0.0974 0.6696 0.7809 2.7100e-
003

141.6691 141.6691 5.3300e-
003

141.80240.1341 1.2000e-
003

0.1353 0.0356 1.1000e-
003

0.0367Worker 0.0734 0.0554 0.5967 1.4200e-
003

137.0749 137.0749 9.8900e-
003

137.32220.0320 4.3900e-
003

0.0364 9.2200e-
003

4.2000e-
003

0.0134Vendor 0.0240 0.6142 0.1842 1.2900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,030.838
9

2,030.8389

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.4088 2,041.059
6

1.0580 1.0580 1.0216 1.0216Total 2.5919 17.4280 13.8766 0.0220

2,030.838
9

2,030.8389 0.4088 2,041.059
6

1.0580 1.0580 1.0216 1.0216Off-Road 2.5919 17.4280 13.8766 0.0220

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

94.4461 94.4461

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2018

3.5500e-
003

94.53490.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245Total 0.0489 0.0369 0.3978 9.5000e-
004

94.4461 94.4461 3.5500e-
003

94.53490.0894 8.0000e-
004

0.0902 0.0237 7.4000e-
004

0.0245Worker 0.0489 0.0369 0.3978 9.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2
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1,346.436
0

1,346.4360 0.4113 1,356.718
6

0.6097 0.6097 0.5618 0.5618Total 1.1283 10.4525 8.9926 0.0135

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.1100

1,346.436
0

1,346.4360 0.4113 1,356.718
6

0.6097 0.6097 0.5618 0.5618Off-Road 1.0182 10.4525 8.9926 0.0135

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

278.7441 278.7441

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.6 Paving - 2018

0.0152 279.12460.1661 5.5900e-
003

0.1717 0.0448 5.3000e-
003

0.0501Total 0.0974 0.6696 0.7809 2.7100e-
003

141.6691 141.6691 5.3300e-
003

141.80240.1341 1.2000e-
003

0.1353 0.0356 1.1000e-
003

0.0367Worker 0.0734 0.0554 0.5967 1.4200e-
003

137.0749 137.0749 9.8900e-
003

137.32220.0320 4.3900e-
003

0.0364 9.2200e-
003

4.2000e-
003

0.0134Vendor 0.0240 0.6142 0.1842 1.2900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,030.838
9

2,030.8389

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.4088 2,041.059
6

1.0580 1.0580 1.0216 1.0216Total 2.5919 17.4280 13.8766 0.0220

0.0000 2,030.838
9

2,030.8389 0.4088 2,041.059
6

1.0580 1.0580 1.0216 1.0216Off-Road 2.5919 17.4280 13.8766 0.0220

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2
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153.4749 153.4749 5.7800e-
003

153.61930.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397Total 0.0795 0.0600 0.6465 1.5400e-
003

153.4749 153.4749 5.7800e-
003

153.61930.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397Worker 0.0795 0.0600 0.6465 1.5400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,346.436
0

1,346.4360

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.4113 1,356.718
6

0.6097 0.6097 0.5618 0.5618Total 1.1283 10.4525 8.9926 0.0135

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.1100

0.0000 1,346.436
0

1,346.4360 0.4113 1,356.718
6

0.6097 0.6097 0.5618 0.5618Off-Road 1.0182 10.4525 8.9926 0.0135

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

153.4749 153.4749

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

5.7800e-
003

153.61930.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397Total 0.0795 0.0600 0.6465 1.5400e-
003

153.4749 153.4749 5.7800e-
003

153.61930.1453 1.3000e-
003

0.1466 0.0385 1.1900e-
003

0.0397Worker 0.0795 0.0600 0.6465 1.5400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2



tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 16.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 8.00

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 5.00

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - APCD Installation

Off-road Equipment - APCD equipment install list

Trips and VMT - APCD installation (8 worker). Worst-Case Impact Scenario 4 APCDS delivered

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

760.86 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company City of Vernon

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

General Heavy Industry 1.00 1000sqft 0.02 1,000.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2
Date: 10/20/2017 1:30 PM

PR415_APCDInstallation - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

PR415_APCDInstallation
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual
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Highest 0.0525 0.0525

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 3-12-2018 6-11-2018 0.0525 0.0525

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 5.8896 5.8896 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 5.90965.6000e-
004

2.7400e-
003

3.3000e-
003

1.5000e-
004

2.6700e-
003

2.8200e-
003

Maximum 6.4300e-
003

0.0461 0.0385 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.8896 5.8896 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 5.90965.6000e-
004

2.7400e-
003

3.3000e-
003

1.5000e-
004

2.6700e-
003

2.8200e-
003

2018 6.4300e-
003

0.0461 0.0385 7.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 5.8896 5.8896 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 5.90965.6000e-
004

2.7400e-
003

3.3000e-
003

1.5000e-
004

2.6700e-
003

2.8200e-
003

Maximum 6.4300e-
003

0.0461 0.0385 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.8896 5.8896 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 5.90965.6000e-
004

2.7400e-
003

3.3000e-
003

1.5000e-
004

2.6700e-
003

2.8200e-
003

2018 6.4300e-
003

0.0461 0.0385 7.0000e-
005

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
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0.0000 4.9487 4.9487 7.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.96752.7200e-
003

2.7200e-
003

2.6500e-
003

2.6500e-
003

Total 6.1200e-
003

0.0434 0.0357 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.9487 4.9487 7.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.96752.7200e-
003

2.7200e-
003

2.6500e-
003

2.6500e-
003

Off-Road 6.1200e-
003

0.0434 0.0357 6.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.2 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Building Construction 7 16.00 8.00 0.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Building Construction Welders 2 8.00 46 0.45

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Generator Sets 2 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Forklifts 2 6.00 89 0.20

Load Factor

Building Construction Cranes 1 4.00 231 0.29

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Building Construction Building Construction 3/15/2018 3/21/2018 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date
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0.0000 0.9409 0.9409 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.94215.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

5.8000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.7000e-
004

Total 3.1000e-
004

2.6900e-
003

2.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4355 0.4355 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.43594.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.4000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Worker 2.2000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

2.0400e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.5053 0.5053 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.50621.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

Vendor 9.0000e-
005

2.5000e-
003

7.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4.9487 4.9487 7.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.96752.7200e-
003

2.7200e-
003

2.6500e-
003

2.6500e-
003

Total 6.1200e-
003

0.0434 0.0357 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.9487 4.9487 7.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.96752.7200e-
003

2.7200e-
003

2.6500e-
003

2.6500e-
003

Off-Road 6.1200e-
003

0.0434 0.0357 6.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.9409 0.9409 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.94215.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

5.8000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.7000e-
004

Total 3.1000e-
004

2.6900e-
003

2.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4355 0.4355 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.43594.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.4000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Worker 2.2000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

2.0400e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.5053 0.5053 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.50621.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

Vendor 9.0000e-
005

2.5000e-
003

7.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 16.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Welders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Generator Sets

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 8/15/2018 3/21/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/29/2018 3/15/2018

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 5.00

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - APCD Installation

Off-road Equipment - APCD equipment install list

Trips and VMT - APCD installation (8 worker). Worst-Case Impact Scenario 4 APCDS delivered

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

760.86 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company City of Vernon

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

General Heavy Industry 1.00 1000sqft 0.02 1,000.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2,607.938
8

2,607.9388 0.3540 0.0000 2,616.789
7

0.2301 1.0957 1.3258 0.0622 1.0684 1.1306Maximum 2.5721 18.4100 15.4224 0.0276

0.0000 2,607.938
8

2,607.9388 0.3540 0.0000 2,616.789
7

0.2301 1.0957 1.3258 0.0622 1.0684 1.13062018 2.5721 18.4100 15.4224 0.0276

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,607.938
8

2,607.9388 0.3540 0.0000 2,616.789
7

0.2301 1.0957 1.3258 0.0622 1.0684 1.1306Maximum 2.5721 18.4100 15.4224 0.0276

0.0000 2,607.938
8

2,607.9388 0.3540 0.0000 2,616.789
7

0.2301 1.0957 1.3258 0.0622 1.0684 1.13062018 2.5721 18.4100 15.4224 0.0276

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
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2,182.004
9

2,182.0049 0.3317 2,190.296
8

1.0872 1.0872 1.0603 1.0603Total 2.4469 17.3628 14.2902 0.0234

2,182.004
9

2,182.0049 0.3317 2,190.296
8

1.0872 1.0872 1.0603 1.0603Off-Road 2.4469 17.3628 14.2902 0.0234

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.2 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Building Construction 7 16.00 8.00 0.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Forklifts 2 6.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Cranes 1 4.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Generator Sets 2 8.00 84 0.74

Load Factor

Building Construction Welders 2 8.00 46 0.45

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Building Construction Building Construction 3/15/2018 3/21/2018 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
Phase 

Number
Phase Name Phase Type Start Date
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425.9339 425.9339 0.0224 426.49290.2301 8.5000e-
003

0.2386 0.0622 8.0800e-
003

0.0703Total 0.1252 1.0472 1.1322 4.1300e-
003

200.5904 200.5904 7.5200e-
003

200.77850.1788 1.5900e-
003

0.1804 0.0474 1.4700e-
003

0.0489Worker 0.0884 0.0667 0.8641 2.0200e-
003

225.3435 225.3435 0.0148 225.71450.0512 6.9100e-
003

0.0581 0.0148 6.6100e-
003

0.0214Vendor 0.0368 0.9805 0.2681 2.1100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,182.004
9

2,182.0049 0.3317 2,190.296
8

1.0872 1.0872 1.0603 1.0603Total 2.4469 17.3628 14.2902 0.0234

0.0000 2,182.004
9

2,182.0049 0.3317 2,190.296
8

1.0872 1.0872 1.0603 1.0603Off-Road 2.4469 17.3628 14.2902 0.0234

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

425.9339 425.9339 0.0224 426.49290.2301 8.5000e-
003

0.2386 0.0622 8.0800e-
003

0.0703Total 0.1252 1.0472 1.1322 4.1300e-
003

200.5904 200.5904 7.5200e-
003

200.77850.1788 1.5900e-
003

0.1804 0.0474 1.4700e-
003

0.0489Worker 0.0884 0.0667 0.8641 2.0200e-
003

225.3435 225.3435 0.0148 225.71450.0512 6.9100e-
003

0.0581 0.0148 6.6100e-
003

0.0214Vendor 0.0368 0.9805 0.2681 2.1100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 16.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Welders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Generator Sets

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 8/15/2018 3/21/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/29/2018 3/15/2018

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 5.00

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - APCD Installation

Off-road Equipment - APCD equipment install list

Trips and VMT - APCD installation (8 worker). Worst-Case Impact Scenario 4 APCDS delivered

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

760.86 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company City of Vernon

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

General Heavy Industry 1.00 1000sqft 0.02 1,000.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2,590.217
0

2,590.2170 0.3546 0.0000 2,599.082
2

0.2301 1.0958 1.3259 0.0622 1.0685 1.1307Maximum 2.5831 18.4193 15.3805 0.0274

0.0000 2,590.217
0

2,590.2170 0.3546 0.0000 2,599.082
2

0.2301 1.0958 1.3259 0.0622 1.0685 1.13072018 2.5831 18.4193 15.3805 0.0274

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,590.217
0

2,590.2170 0.3546 0.0000 2,599.082
2

0.2301 1.0958 1.3259 0.0622 1.0685 1.1307Maximum 2.5831 18.4193 15.3805 0.0274

0.0000 2,590.217
0

2,590.2170 0.3546 0.0000 2,599.082
2

0.2301 1.0958 1.3259 0.0622 1.0685 1.13072018 2.5831 18.4193 15.3805 0.0274

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
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2,182.004
9

2,182.0049 0.3317 2,190.296
8

1.0872 1.0872 1.0603 1.0603Total 2.4469 17.3628 14.2902 0.0234

2,182.004
9

2,182.0049 0.3317 2,190.296
8

1.0872 1.0872 1.0603 1.0603Off-Road 2.4469 17.3628 14.2902 0.0234

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.2 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Building Construction 7 16.00 8.00 0.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Forklifts 2 6.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Cranes 1 4.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Generator Sets 2 8.00 84 0.74

Load Factor

Building Construction Welders 2 8.00 46 0.45

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Building Construction Building Construction 3/15/2018 3/21/2018 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
Phase 

Number
Phase Name Phase Type Start Date
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408.2120 408.2120 0.0229 408.78540.2301 8.6100e-
003

0.2387 0.0622 8.1900e-
003

0.0704Total 0.1362 1.0566 1.0903 3.9600e-
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Worst-Case Impact Scenario - On-Road Fuel Use

PhaseName
Phase 
Duration

Worker 
Trip 

Number

Vendor 
Trip 

Number

Hauling 
Trip 

Number Trips/ Day

Worker 
Trip 

Length

Vendor 
Trip 

Length

Hauling 
Trip 

Length
Demolition 10 13 0 41 17 14.7 6.9 20
Site Preparation 5 8 0 0 8 14.7 6.9 20
Grading 5 8 0 0 8 14.7 6.9 20
Building Construction 20 12 5 0 17 14.7 6.9 20
Paving 5 13 0 0 13 14.7 6.9 20
Building Construction APCD 5 16 8 0 24 14.7 6.9 20
Source: CalEEMod 2016 Version 3.2.2 - Worst Case Impact Scenario

PhaseName
Worker 

VMT
Vendor 

VMT Haul VMT
Total 
VMT

Gasoline 
Fuel (Gal)

Diesel 
Fuel (Gal)

Demolition 1,911 0 820 2,731 88 143
Site Preparation 588 0 0 588 27 0
Grading 588 0 0 588 27 0
Building Construction 3,528 690 0 4,218 163 121
Paving 956 0 0 956 44 0
Building Construction APCD 1,176 276 0 1,452 54 48
TOTAL 8,747 966 820 10,533 403 312

Fuel Efficiency (Gal/Mile)
Worker = Passenger Vehicles 21.7 gasoline
Vendor = Trucks 5.7 diesel
Haul = Trucks 5.7 diesel
Source: EMFAC2014 - Calendar Year 2016

Summary - Off-Road + On-Road Fuel 

Annual 
Gasoline 

Fuel

Annual 
Diesel 

Fuel 
Total On- and Off-Road 1663 1923 gallons/yr
Total On- and Off-Road 0.0017 0.0019 mmgal/yr

Gasoline Diesel
Basin-Wide Fuel Demand 5,589 524 mmgal
Project as a Percent of Basin 3.0E-07 3.7E-06



Worst-Case Impact Scenario - Off-Road Equipment Fuel Use

Permanent Total Enclosures

PhaseName
Phase 

Duration OffRoad Equipment Type

OffRoad 
Equipment 

Unit Amount
Usage 
Hours

Horse 
Power

Hours Of 
Equipment 

Use Total

Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons/hr)

Diesel Fuel 
Use 

(Gallons)

Gasoline 
Fuel Use 

(Gallons)
Demolition 10 Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8 81 80 2.77 222
Demolition 10 Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 247 80 3.11 249
Demolition 10 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8 97 240 0.81 194
Site Preparation 5 Graders 1 8 187 40 3.24 129
Site Preparation 5 Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7 247 35 3.11 109
Site Preparation 5 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8 97 40 0.81 32
Grading 5 Graders 1 6 187 30 3.24 97
Grading 5 Rubber Tired Dozers 1 6 247 30 3.11 93
Grading 5 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7 97 35 0.81 28
Building Construction 20 Cranes 1 6 231 120 2.25 270
Building Construction 20 Forklifts 1 6 89 120 0.50 60
Building Construction 20 Generator Sets 1 8 84 160 2.26 361
Building Construction 20 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6 97 120 0.81 97
Building Construction 20 Welders 3 8 46 480 0.87 419
Paving 5 Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 6 9 30 0.25 8
Paving 5 Pavers 1 6 130 30 1.72 52
Paving 5 Paving Equipment 1 8 132 40 1.66 66
Paving 5 Rollers 1 7 80 35 0.78 27
Paving 5 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8 97 40 0.81 32

TOTAL 1785 1,537 1,010

APCD Installation

PhaseName
Phase 

Duration OffRoad Equipment Type

OffRoad 
Equipment 

Unit Amount
Usage 
Hours

Horse 
Power

Hours Of 
Equipment 

Use Total

Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons/hr)

Diesel Fuel 
Use 

(Gallons)

Gasoline 
Fuel Use 

(Gallons)
Building Construction 5 Cranes 1 4 231 20 2.25 45
Building Construction 5 Forklifts 2 6 89 60 0.50 30
Building Construction 5 Generator Sets 2 8 84 80 2.26 180
Building Construction 5 Welders 2 8 46 80 0.87 70

TOTAL 240 75 250

TOTAL 2025 1611 1260
Source: OFFROAD2011 (diesel) and OFFROAD2007 (gasoline)



EMFAC 2014 - Calendar Year 2016 Fuel Efficiency

calendar 
year

season 
month sub area vehicle class Fuel Type

Fuel Use 
(1000 

gallons) vmt
Gallons/ 

Mile Fleet Mix
Fuel 

Efficiency
2016 Annual Los Angeles (SC) LDA Gas 5042.2516 120114912.4 23.8 60% 21.7
2016 Annual Los Angeles (SC) LDT1 Gas 518.04016 10559434.2 20.4 10%
2016 Annual Los Angeles (SC) LDT2 Gas 2473.776 44165838.08 17.9 30%

2016 Annual Los Angeles (SC) T7 Tractor Construction Dsl 26.936082 154236.9728 5.7 100.0% 5.7

Source: EMFAC2014



OFFROAD 2011 - Calendar Year 2016 Fuel Efficiency

CalendarYea
r AirBasin Equipment Class Equipment Type

Horsepower 
Bin Base BSFC Base Activity

Base Avg 
HP Gallons/ Yr

Fuel 
Consumption 
(Gallons/Hr)

2016 SC Construction and Mining Cranes 175 2299086.164 146225.5334 148 328,441 2.25
2016 SC Construction and Mining Graders 175 7377323.667 325632.9025 148 1,053,903 3.24
2016 SC Construction and Mining Pavers 120 1182171.602 97936.19184 80 168,882 1.72
2016 SC Construction and Mining Paving Equipment 120 691214.1234 59641.1498 89 98,745 1.66
2016 SC Construction and Mining Rollers 50 2507266.677 458098.762 36 358,181 0.78
2016 SC Construction and Mining Rubber Tired Dozers 175 439374.1172 20168.63905 150 62,768 3.11
2016 SC Construction and Mining Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 50 3754621.4 663156.3115 38 536,374 0.81
2016 SC Industrial Forklifts 50 1749947.773 502491.5459 42 249,993 0.50

Assume an average of 7 lbs in a gallon of fuel. 
During warm weather, diesel fuel weighs between 6.9 and 7.1 pounds per gallon. During colder weather it will weigh between 7.2 and 7.4 pounds per gallon.



OFFROAD 2007 - Average Fuel Efficiency

CY Season AvgDays Equipment Fuel MaxHP Class County Air Basin Air Dist. Activity Consumption
Fuel Use 

(Gallons/Hr)
2016 Annual Mon-Sun Generator Sets G4 50 Light Commercial Equipment Los Angeles SC SC 1,239.655 2,796.047 2.26
2016 Annual Mon-Sun Cement and Mortar Mixers G4 5 Construction and Mining Equipment Los Angeles SC SC 610.876 155.177 0.25
2016 Annual Mon-Sun Concrete/Industrial Saws G4 50 Construction and Mining Equipment Los Angeles SC SC 30.591 84.838 2.77
2016 Annual Mon-Sun Welders G4 25 Light Commercial Equipment Los Angeles SC SC 4,134.450 3,613.018 0.87



APPENDIX D 
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D0 Introduction 
D0-1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) Certified 
Regulatory Program Guidelines. Public Resources Code Section 21080.5(d)(2)(D) and 
SCAQMD’s Certified Regulatory Program (Codified under Rule 110) require that the final 
action on PR 415 include written responses to issues raised during the public process.  

The comment period for the Draft EA for PR 415 – Odors from Rendering Facilities started on 
July 14, 2015 and ended on August 12, 2015. A Notice of Completion (NOC) was forwarded to 
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) (State Clearinghouse [SCH] 
#2015071030) and posted with the County Clerks for the four-county South Coast Air Basin. 
The NOC was distributed primarily using electronic mail to various government agencies and 
other interested agencies, organizations, and individuals, and was provided to all California 
Native American Tribes (Tribes) that requested to be on the Native American Heritage 
Commission’s (NAHC) notification list per Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 (b)(1). 
The NAHC notification list provides a 30-day period during which a Tribe may respond to the 
formal notice, in writing, requesting consultation on the Draft EA. Additionally, the NOC was 
published in the Los Angeles Times on July 14, 2015. Hard copies of the Draft EA were 
available at SCAQMD Headquarters, located at 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, California 
91765, for public review and posted on SCAQMD’s website1. 

D0-2.0 OVERVIEW 
The Draft EA for PR 415 was made available for a 30-day public review period from July 14, 
2015 to August 12, 2015. A total of three comment letters were received by SCAQMD during the 
public review period. This appendix (D) contains responses to those comments received on the 
Draft EA.  

This subsection contains a list of the parties that provided comments during the public review 
period. The respondents have been divided into the following categories: 

                                                 
1 South Coast Air Quality Management District. July 2015. Accessed at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/documents-support-material/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/aqmd-projects---
year-2015. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/documents-support-material/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/aqmd-projects---year-2014
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/documents-support-material/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/aqmd-projects---year-2014
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1. Public Agency  

2. Organizations and Individuals 

Table D0-1, List of Commenters on the Draft EA, Table D0-1, List of Commenters on the 
Draft EA, provides a list of the comment letters and associated comments received in response to 
the Draft EA. SCAQMD staff has reviewed this material and determined that none of this 
material constitutes the type of significant new information that requires recirculation of the 
Draft EA for further public comment under CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5. None of this new 
material indicates that the project will result in a significant new environmental impact not 
previously disclosed in the Draft EA. Additionally, none of this material indicates that there 
would be a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact 
that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of the other circumstances requiring 
recirculation described in Section 15073.5. 

Table D0-1 List of Commenters on the Draft EA 
Reference 
Number Commenting Person/Agency Comment Number Page No. 

Public Agency 

1 
City of Vernon – Public Works, Water & Development 
Services Letter: 1.0-1 to 1.0-13 D1-29 

Organizations and Individuals 

2 Farmer John (Mr. Terry Hadden, Vice President of 
Operations) 

Letter: 2.0-1 to 2.0-10 
Appendix A: 2.1-1 to 2.1-68 
Appendix B: 2.2-1 

D1-47 

3 Jackson, DeMarco, Tidus, Peckenpaugh, a Law Corporation 
on behalf of Baker Commodities, Inc. 

Letter: 3.0-1 to 3.0-26 
Attachment 1: 3.1-1 to 3.1-41 
Attachment 2: 3.2-1 to 3.2-12 
Attachment 3: 3.3-1 to 3.3-42 
Attachment 4: 3.4-1 to 3.4-10 
Attachment 5: 3.5-1 to 3.5-21 
Attachment 6: 3.6-1 to 3.6-9 
Attachment 7: 3.7-1 
Attachment 8: 3.8-1 
Attachment 9: 3.9-1 
Attachment 10.3.10-1 
Attachment 11.3.11-1 
Attachment 12: 3.12-1 
Attachment 13: 13.13-1 
Attachment 14: 14.14-1 

D1-123 

 

Comment letters are also available online along with the rest of the EA at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/documents-support-material/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects.  



 

 Page D0-3 

For the purposes of identifying and responding to comments on the Draft EA, comment letters 
are assigned a number (top left-hand corner of the first page of each letter) and each comment 
within each letter is assigned a bracketed comment number. (For example, the first comment 
received by City of Vernon – Public Works, Water & Development Services is labeled Comment 
1.0-1). 

Comment Letter 1 indicated in the subject line of the letter that the City of Vernon was providing 
comments on PR 415, and Comment Letters 2 and 3 indicated in the subject line of their letters 
that they were providing comments only on the Draft EA. However, the substance of the three 
letters included comments on both PR 415’s rule language and the Draft EA.  

SCAQMD staff initiated the rulemaking process for PR 415 in Spring 2014. Since then, 
extensive public comments were received. Responses to those comments have been prepared and 
are available for review at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/documents-support-material/lead-
agency-scaqmd-projects.  

D0-3.0 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS 
AND RESPONSES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (b) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds 
persons and public agencies that the focus of review and comment of the Draft EA should be “on 
the proposed finding that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment.” If 
persons and public agencies believe that the project may have a significant effect, they should (1) 
identify the specific effect, (2) explain why they believe the effect would occur, and (3) explain 
why they believe the effect would be significant. Comments are most helpful when they are as 
specific as possible. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that CEQA does not require a 
lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commenters.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for 
their comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions 
based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to 
Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial 
evidence.” Section 15204 (e) also states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of 
reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject 
comments not focused as recommended by this section.” 
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D1 Response to Comments 
D1-1.0 MASTER RESPONSES 
Some of the comments received on the Draft EA recurred in more than one comment letter and 
associated appendices. To efficiently address multiple comments on a recurring issue, this 
subsection of the response to comments includes “Master Responses” for each of those issues. 
Table D1-1, Master Responses, lists Master Responses that were developed that summarize 
responses to issues raised by the public during the comment period for the Draft EA. The Master 
Responses provide a comprehensive response as well as additional information that may have 
been requested by any individual comment. The responses to the individual comments cite the 
Master Responses as appropriate.  

Table D1-1 Master Responses 
Section Master Response Number Master Comment Title 
D1-1.1 1 Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce 
D1-1.2 2 Facility Shutdown 
D1-1.3 3 Odor Control Measures 
D1-1.4 4 Worst-Case Scenario 
D1-1.5 5 Nuisance Odors 
D1-1.6 6 Methodology 
D1-1.7 7 Building Codes 
D1-1.8 8 Agricultural Preemption 
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D1-1.1 Master Response 1 – Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce 
Several comments have suggested that SCAQMD does not have the legal authority to adopt PR 
415. SCAQMD has the legal authority to adopt and enforce PR 415. 

As described in Chapter 1 of the Draft EA and the Final Staff Report for PR 415, SCAQMD has 
the legal authority to adopt and enforce PR 415. SCAQMD is given broad authority to regulate 
air pollution from "all sources, other than emissions from motor vehicles." Health and Safety 
Code (H&SC) Section 40000. The term "air pollutant" includes odors (H&SC Section 39013). 
Therefore, SCAQMD may regulate to control air pollution, including odors, from PR 415 
sources. In addition, SCAQMD has authority to adopt such rules as may be "necessary and 
proper" to execute the powers and duties imposed on SCAQMD by law (H&SC Section 40702).  

SCAQMD’s legal authority to adopt and enforce PR 415, establishing best management 
practices (BMPs) and requirements to reduce odors from rendering facilities, including 
requirements for wastewater associated with rendering processing, also derives from H&SC 
Section 41700, which, in pertinent part, prohibits the discharge of air contaminants causing 
annoyance to the public. It further prohibits the discharge of air contaminants, such as odors, 
which “endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any of those persons or the public, or 
that cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property” (H&SC 
Section 41700). SCAQMD’s authority granted by H&SC Section 41700 to protect the public’s 
comfort and health and safety includes the regulation of facilities to prevent the discharge of 
odors before they cause nuisance or annoyance to the public. SCAQMD is authorized under 
H&SC Section 41508 to adopt rules imposing requirements that are stricter than those set forth 
in state law, including Section 41700 or Civil Code Section 3482.6 (e). City and county agencies 
such as the Los Angeles Sanitation Districts may adopt air pollution rules that are stricter than 
those adopted by SCAQMD (H&SC Section 40449) but otherwise do not have authority or effect 
on SCAQMD’s authority to adopt and enforce air pollution control rules such as PR 415 (H&SC 
Section 40450).  

In addition, H&SC Section 40001(b) authorizes SCAQMD to adopt rules and regulations, such 
as PR 415, and provides, in relevant part, for the prevention and abatement of air pollution 
episodes which cause discomfort or health risks to a significant number of persons. This statute, 
which is phrased very similarly to Section 41700, allows rules to prevent air pollution episodes 
caused by any type of pollutant, not just criteria air pollutants. PR 415 serves to prevent or at 
least reduce the likelihood of the occurrence of a nuisance through imposing reasonable and 
accepted practices for odor control measures. Therefore, PR 415 is a reasonable and proper use 
of SCAQMD’s regulatory authority.  
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D1-1.2 Master Response 2 – Facility Shutdown 
Several comments have suggested that implementation of PR 415 would result in one or more 
facilities shutting down. There is no information consisting of facts, rather than unsubstantiated 
opinion, speculation, and argument that implementation of PR 415 requirements will cause the 
existing rendering facilities to shut down. Absence of rendering operations within SCAQMD’s 
jurisdiction is hypothetical and supposes every existing rendering facility will not be able to 
operate under the requirements of PR 415. Based on SCAQMD’s research, such a scenario is not 
foreseeable based on the requirements of PR 415 or the impacts on rendering facilities. 

The rendering industry provides a unique and beneficial service to society. PR 415 is intended to 
reduce the potential for nuisance-level rendering odors. While PR 415 requirements will apply to 
all existing and new rendering facilities, good faith efforts were made during the rule 
development process to accommodate each existing facility’s unique needs and provide 
sufficient flexibility. This has resulted in substantial changes to the original scope of PR 415 and 
several public versions of the rule language while meeting the same objective of reducing 
rendering odors. For example, one facility reported that it would have difficulties constructing a 
receiving enclosure tall enough to accommodate trucks that tilt up to dump raw materials. A 
change in the requirement was made in PR 415 subdivision (e)(2) to allow this facility to 
continue to use its current material delivery configuration, as long as continuous effort is made to 
move this material into an enclosure within 60 minutes after the end of material delivery. Other 
examples of changes that were made in PR 415 to provide flexibility include: 

(1) allowing cooking and processing operations to be considered a closed system, without 
a requirement for building a permanent total enclosure, provided that some modest 
changes are made;  

(2) limiting repaving and repair to only outside raw material receiving areas;  

(3) allowing facilities to deposit incoming raw rendering materials outside of an 
enclosure within a specific time period;  

(4) allowing temporary storage of raw materials at integrated rendering facilities;  

(5) allowing the use of covered instead of sealed, odor-tight containers; 

(6) limiting cleaning of floor drains to at least once a month as long as accumulation of 
rendering materials from accessible interior and exterior floor drains are removed; 

(7) allowing the use of an alternative qualified BMP;  

(8) providing alternatives to the odor ventilation system standard; 
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(9) allowing a one-time time extension for up to one year to complete construction of a 
permanent total enclosure and applicable ventilation and odor control system; 

(10) providing alternative permanent total enclosure requirements for any raw 
materials receiving area other than installation of a permanent total enclosure with 
ventilation; and 

(11) allowing a rendering facility to accept additional materials from another rendering 
facility in the event that rendering equipment is broken down or for performing 
emergency rendering services.  

Furthermore, PR 415 optimizes flexibility for implementation by allowing the use of existing 
non-rendering wastewater within the same facility for diluting rendering wastewater and 
exempting low usage facilities, blood meal processing, and meat and bone operations. Those 
changes are solutions built into the rule requirements that are intended to minimize or eliminate 
potential challenges during implementation.  

Staff has prepared a Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 415 which has been released for 
public review and comment in conjunction with the Staff Report and PR 415 for a 30-day public 
review and comment period prior to the SCAQMD Governing Board hearing which is currently 
scheduled for November 3, 2017. The Socioeconomic Impact Assessment identifies affected 
facilities and presents the capital costs of new enclosures (specific to each affected facility, as 
applicable) and the capital and operating costs of ventilation systems and odor control 
equipment. In addition, the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment presents the potential costs of 
best management practices, such as signage, covering of incoming trucks, and repair of rendering 
material receiving areas. The Socioeconomic Impact Assessment also evaluates the employment 
impacts of PR 415 on the regional economy, including the potential impacts on small businesses.  

As outlined above, with the changes to the rule language, based on SCAQMD research, 
rendering facilities subject to the requirements of PR 415 will continue to operate as they 
currently do. As evidence of this conclusion, one facility has already submitted permit 
applications for an enclosure and odor control equipment that will meet the permanent total 
enclosure, ventilation system, and odor control equipment standards in PR 415 (see Appendix 
D1, Darling Modernization Permit). It is also important to note that rendering facilities will have 
approximately two to four years after rule adoption to comply with the permanent total enclosure 
and applicable ventilation and odor control system required under PR 415 subdivision (f) with 
the option to request a one-time extension for up to one year to complete the construction. For 
these reasons, it is not expected that the requirements of PR 415 will cause rendering facilities to 
shut down, and the CEQA analysis conducted for PR 415 does not consider the environmental 
impacts from the shutdown scenario.  
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D1-1.3 Master Response 3 – Odor Control Measures 
Several comments have suggested that SCAQMD has not substantiated the need to adopt PR 415 
because SCAQMD already regulates nuisance odors under Rule 402. PR 415’s odor control 
measures are acceptable practices for operating rendering facilities or operations in an urban 
area. 

The goal of PR 415 is to establish standards for odor control. SCAQMD is concerned that 
rendering odors are affecting the residents of Boyle Heights. There are other surrounding 
commercial and residential areas in addition to Boyle Heights that have been impacted by 
rendering odors. In addition to the residents of Boyle Heights, SCAQMD has conducted public 
workshops on PR 415 where residents of Commerce, Maywood, Bell, Vernon and areas of East 
Los Angeles outside Boyle Heights have complained about rendering odors. PR 415 is intended 
to reduce the potential for nuisance-level odors not just in Boyle Heights but also in all 
commercial and residential areas surrounding the rendering facilities.  

Under Rule 402, enforcement action can only be taken after SCAQMD receives and verifies a 
sufficient number of complaints. Moreover, because there are several rendering facilities located 
within a relatively small area2, in some cases the odors cannot be ascribed to one specific facility 
and indeed are likely contributed to by several of the facilities. As a result, it is often not possible 
to pinpoint a single facility as the source of rendering odors. Additionally, there could be 
multiple sources of odor that originate from rendering facilities such as raw rendering material, 
cooking of meat, non-condensable vapors from cooker condensate, wastewater, and therefore 
multiple odor profiles from the various fugitive odors at each facility. Odors may also be 
different at the same facility depending on the materials being processed at the time and other 
factors. Processed materials may also change over time based on market demands. For these 
reasons, it is often not possible to verify odor complaints, and rendering odor events from 
facilities in the Vernon area rarely can be attributed to a specific individual rendering facility. 

Current science and technology does not allow direct measurement or air dispersion modeling of 
all the chemical compounds that make up rendering odors. As described in the Final Staff Report 
for PR 415, modeling requires an initial concentration for each chemical compound, which may 
not be possible to obtain. Many of these compounds do not have established methods for 
collection, speciation, and analysis. Many do not have established odor detection thresholds. For 
these reasons, it is not currently feasible to establish proper parameters for modeling or set 
minimum odor standards based on the existing science and technology.  

                                                 
2 Draft EA. Project Location. Page 1-4 
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Rule 402 does not contain any requirements to reduce odors from new and existing rendering 
facilities. In addition, Rule 402 does not establish minimum standards to prevent or minimize 
odors. PR 415 is a pro-active approach to addressing these odors with provisions designed to 
reduce odors before they come to the level of a public nuisance, whereas existing statutes are 
solely reactive after the impact has occurred. The difficulty in tracing the odors to a specific 
facility does not mean there is not a problem. Instead, the difficulty in pinpointing one source in 
many cases results from the fact that the rendering facilities are located relatively near one 
another. In many cases, it is likely that more than one facility is contributing to the odor. This 
creates the need to require all facilities to take reasonable measures to reduce odors emanating 
from their operations.  

The approach taken for PR 415 is based on research of existing rendering operations to 
determine the current and accepted practices for operating a rendering facility within an urban 
area. The accepted practices include enclosure of odorous operations within a closed system or 
total enclosure (such as a building), maintaining that enclosure under negative pressure, and 
venting that enclosure to odor control equipment. The Final Staff Report for PR 415 discusses 
that one of the five rendering facilities in the City of Vernon has a rendering facility under the 
San Joaquin Air Pollution Control District’s (SJAPCD) jurisdiction. Since 2011, that facility has 
been conducting rendering operations inside an enclosure under negative pressure and with a 
ventilation system to scrubbers. Another Vernon facility also operates a rendering facility in 
Penfield, NY where rendering operations are conducted within an enclosure, ventilated to odor 
control scrubbers. Therefore, the odor control measures required by PR 4153 are demonstrated to 
be feasible and are consistent with the current industry practices for rendering operations in 
urban areas. 

PR 415 is the direct result of a quality of life issue that was identified by the working group for 
the Clean Communities Plan (CCP) in the pilot study area of Boyle Heights. The need to address 
odors from the Vernon rendering facilities is a key air quality priority for the CCP stakeholders in 
the communities where they live, work, and breathe. The impacts of odors vary for each 
individual, but can lead to serious health impacts. The cumulative impacts from the facilities on 
the surrounding communities is unacceptable and needs to be addressed. PR 415 seeks to require 
reasonable controls to prevent or minimize public nuisance odors from rendering operations. PR 
415 is consistent with existing technology and BMP-based requirements in other states and 
countries that were implemented to protect the public health from odors. In addition, it is 
reflective of existing industry practices to mitigate against fugitive odors and is a balanced 
approach given the nature of the existing local rendering facility operations.  

                                                 
3 Ibid. Project Objectives. Page 1-6. 
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PR 415 would not bypass Rule 402. Both would be tools and approaches that would be available 
to SCAQMD staff. The rules would not be duplicative because Rule 402 does not require 
specific actions of the facility, and is reactive when there is a problem. PR 415 would require 
specific requirements that are designed to be proactive in nature, to reduce or prevent the 
potential for off-site odors.  
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D1-1.4 Master Response 4 – Worst-Case Scenario 
Several comments suggest that the analysis in the Draft EA did not evaluate the worst-cast 
scenario. The EA uses an appropriate worst-case scenario for analysis. 

One of the basic purposes of CEQA is to inform government decision makers and the public 
about the potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15002(a)(1)). CEQA does not require technical perfection or call for speculation, but 
rather adequacy, completeness, and a good-faith effort at full disclosure (CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15003 and 15145). The degree of specificity should correspond to the degree of 
specificity involved in the underlying activity that is analyzed in the CEQA process (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15146). For example, “an EIR on a construction project will necessarily be 
more detailed in the specific effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local 
general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the construction can be 
predicted with greater accuracy” (Ibid). While a precise estimate of construction or operations as 
a result of the implementation of PR 415 may not be easy to predict during the rule development 
phase when the CEQA process occurs, the CEQA document should analyze a reasonably 
foreseeable worst-case scenario. However, pursuant to Section 15187(d) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the Draft EA should not engage in speculation or conjecture. Preparing the CEQA 
analysis “necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is 
not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably 
can” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15144). As identified in Section 15187(e), a facility-specific 
analysis is not required.  

PR 415 is a discretionary action by a public agency, which has potential for resulting in direct or 
indirect changes to the environment and, therefore, is considered a “project” as defined by 
CEQA. SCAQMD is the lead agency for PR 415 and has found that implementation of PR 415, 
once approved by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board, would not cause any significant adverse 
impacts pursuant to its Certified Regulatory Program and SCAQMD Rule 110. California Public 
Resources Code Section 21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a 
plan or other written document in lieu of an environmental impact report or negative declaration 
once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program. SCAQMD's 
regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of the Resources Agency on March 1, 1989, 
and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.  

Seventeen CEQA resource areas were analyzed in the Draft EA. Please see Chapter 2, 
Environmental Checklist, of the Draft EA for more information. Environmental impacts for PR 
415 were determined by applying the thresholds of significance which compared future 
conditions with implementation of odor control measures in PR 415 to the existing conditions 
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without PR 415. The existing conditions in the Draft EA represented the most recent conditions 
at the time of the publication of the Draft EA for PR 415, and assumed that all of the five 
affected rendering facilities would need to enclose rendering operations or construct a closed 
system, install odor emission control equipment, and carry out BMPs. After the Draft EA was 
published, one rendering facility filed SCAQMD permit applications to modernize the facility 
prior to PR 415 requirements becoming effective (see Appendix D1, Darling Modernization 
Permit). However, this does not change the existing conditions assumed in the Draft EA since it 
represents the worst-case scenario for the existing conditions that were used for environmental 
analysis. 

It is important to emphasize that the EA focuses on potential environmental impacts of PR 415 as 
a whole. The EA is not a facility or site-specific CEQA document. The EA does not primarily 
focus on any specific rendering facility but uses facility-provided information for the limited 
purpose of developing construction and operational scenarios. To analyze the potential 
environmental impacts of PR 415, assumptions were developed. Key assumptions that were 
relevant to the air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG), energy, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation and traffic included enclosure size, number of air pollution control devices 
(APCDs) such as scrubbers, construction workers’ fuel usage, and water usage. As explained in 
the Draft EA4, the environmental analysis was conducted based on one of the larger facilities in 
the current affected facility inventory. Choosing a larger facility for the impact analysis was 
reasonable because it required the most construction activities (e.g., the largest enclosure area in 
terms of square footage) of the five facilities and provided a reasonable basis that was predicated 
upon facility-provided facts to estimate maximum foreseeable impacts. As such, the 
methodology used in the EA represents SCAQMD’s best efforts to reasonably estimate and 
disclose the environmental impacts associated with PR 415.  

Construction Emissions 

Air quality and GHG emissions were revised based on the worst-case impact scenario in the 
Final EA. Modernization of the facility could take approximately one year. However, 
construction activities that require use of heavy construction equipment would only be on-site for 
a limited amount of time during construction of the permanent total enclosures. The air quality 
impact analysis is based on the worst-case day, which is dependent on the demolition volumes 
and new building construction anticipated during the demolition and building construction 
phases and not the total length of time required for other interior and exterior renovations needed 
to comply with PR 415, because installation of other project components would not generate 
higher construction emission than that generated during the worst-case construction phase.  

                                                 
4 Ibid. Chapter 2, Environmental Checklist. Page 2-4. 
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The CalEEMod™ emissions computer model was used to quantify the construction and 
operational emissions required as part of PR 415, as well as GHG emissions from energy use, 
solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water use. 5 The CalEEMod™ 
model incorporates up-to-date state and locally approved emission factors and methodologies for 
estimating pollutant emissions from typical land use development. The CalEEMod™ model is 
the only model maintained by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
(CAPCOA) and is recommended by SCAQMD for use to estimate construction and operation air 
quality impacts under CEQA.  

The likelihood of overlapping construction activities was contemplated as part of the worst-case 
impact scenario and was disclosed in the Draft EA. PR 415 requires a permanent total enclosure 
be installed with a ventilation system. On Page 2-14, the Draft EA explained that construction 
activities from building an enclosure and installing APCDs within each facility were not 
expected, since the enclosures would need to be constructed prior to the installation of the 
ventilation system. 6 The construction emissions in the Draft EA were estimated based on a 
worst-case impact scenario assuming that construction that utilizes use of heavy construction 
equipment would take up to two months to complete.7 However, construction time could be 
substantially less than two months, resulting in less than significant air quality impacts.  

Fuel Usage 

Additionally, the potential energy impacts from fuel usage for construction activities were based 
on “two affected facilities at any given time,”8 representing a worst-case impact scenario. The 
transportation and traffic impact analysis in the Draft EA also assumed a worst-case impact 
scenario. On Page 2-50 of the Draft EA, it stated that “[S]ince the construction activities required 
as a result of PR 415 at the affected facilities are not expected to overlap because of the three-
year compliance timeframe, no significant construction traffic impacts are anticipated based on 
the analysis conducted. Even if all five facilities performed construction at the same time, this 
would not be expected to generate 350 employees or truck trips.” Based on the worst-case impact 
scenario, construction activities would generate a maximum of 24 vehicle trips on the worst-case 
day. For these reasons, the Draft EA for PR 415 utilized a conservative analysis to disclose a 
reasonable, worst-case impact scenario to the public.  

                                                 
5 Ibid. Page 2-14. 
6 Ibid.  
7 Ibid.  
8 Ibid. Page 2-25. 
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Land Use and Planning Considerations 

Finally, it is important to note that land use and planning considerations are determined by local 
governments. There are many factors that local governments must consider when making local 
planning, land use, and permitting decisions. Affected facilities would need to comply with local 
ordinances and land use requirements.9 In the event that a rendering facility that is affected by 
implementation of PR 415 chooses to tier from this EA for subsequent land use-related 
permitting applications with the City of Vernon (City), the City has the sole authority to review 
and approve (or disapprove) the applications and the responsibility as a lead agency under CEQA 
to determine if this EA is appropriate for tiering or whether a separate CEQA document would be 
required. 

Carbon Adsorption Systems 

Since the publication of the draft PR 415 rule language in June 2015 and the Draft EA in 2015, 
various changes to the scope and requirements of PR 415 have been made. One of the changes is 
the use of an alternative rendering odor control system. Based on the information available to 
SCAQMD staff, it is assumed that one existing rendering facility will use a carbon adsorption 
system instead of scrubbers for controlling rendering odors for the facility’s raw material 
receiving, cooking and wastewater treatment enclosures. As discussed in the Final EA, carbon 
will be purchased in 55 -gallon drums, and approximately 16 to 20 drums would be required 
(refer to Table P-4 in the Final EA). The drums would likely be installed in parallel configuration 
to make up the necessary carbon volume. Replacement of the drums are expected once a year, 
and the spent carbon will be disposed at landfills. 

The Final EA has been revised to reflect the usage of a carbon adsorption system at one existing 
rendering facility. It is recognized that other rendering facilities may also choose to use the 
carbon adsorption system instead of scrubbers to control odors. However, since it is not 
foreseeable at the time of preparing the Final EA that any other rendering facility would use a 
carbon adsorption system, this Final EA only analyzes the potential environmental impacts for 
the worst-case impact scenario that only one rendering facility is using the carbon adsorption 
system as odor control equipment to meet the ventilation requirement under PR 415.  

Potential environmental impacts from the installation, usage, and replacement of drums for the 
carbon adsorption system have been evaluated in the Final EA. Since the rendering facility that 
will use the carbon adsorption system is located in a heavy industrial setting with ongoing 
rendering operations and equipment in the existing environment, the carbon adsorption system is 
expected to cause no impacts on aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological 

                                                 
9 Ibid. Page 2-39. 
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resources, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise, 
population and housing, and recreation.  

The use of a carbon adsorption system is expected to cause no impacts to geology and soils since 
no geological disturbance is expected, and topographic alterations where the drums are located 
are expected to be minimal. It is also reasonable to expect that the drums will be installed in a 
manner that will not expose people or structures to any work safety hazards.  

The use of carbon to control rendering odors is expected to cause no impacts to hydrology and 
water quality, including water demand and wastewater treatment because it does not require any 
water or generate any wastewater. It is also not expected to cause any impacts on mineral 
resources because carbon is not a known mineral resource.  

The use of carbon adsorption system is not expected to cause any physical modifications that 
will increase the chances for fires or the need for security at the rendering facility. The drums 
need to be replaced once a year, and the replacement may require additional workers. However, 
the replacement occurs only once a year, it would not likely cause additional operational workers 
at the facility. Therefore, the use of carbon adsorption system is not expected to induce 
population growth or dispersion. With no increase in local population anticipated, additional 
demand for new or expanded schools or parks is also not anticipated.  

The use of carbon adsorption system may generate some impacts on air quality and GHG 
emissions, energy, solid/hazardous waste, and transportation and traffic because the carbon in the 
drums need to be replaced. The replacement is expected to generate truck trips. Truck trips will 
likely generate additional air and GHG emissions and require more petroleum or diesel fuels. 
The spent carbon is expected to generate additional wastes because it needs to be disposed at 
landfills. The delivery and disposal of the drums for the carbon adsorption systems would require 
a maximum of two truck trips once a year based on the worst-case impact scenario. Emissions 
from two truck trips once a year traveling to the Sunshine Canyon Landfill (vehicle miles 
traveled of approximately 60 miles roundtrip, once a year) would be nominal. Therefore, impacts 
on air quality and GHG emissions, energy, solid/hazardous waste, and transportation and traffic 
from the carbon adsorption system will likely be intermittent, and thus are expected to be less 
than significant.  
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D1-1.5 Master Response 5 – Nuisance Odors 
Several comments have suggested that odors identified did not originate from the facilities 
affected by PR 415. Additionally, several comments have stated that not every odor constitutes a 
public nuisance, that a normal person must find the odor to be substantial and unreasonable, and 
that rendering odor, even if it is substantial and unreasonable, is not toxic; therefore, SCAQMD 
has not substantiated that odors from rendering facilities are objectionable. 

Rendering odors are very distinctive. Based on SCAQMD’s observations, odors created by 
rendering facilities are not attributable to other sources. In particular, the odors from decaying 
organic raw materials, cooking of animal carcasses and parts, cooker condensate, as well as other 
sources of wastewater containing fats, oils and greases are distinctive and offensive to many in 
the communities surrounding the City of Vernon (see Potential for Odors). 

SCAMQD staff has been present at complainants’ locations and found that, in many cases, 
reasonable persons would be annoyed or disturbed by the odors. Additionally, staff has 
experienced substantial and unreasonable odors in the vicinity of the rendering facility operations 
(see Potential Odor Violations and Known Odor Complaints). 

POTENTIAL FOR ODORS 

Known Odors from Rendering Facilities 

A discussion on odors from rendering operations is also included in the Final Staff Report. Odor 
control remains one of the rendering industry’s greatest challenges. Research in the early 1970s 
indicated that untreated rendering facility emissions could be detected up to 20 miles away from 
rendering facilities10. There are a large number of odorous compounds in rendering odors. 110 
volatile compounds have been identified in rendering facility emissions, with about 25 
contributing most noticeably to rendering facility odors 11. Most of these organic compounds are 
generated from the breakdown of proteins and fats during the cooking process 12 or during decay 
of raw material prior to cooking.  

Besides organic compounds, other odor compounds of concern from rendering operations 
include reduced sulfur and nitrogen compounds; for example, hydrogen sulfide and ammonia. 

                                                 
10  “Odor Controls for Rendering facilities.” Environmental Science and Technology 7 (6):504-510. Bethea, Murthy, Carey; 1973. 
11  “Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry Identification of Organic Volatiles Contributing to Rendering Odors.” 

Environmental Science and Technology 16 (12):883-886. Van Langenhove, Van Wassenhove, Coppin, Van Acker, Schamp; 
1982 

12  Greene, Annel K. PhD, Center Director Clemson University Animal Co-Products Research and Education Center. 2012, 
August. Development of New Odor Control Methods. Render International Magazine of Reading. 
http://www.rendermagazine.com/articles/2012-issues/august-2012/development-of-new-odor-control-methods/ 
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Because of the wide variety of chemical compounds contributing to rendering facility odors, 
current strategies for odor control rely on controlling all volatile compounds being emitted13. 

Table D1-2, Character of Odors from Rendering Operations, shows 25 common chemical 
compounds that contribute noticeably to rendering facility odors, and includes the odor detection 
threshold for each, if known. The odor detection threshold is a measure of the lowest 
concentration of an odorant that is perceptible by an average human sense of smell. This 
threshold is given in parts per billion (PPB). As evident from Table D1-2, some of these 
compounds can be detected by the human nose at very low concentrations; 1 PPB or lower. 

Sources of Odors from Rendering Operations 

There are several operations and processes within a rendering facility that have noticeable odors 
associated with them. These include, in order of process flow but not necessarily odor intensity; 
raw material receiving, raw material size reduction, cooking, fat processing, non-condensable 
vapors from the condenser following the cooker, and wastewater treatment. High intensity odors 
from the cooker, presses and centrifuges are currently required to be incinerated at 1202oF for at 
least 0.3 seconds under SCAQMD Rule 472 – Reduction of Animal Matter. Incineration at this 
temperature is a highly effective odor control method for organic compounds making up the 
majority of the composition of rendering odors. 

Since the high intensity odors emitted from the cooking process are already required to be 
controlled, the nature of odors that continue to be present at rendering facilities from the 
processes noted are fugitive in nature. There are many points both in a batch cooking process as 
well as in a continuous cooking process where fugitive odors can escape. Collectively, this large 
number of sources of fugitive odors can create odors which are emitted from a rendering facility 
and can travel beyond the facility’s property line into affected communities. 

SCAQMD is aware of the following plant operators that may be subject to PR 415.  

 Darling Ingredients, Los Angeles (uses a continuous rendering process) 
 Baker Commodities Inc., Vernon (uses a continuous rendering process) 
 Farmer John (Smithfields), Vernon (uses a continuous rendering process) 
 D&D Disposal, Vernon (uses a batch rendering process) 
 Coast Packing, Vernon (uses a batch rendering process) 

 

                                                 
13 Ibid. 
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Table D1-2 Character of Odors from Rendering Operations 

  

Chemical 
Abstract Service 
(CAS) No. Odorant

Chemical 
Formula

Odor 
Threshold 

(ppb) Odor Character

Odor 
Threshold 
References

75-07-0 acetaldehyde CH3CHO 50 lemon, alcohol 1

16423-19-1
geosmin (trans-1,10-dimethyl-
trans-9-decalol) C12H22O 0.1 earthy-muddy odor 2

623-37-0 3-hexenal C6H14O 0.25
horseradish, fruity, 
fishy, sweaty 3

557-48-2 2,6-nonadienal C9H14O 0.01 powerful cucumber 3

18829-56-6 2-nonenal C9H16O 0.1 paper odor 3

4312-99-6 1-octene-3-one C8H14O 0.005 mushroom and musky 3

7664-41-7 ammonia NH3 17 very sharp, pungent 4

multiple butyl amine C4H11N 1,800 fishy 5

124-40-3 dimethyl amine (CH3)2NH 37 pungent fishy 4

75-04-7 ethyl amine C2H7N 950 fishy 6

74-89-5 methyl amine CH3NH2 2.1 pungent fishy 4

462-94-2
cadaverine (1,5-
diaminopentane) C5H14N2 N/A cadaver N/A

120-72-9 indole (2,3-benzopyrrole) C8H7N 1.0 fecal 4

110-60-1 putracene (1,4-diaminobutane) C4H12N2 N/A putrid N/A

83-34-1 skatole (3-Methyl-1H-indole) C9H9N 1.2 putrid, fecal 4

121-44-8 triethylamine N(CH2CH3)3 480 strong fishy 7

75-50-3 trimethylamine N(CH3)3 0.8
pungent, fishy, saline 
odor 8

107-92-6 butyric acid (butanoic acid) C4H8O2 1.0 sour milk, rancid butter 4

109-79-5 butyl mercaptan C4H10S 1.0 ode to skunk 9

624-92-0 dimethyl disulfide C2H6S2 12 sour, onion like odor 10

75-18-3 dimethyl sulfide C2H6S 1.0 cabbage like 3

75-08-1 ethyl mercaptan C2H6S 1.0 sour, garlic odor 11

7783-06-4 hydrogen sulfide H2S 4.7 rotten eggs 4

74-93-1 methyl mercaptan CH4S 2.2 sour, garlic odor 12

2371-42-8 2-methyl-iso-borneol C11H20O N/A camphoraceous odor N/A

123-92-2
iso-amyl acetate (3-
methylbutyl acetate) C7H14O2 25 banana-like odor 13

a. Reference: 1999 Proceeding of the Georgia Department of Agriculture Odor Control Program for Rendering Plants
N/A = Not Available
Odor Threshold References

8. NIOSH/OSHA/DOE Health Guidelines
http://www.osha-slc.gov/SLTC/healthguidelines/trimethylamine/recognition.html

2. Off-flavor in Catfish Home Page, The Home Page of Dr. Peter Perschbacher 9. Matheson Tri-Gas, Inc. Material Safety Data Sheet 
http://www.geocities.com/CapeCanaveral/5824/geosmin.html http://www.mathesongas.com/msds/ButylMercaptan.htm
3. Leffingwell & Associates 10. Matheson Tri-Gas, Inc. Material Safety Data Sheet 
http://www.leffingwell.com/odor.htm http://www.mathesongas.com/msds/DimethylSulfide.html
4. "Measuring Farmstead Odors", Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Services 11. Matheson Tri-Gas, Inc. Material Safety Data Sheet 
http://www.agweb.okstate.edu/pearl/biosystems/general/f1740.htm http://www.mathesongas.com/msds/EthylMercaptan.htm
5. NIOSH OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH GUIDELINES FOR CHEMICAL HAZARDS;

 12. Matheson Tri-Gas, Inc. Material Safety Data Sheet 
Supplement III-OHG 1995 DHHS (NIOSH) Publication No. 95-110 http://www.mathesongas.com/msds/MethylMercaptan.htm
http://www.cdc.gov/niosh/pdfs/0079-rev.pdf 13. NIOSH/OSHA/DOE Health Guidelines
6. NIOSH/OSHA/DOE Health Guidelines http://www.osha-slc.gov/SLTC/healthguidelines/isoamylacetate/recognition.html
http://www.osha-slc.gov/SLTC/healthguidelines/ethylamine/recognition.html - healthhazard
7. Lakes Environmental Software, Air Toxics Index
http://www.lakes-environmental.com/toxic/TRIETHYLAMINE.HTML

Amines (Nitrogen Compounds)

Aldehydes and Ketones

1. Lakes Environmental Software, Air Toxics Index
http://www.lakes-environmental.com/toxic/ACETALDEHYDE.HTML

Odor is perceived as orris, fat and cucumber.  Has been associated with human 
body odor alterations during aging.
Odorant responsible for the typical metallic smell of metals and blood coming 
into contact with skin.  Strong metallic mushroom-like odor with a low odor 
detection threshold

Trace quantities in the atmosphere; produced from the putrefaction (decay 
process) of nitrogenous animal and vegetable matter.
One of four isomeric amines of butane.  Liquid having the fishy, ammonia-like 
odor common to amines.
Found widely in animals and plants; present in many foods at the level of a few 
mg/kg.   Ammonia-like odor.

Strong ammonia-like odor.

Simplest primary amine. Has a strong odor similar to fish.

Toxic in large doses.
Can be produced by bacteria as a degradation product of the amino acid 
tryptophan.  Occurs naturally in human feces and has an intense fecal odor.

Toxic in large doses.
Mildly toxic organic compound belonging to indole family. Occurs naturally in 
feces (produced from tryptophan in the digestive tract); strong fecal odor

Other Compounds

Comments

Occurs naturally in coffee, bread, and ripe fruit, and is produced by plants

Earthy odor contaminant in fish, beans and water

Eye irritant

Used to flavor water.

Used to confer banana flavor in foods.

Strong fishy odor reminiscent of ammonia; smell of the hawthorn plant.
Product of decomposition of plants and animals. Odor associated with rotting 
fish, some infections, bad breath

Product of anaerobic fermentation (including in the colon and as body odor). It 
has an unpleasant smell and acrid taste.  Distinctive smell of human vomit.

Fetid (extremely foul-smelling) odor, commonly described as "skunk" odor.

Flammable liquid with an unpleasant, garlic-like odor.

Organic Acids

Often results from the bacterial breakdown of organic matter in the absence of 
oxygen gas, such as in swamps and sewers; process is known as anaerobic 
digestion.
Released from decaying organic matter.

Odor detection threshold is very low.  One of the chemicals with major 
influence on the quality of drinking water

Sulfur Compounds

Becomes highly disagreeable at even quite low concentrations.
Strongly disagreeable odor that humans can detect in minute concentrations.  
Intentionally added to butane and propane to impart an easily noticed smell to 
these normally odorless fuels.
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Since PR 415 development, one rendering facility now qualifies for the low-use rendering 
facilities exemption (PR 415(l)(3)). Additionally, another facility has filed a permit application 
for their plant modernization in anticipation of PR 415 (see Appendix D1, Darling Modernization 
Permit). 

POTENTIAL ODOR VIOLATIONS AND KNOWN ODOR COMPLAINTS 

Potential Odor Violations and Known Odor Complaints 

SCAQMD has conducted multiple on-site inspections of the affected rendering facilities in 
SCAQMD and has observed through these inspections that rendering operations, cooking, 
leaving unsealed and rendering materials out in the open, the wastewater treatment systems, and 
trucks transporting animal parts at the plants are a significant source of odors, especially when 
combined with odors from other rendering operations and from nearby rendering facilities (see 
also the Staff Report section entitled, “Site Visits”). Site visits to the rendering facilities in 
Vernon/Los Angeles by SCAQMD staff occurred on the following dates, but is not intended to be 
an exhaustive list: 

 10/22/2013 (Baker Commodities, D&D Disposal) 
 10/23/2013 (Baker Commodities, West Coast Packing) 
 10/26/2013 (D&D Disposal, West Coast Packing) 
 11/6/2013 (Baker Commodities, Darling Ingredients, Farmer John) 
 1/24/2014 (Baker Commodities) 
 3/4/2014 (Farmer John, Darling Ingredients) 
 12/18/2014 (Baker Commodities, Others) 
 3/13/2015 (Farmer John) 
 4/6/2015 (Baker Commodities) 
 8/7/2015 (Rendering Facilities) 
 10/26/20 (Baker Commodities, D&D Disposal, West Coast Packing) 
 7/4/2017 (SCAQMD Executive Officers Visit: Farmer John, Baker Commodities) 
 9/28/2017 (Baker Commodities, Farmer John d 
 10/5/2017 (Darling Ingredients 

Odor Compliance Inspection Procedures 

SCAQMD compliance inspectors are trained to follow standard surveillance procedures to 
identify the source of an odor. Prior to conducting odor surveillance, inspectors attempt to gather 
information about the community impacted by the alleged emissions, along with any available 
information about potential odor sources in the general vicinity. The information gathering 
activities often involve interviews with individuals who have reported air quality complaints to 
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SCAQMD, during which inspectors typically inquire about the character, intensity, frequency, 
timing, and duration of odors reported by the complainants.  

During odor surveillance, the inspector periodically measures wind speed and direction using a 
SCAQMD-issued wind meter, noting and documenting information about the character and 
intensity of any detectable odors at each location where such measurements have been taken. 
Based on this information and/or on information from previous surveillance activities, the 
inspector follows a surveillance route that begins downwind of, and traces detectable odors, if 
any, to their apparent source. The inspector continues along the surveillance route to a point 
upwind of the apparent source where the odors are no longer detectable, then returns to a 
downwind location and performs repeated surveillance activities in this manner, from downwind 
to upwind locations, ruling out all other possible sources, until a probable odor source can be 
identified. The inspector documents these findings, and may prepare a table or map that shows 
the surveillance route(s) taken, wind data collected, and the character and intensity of odor 
emissions detected at key locations along the route. Once a probable source has been determined, 
the inspector typically enters to verify whether the emissions detected at that source match those 
described by the complainant(s) and/or detected by the inspector at locations downwind of that 
location, and to identify the particular equipment and/or process from which the emissions 
emanate. 

Verified Odor Complaints 

For an odor complaint to be verified by an SCAQMD inspector, the inspector performs several 
sequential steps, which include: respond to the odor complaint; interview the complainant; detect 
the same odor as the complainant describes; and trace the odor back to a specific facility. It is 
often difficult to complete this process during a temporary odor event as the odors may not still 
be present when the inspector arrives. Even if rendering odors are detected, due to the long 
distances rendering odors can travel and the proximity of the facilities relative to one another, it 
is often difficult to confirm an individual facility as the source of odors. If a specific facility 
cannot be identified as the source, no violation under Rule 402 can be issued. 

Odor events from rendering facilities in the Vernon are have rarely resulted in violations under 
Rule 402 and H&SC Section 41700. However, based on a long complaint history, comments 
from community members, and odor observations by SCAQMD inspectors, objectionable odors 
typical of rendering operations can often be detected miles away from the Vernon area rendering 
facilities many days out of the year. Therefore, given the difficulties of making a finding of 
violation under Rule 402, the low number of Notice of Violations (NOVs) does not necessarily 
indicate that there is no impact on the surrounding residences and business. 
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Odor Complaints in the Surrounding Community 

Odor complaints in the communities surrounding the Vernon rendering facilities were evaluated 
over a ten-year period. Complaints and NOVs were evaluated from January 2002 through 
October 2011. An average of 35 odor complaints per year alleged to be rendering odors were 
received by SCAQMD during this ten-year period. Many of these complaints were not verified 
by an SCAQMD inspector or tracked back to a specific facility. A more recent representation of 
odor complaints was obtained for the time period from January 2015 through September 2017. 
During this 21-month period, 193 odor complaints were alleged by complainants in Vernon, 
Commerce, Maywood, Bell, Boyle Heights, and Los Angeles, about odors from a rendering 
facility or slaughterhouse. Some complainants named a rendering facility and some complained 
about the odor of dead animals, rotting flesh, or putrid smells without naming a rendering 
facility. Many of these complaints were not verified. 

Figure D1-1, Odor Complaint Locations during 5-year Period: 2006 – 2011, shows locations 
where odor complaints identifying rendering odors were received during the five-year period 
from January 2006 through September 2011.14 The data show that the odor complaints correlate 
with windrose data from the Central Los Angeles meteorological station— the closest 
meteorological station to the Vernon rendering facilities—and show that the predominant wind 
direction (prevailing winds originate from the west and south) correlates with the clusters of 
complaints located to the north and east of the facilities. These complaints all identified the odors 
as being rendering-type odors.  

Appendix D2, Odor Complaints, provides an updated list of odor complaints that have occurred 
between January 2015 and September 2017 in the Vernon, Boyle Heights, East Los Angeles, and 
Commerce area. As identified in the Appendix D2, the vast majority are complaints associated 
with odors that may originate from the aforementioned rendering facilities.  

                                                 
14 Note that Figure 2-1 only shows locations for four of the five rendering facilities. The fifth facility is located immediately 

adjacent to the facility at the corner of Soto Street and Bandini Boulevard. 
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Figure D1-1 Odor Complaint Locations during 5-year Period: 2006 - 2011 

 

2015 Boyle Heights-Vernon Odor Surveillance Survey 

Between July 28, 2015 and August 28, 2015, SCAQMD staff investigated potential odor 
violations in the City of Vernon. A complete record of where odors were detected by SCAQMD 
inspectors during the Boyle Heights – Vernon Odor Surveillance Study can be found in Appendix 
D3, 2015 Boyle Heights-Vernon Odor Surveillance Survey. Odor verification requires that 
inspectors first confirm that the qualitative character of the odor they themselves detect matches 
that of the odor perceived and described by a complainant. Once the odor character is confirmed, 
the odor is traced to its origin through a process of upwind/downwind surveillance that rules out 
other possible sources. Inspectors also ask complainants to rank the intensity of the odor they 
detect on an ordinal scale from 1-5. Scaled odor intensity also appears to represent the hedonic 
quality of the odor perceived by the complainant; in general, odors ranked higher on the scale 
evoke a more negative response and are a surrogate for the level of annoyance or discomfort the 
odor creates for the complainant. Scaled intensity values also provide a means by which 
complainants can indicate the relative intensities of odors perceived at different times. This 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

Page D1-20  

information coupled with meteorological data can also help the inspector locate the likely or 
actual source of odors. 

As shown in the Table in the Appendix D3, observations of a constant moderate/very 
distinguishable odors associated with cooking of meat and/or fat, decayed/dead matter, process 
meal/dry dog food, rendering odors, and other odors associated with rendering operations were 
frequently observed by SCAQMD staff through the study area.  

Field Odor Survey for South Region High School 

In 2006, Odor Science and Engineering (OS&E) conducted an “Assessment of Potential Odor 
Impacts at the Proposed Site for the South Regional High School No. 8”.15 The assessment was 
conducted in the vicinity of the recently Maywood Elementary School in the City of Maywood, 
California to address concerns regarding odor impacts prompted by odor complaints from the 
School. As part of the assessment, a field odor survey was conducted. During November 2006, 
OS&E conducted a series of odor surveys to document the odors in the area. The “odor 
footprints” for several rendering facilities are shown in Figure D1-2, Odor Footprints of 
Rendering Facilities Identified During Field Odor Survey for South Regional High School 
No. 8. The footprints shown in this Figure correspond to an intensity level of 3 on the n-butanol 
odor intensity scale (American Section of the International Association for Testing Materials 
E544). Odors of that intensity are likely to be considered objectionable. Detectable odors would 
likely extend beyond the footprints shown.  

 

                                                 
15 Ostijic, 2006. Assessment of Potential Odor Impacts at the Proposed Site for the South Regional High School No. 8, OS&E 

Project No. 1582-M-00. Los Angeles Unified School District. 
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Figure D1-2 Odor Footprints of Rendering Facilities Identified During Field Odor Survey 
for South Regional High School No. 8 

 

Odor Complaints During the June 30, 2015 Public Meeting 

In general, odor complaints identified during the PR 415 Workshops have originated from the 
communities of Boyle Heights, Commerce, Maywood, and areas of East Los Angeles (outside 
Boyle Heights). During the public meeting held on June 30, 2015, in East Los Angeles, 
SCAQMD received the following comments documenting odors from rendering facility 
operations:  

 “Odor migrates into Boyle Heights from the direction of Vernon as early as 3:00 a.m. and is 
the smell of blood. Staff should research to control the odors. No one has done anything in 
the past and it affects the community. We deserve to breathe clean air.” 

 “When on the way to summer school in Commerce, you can smell the odors as early as 5:00 
a.m. and I have to hold my breath. Please stop the odors.” 
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 “In the last 10 years, I don’t hear about complaints about the freeways, but I do hear about 
the complaints of smells from rendering facilities. It smells like dead cows and these animals 
can be diseased. The community has complaint fatigue. Please do something.” 

 “As a resident of East Los Angeles, you can smell the odors at about 4:00 to 5:00 p.m. and in 
the early morning. What can be done, what technologies can be added to control the smell?” 

 “As a 40-year community member, the stench from rendering facilities is the worst from 1:00 
to 4:00 a.m. and may represent criminal activity. When awakened by the odors, I have to shut 
the windows and am deprived of sleep, which is affecting my health. The rendering facilities 
are not being good neighbors. People are afraid to call, afraid of deportation due to the 
language barrier. We are unfairly being punished by the facilities.” 

 “As a resident of Huntington Park, we experience the smells early in the morning and the 
odor stays for a long time. The industry is important; however the odors need to be reduced 
and this represents a lack of ownership by the facilities. We cannot identify a particular 
facility, but can smell the odors. It is an insult to the community for the facilities to say there 
is no smell there. The majority of the community does not have air conditioners and must 
keep their windows open. The community is thankful for the approach and rule.” 

 “I was born and raised in Boyle Heights and built my retirement home there in 1965. I cannot 
enjoy the gardens in my backyard because of the rendering odors. My family goes to another 
city for get together. Why are the companies making excuses? They should take 
responsibility and not say it is too much money. What about the money I have lost because I 
cannot enjoy my home? The city of Vernon is not a responsible city and SCAQMD should 
therefore do more. Residents should be able to sue for air conditioning in all homes. Don’t 
listen to the companies that it costs too much, we have spent a lot of money to live here too.” 

History Regarding the Number and Frequency of Odor Complaints 

SCAQMD staff has received comments in PR 415 working group meetings from the regulated 
industry that the relatively modest number of odor complaints from areas surrounding the 
rendering facilities indicates that rendering odors in the community are not an issue and that 
therefore, the rule in unnecessary. However, given the comments SCAQMD staff has received 
from community members, the number of complaints may not be fully indicative of the odor 
impact in these areas for several reasons. First, stockyards, meat packing houses and 
slaughterhouses that supplied animal carcasses to rendering facilities have existed in the Vernon 
area for nearly one hundred years. As a result, odors from rendered animal carcasses have long 
been part of the landscape in the communities surrounding Vernon, impacting the quality of life 
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for area residents. Furthermore, SCAQMD staff has learned from conducting community 
meetings in the area that proactive complainants didn't perceive a reduction in odors after 
repeated complaints, and became discouraged, resulting in a general sense from community 
members that reporting odors does not yield results. This may occur because SCAQMD staff is 
unable to pinpoint an individual facility as the source of the odor being complained of, as the 
facilities are relatively near one another and two are extremely close to each other. During 
SCAQMD public workshops on PR 415, residents and workers from the housing and 
commercial development areas surrounding the rendering facilities have also stated that they 
were not aware of whom they should call if they smelled odors they believed were coming from 
the rendering facilities. Staff has also heard in community meetings that given the demographics 
of the surrounding areas, residents may be reluctant to file complaints or may be unaware of the 
complaint process.  
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D1-1.6 Master Response 6 – Methodology 
Several comments have stated that SCAQMD applied an incorrect methodology to evaluating the 
proposed project. Pursuant to Section 15187(c) of the CEQA Guidelines and SCAQMD Certified 
Regulatory Program requirements, the Draft EA evaluated the reasonably foreseeable 
environmental impacts associated with PR 415 compliance.  

Implementation of PR 415 would require rendering facilities to implement Best Management 
Practices (BMP) and would require processes with the greatest potential for generation of off-site 
odors to be enclosed. The odor BMPs in the proposal are achieved in practice and reasonable 
measures that would result in odor reductions from rendering facilities. Implementation of PR 
415 would minimize odors from rendering facilities through a combination of odor capture by 
enclosing odor-generating processes or in a closed system, odor control by venting odorous air 
from within enclosures to odor control equipment, and BMPs. Requiring affected facilities to 
submit a permit application for the combination of enclosure and odor control to be analyzed as a 
single permit unit will give a measure of assurance regarding the efficacy of an enclosure/control 
combination proposed by a rendering facility to effectively capture and treat odors. 

See also the Staff Report section regarding “Two Approaches to Regulating Odors” and 
“Alternatives Analysis”. It is not necessary to identify baseline odor levels to establish the 
baseline for nuisance odors at rendering facilities. As identified in Master Response 5, Nuisance 
Odors. Rendering odors are a complex mixture of many compounds. There are no currently 
available objective measures to measure ‘objectionable’ odors. Therefore, in this rule 
development effort, staff focused on identifying the current and accepted practices around the 
state of California and the nation for operating a rendering facility within an urban area. In doing 
so, staff was unable to find even a single example of a rendering facility in an urban area 
operating an open-air rendering process such as several of the rendering facilities currently 
operate within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. Instead, staff found that the accepted standard for 
operating a rendering facility in an urban area includes: enclosure of odorous operations or 
operating certain rendering processes in a closed system, maintaining that enclosure under 
negative pressure, and venting that enclosure to odor control equipment. This same standard of 
operation is used in other areas by at least two of the companies that operate rendering facilities 
within Vernon. For these reasons, direct measurement of all the chemical compounds that make 
up odors is not necessary to the rulemaking efforts of PR 415. 
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D1-1.7 Master Response 7 – Building Codes 
Several comments were concerned that the proposed enclosures would not be able to be 
constructed because they would not be able to meet the state and local building codes.  

Based on review of similar facilities in jurisdictions in California and other states, SCAQMD 
staff found that the standard for operating a rendering facility in an urban area includes: 
enclosure of odorous operations, maintaining that enclosure under negative pressure, and venting 
that enclosure to odor control equipment. Thus, other rendering facilities have navigated through 
the regulatory process to obtain approvals from local jurisdictions. Modifications have been 
made to PR 415 to provide for a one-time time extension for up to one year to complete 
construction of a permanent total enclosure and applicable ventilation and odor control system. 
This subsection is added as a result of staff’s good faith efforts to account for unforeseeable 
circumstances that delay the construction of permanent total enclosures which may be outside 
the facilities’ control, such as that which may be encountered as a result of needed approval from 
local jurisdictions.  

Fire Safety 
All cities and counties are required to adopt the California Building Standards Code (also 
referred to as the California Building Standards Code), which is the California Code of 
Regulations, (CCR) Title 24. Rendering facilities, collection centers, and facilities that store 
animal carcasses and parts of dead animals must already conform to the standards listed in 
section 1241, Title 24, CCR. Any new building or structures constructed as a result of PR 415 
would be required to conform to these standards as well. Compliance with the California 
Building Standards Code is not a new requirement and would ensure that structural and fire 
hazards associated with building operation are minimized and would not result in environmental 
impacts not analyzed in the EA. Enclosures constructed under the requirements of PR 415 will 
need to meet all appropriate fire and safety codes and would not undermine worker safety. 

Furthermore, the City of Vernon has allowed at least one facility that SCAQMD staff is aware of 
to operate grease generating processes within an enclosure. The City of Vernon has not presented 
any evidence as to why this practice is acceptable in current situations, but the Fire Marshall has 
objections to enclosure of operations that would be subject to the requirements of PR 415. In 
discussions with personnel at another facility subject to the requirements of PR 415, staff learned 
that the Fire Marshall was not concerned with enclosure of operations where grease is present, 
per se, but with the type of fire suppression system used. In any case, the Fire Marshall has not 
commented on this aspect of rulemaking for PR 415. 
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Low Impact Development (LID) Requirements 
Along with the City of Vernon, each of the affected facilities are already currently subject to 
specific California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) wastewater discharge requirements. Compliance with 
PR 415 would not impact any facility’s obligation to adhere to these already existing 
requirements.  

Construction of new buildings or structures on the sites may be considered redevelopment 
projects and would therefore, require the implementation of Low Impact Design (LID) principals 
where the stormwater runoff from these project areas would be required to be captured and 
treated or infiltrated. The techniques used as part of LID are often conducive to reducing the 
amount of pollutants in discharged water. Additionally, the use of LID often requires a 
reexamination of the use and sizing of existing traditional infrastructure, which are sometimes 
inadequate to meet the natural resource protection objectives.  

Any permanent total enclosures constructed as a result of PR 415 would be built within the 
existing development footprint of the affected facilities. Therefore, any additional enclosures at 
the affected facilities are not expected to drastically change the existing drainage patterns, 
change the composition of the storm water, nor increase the volume of stormwater to the 
drainage systems. It is expected that if new stormdrains are needed on-site, they could be 
installed and tied into the existing stormwater collection systems at the facilities. 
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D1-1.8 Master Response 8 – Agricultural Preemption 
Several comments stated that they believe they are exempt from nuisance odor complaints 
because of the agricultural exemptions under Health and Safety Code section 41705(a)(1), 
Section 2449(c), Title 13, California Code of Regulations, California Civil Code Section 3482.6, 
and/or the California Government Code Section 51201. SCAQMD is given broad authority to 
regulate air pollution from "all sources, other than emissions from motor vehicles." Health and 
Safety Code (H&SC) Section 40000.  

Under California Civil Code Section 3482, agricultural processing activities are not considered 
nuisances if they have been in continuous operation for more than three years, if it was not a 
nuisance at the time it began. However, under Section 3482.6(d), this exemption is pre-empted 
by the regulations adopted under Section 41700 of the Health and Safety Code (Section 
3482.6(d) if the area was surrounded by commercial development prior to 1993. The facilities 
within Vernon and Los Angeles have been surrounded by urban uses well before 1993 (see 
Appendix D4, Historic Aerial Photographs); and therefore, there is no immunity from nuisance 
complaints for the affected rendering facilities under Section 3482 of the California Civil Code.  

Health and Safety Code section 41705(a)(1) exempts odors emanating from agricultural 
operations that are necessary for the raising of animals. Health and Safety Code section 39011.5 
states in pertinent part, “Agricultural source of air pollution” or “agricultural source” means a 
source of air pollution or a group of sources used in the raising of animals located on contiguous 
property under common ownership or control that is a confined animal facility, including, but not 
limited to, any structure, building, feed storage area, or system for the collection, storage, 
treatment, and distribution of liquid and solid manure, if domesticated animals, including, swine 
are corralled, penned, or otherwise caused to remain in restricted areas for commercial 
agricultural purposes and feeding is by means other than grazing. The rendering facilities are not 
operating rendering processes at the same location they are raising animals to be able to claim 
that odors from their rendering operations are exempt from Health and Safety Code section 
41700.  

Furthermore, the purpose of Section 2449(c), Title 13, California Code of Regulations, is to 
reduce oxides of nitrogen (NOx), diesel particulate matter (PM), and other criteria pollutant 
emissions from in-use off-road diesel-fueled vehicles. Equipment or vehicles used exclusively in 
agricultural operations are not subject to this regulation. PR 415 does not regulate off-road 
diesel-fueled vehicles. PR 415’s regulation of odors from rendering facilities is not in conflict 
with State laws Health and Safety Code section 41705(a)(1) and Section 2449(c), Title 13, 
California Code of Regulations, and is within SCAQMD’s authority under Health and Safety 
Code section 40440(a). 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

Page D1-28  

The rendering facilities are also not subject to Government Code Section 51201 related to the 
California Land Conservation Action of 1965 (The Williamson Act). While the City of Vernon 
(City) has an agricultural history between 1874 and the earlier years of the twentieth century, the 
City incorporated in 1905 as an “exclusively industrial” city. In the following years, the City has 
established diverse industries with major facilities.16 Based on a review of City’s zoning map17, 
there is no agricultural land use zoned within the City’s jurisdiction. Therefore, the rendering 
facilities are not under a Williamson Act contract, and PR 415 would not result in cancelation of 
Williamson Act contract. 

                                                 
16 City of Vernon General Plan. Resources Element. Last Amended in 2013. Accessed at: 

http://www.cityofvernon.org/images/community-services/Zoning/Resources%20Element%202015.pdf.  
17 City of Vernon Zoning Map. Accessed on September 28, 2017. Available at: http://www.cityofvernon.org/images/community-

00services/Planning/side-menu/Zoning_Map.pdf.  

http://www.cityofvernon.org/images/community-services/Zoning/Resources%20Element%202015.pdf
http://www.cityofvernon.org/images/community-00services/Planning/side-menu/Zoning_Map.pdf
http://www.cityofvernon.org/images/community-00services/Planning/side-menu/Zoning_Map.pdf
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D1-2.0 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES 

D1-2.1 LETTER 1 – City of Vernon 
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1. Response to Comments from Samuel Kevin Wilson, Director of Public Works, 
Water and Development Services, City of Vernon, dated August 3, 2015. 

 

Response 1.0-1 

Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, describes that it is not anticipated that 
implementation of PR 415 would result in facility closure. PR 415 is intended to reduce 
the potential for nuisance-level odors not just in Boyle Heights but also in all commercial 
and residential areas surrounding the rendering facilities. The rule approach for PR 415 
considers differences in operation at each facility. While PR 415 requirements seek a 
permanent total enclosure or a closed system for certain odorous rendering operation (raw 
rendering material receiving area, wastewater treatment, and rendering processing 
equipment), SCAQMD staff has worked in good faith with the rendering facilities during 
the rule development process to accommodate each facility’s needs by modifying the rule 
requirements. For example, one facility reported they would have difficulties constructing 
a receiving enclosure tall enough to accommodate trucks that tilt up to dump raw 
materials. PR 415 was modified to allow this facility to continue to use its current 
material delivery configuration, as long as continuous effort is made to move this 
material into an enclosure within 60 minutes after the end of material delivery (see PR 
415(e)(2)). The same facility conducts cooking and processing operations in a large 
building that would be very expensive to demolish and reconstruct. The rule requirements 
were further refined to allow the cooking and processing operations to be considered a 
closed system, provided that modest changes are made to certain bins, hoppers and 
conveyors.  

Another example of the flexibility of PR 415’s approach involves the wastewater 
treatment plant at an integrated rendering facility. This facility processes wastewater from 
several areas of the facility, where rendering wastewater is currently diluted by a large 
volume of less-odorous water. An exemption for the wastewater enclosure for this facility 
was included in PR 415 (l)(2), with the help of the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County (LACSD), to allow the use of existing non-rendering wastewater from other 
sources within the same facility. The rulemaking process for PR 415 was meaningful and 
responsive to the needs of rendering facilities in the City of Vernon. PR 415 fulfills 
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SCAQMD’s responsibilities for control of air pollution from rendering facilities; 
distinguishes between SCAQMD’s commitments to communities and rendering facility’s 
responsibilities; and optimizes flexibility during implementation. For these reasons, PR 
415 will not cause the rendering facilities to stop operation. The indirect effects 
associated with facility closure are considered speculative and not foreseeable because it 
would require an analysis of hypothetical conditions, and the EA is not obligated to 
evaluate these types of indirect impacts. 

Individual responses to the City of Vernon’s comments are provided in Responses 1.0-2 
through 1.0-12 

 

Response 1.0-2 

See Response 1.0-1 and Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. The intent of PR 415 is 
to capture and control odors from rendering operations, not cease rendering operations. It 
is not anticipated that implementation of PR 415 would result in facility closure. 
Implementation of PR 415 would require rendering facilities to carry out best 
management practices, enclose certain rendering operations, and install odor emission 
control equipment, resulting in improvements at existing rendering operations. The 
comment does not provide evidence on which specific provisions of PR 415 would cause 
a rendering facility to shut down. With or without PR 415, a rendering facility makes its 
own business decisions. If a rendering facility is not able to meet the requirements of PR 
415, it is reasonably foreseeable to expect that one or more of the other currently existing 
rendering facilities within the City of Vernon would have the ability or would generate 
the ability to accept the displaced rendering material, thus not creating an excess build-up 
of rendering material or animal carcasses and parts. In the event of equipment 
breakdowns or if emergency rendering services are needed, PR 415 allows a rendering 
facility to accept additional materials from another rendering facility that cannot conduct 
rendering activities for up to 7 days, provided certain requirements are met. This 
provision will further reduce the probability of excess build-up of rendering materials or 
animal carcasses and parts. 
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PR 415 applies to the rendering facilities or the rendering operation of an integrated 
facility. The environmental document for PR 415 analyzes the potential construction 
impacts on the rendering facilities from PR 415. Please see Chapter 2, Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Final EA. Furthermore, a total reconstruction of an 
existing plant would not be warranted to implement PR 415 since a permanent total 
enclosure is only required for, and limited to, a small portion of the existing plants such 
as the raw material receiving area and wastewater treatment. To meet the needs of 
rendering facilities, PR 415 has a provision to allow certain exemptions (PR 415 (l)). 
SCAQMD staff has prepared an update to the estimated enclosure sizes in the Final EA. 
Based on that analysis, it is not anticipated that facility closure, total reconstruction of the 
existing plants, or the need to ship rendering products outside SCAQMD’s area would 
result from implementation of PR 415. The indirect effects associated with facility 
closure are considered speculative and not foreseeable because it would require an 
analysis of hypothetical conditions, and the EA is not obligated to evaluate these types of 
indirect impacts.  

 

Response 1.0-3 

It will be clarified in the Final EA that four facilities are located in Vernon and one 
facility is located in the City of Los Angeles, on the boundary of Vernon, with some 
ancillary uses to the rendering operation located in Vernon. Refer to Master Response 3, 
Methodology. 
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Response 1.0-4 

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. PR 415 is intended to capture and control 
odors from rendering operations, not cease rendering operations. As stated above, 
existing rendering operations are not expected to cease, and animal carcasses and parts 
are not expected to be diverted because of the requirements included in PR 415. The 
comment does not provide evidence as to which specific provisions of PR 415 would 
cause a facility to shut down.  

SCAQMD staff has worked in good faith with the affected rendering facilities to 
minimize potential operational impacts, including making various changes to the scope 
and requirements of PR 415 from early versions of the draft rule language. There are very 
few rendering facilities in California, and animal carcasses currently travel long distances 
to reach the existing facilities since rendering, as a means of animal disposal, offers a 
relatively safe way to comply with the State’s environmental quality and disease control 
standards. Although not anticipated, if a rendering facility is not able to meet the 
requirements of PR 415 through the various compliance options, it would be reasonably 
foreseeable to expect that one or more of the other currently existing rendering facilities 
would have the ability or would generate the ability to accept the displaced rendering 
material, thus not creating an excess build-up of rendering material or animal carcasses 
and parts. However, compliance with PR 415 can be achieved by various alternatives, 
including an option to request a one-time time extension for up to one year for the 
enclosure construction requirement, and is not anticipated that PR 415 will result in 
facility shutdown. Consequently, it is speculative to assume that product would 
potentially need to be shipped outside of SCAQMD’s jurisdiction since facility shutdown 
is not foreseeable.   

As described in Master Response 3, Methodology and Response 1.0-2, while best 
management practices (BMPs) would help to reduce odors, BMPs by themselves do not 
represent the best control that can reasonably be achieved for rendering odors. More 
effective controls for odors from rendering facilities are to enclose the operations that 
generate odors within a permanent total enclosure, keep the enclosure under negative 
pressure to contain odors within the enclosure, and vent those odors to control equipment, 
or operating rendering processes in a closed system. As such, PR 415 requires existing 
rendering facilities to enclose certain rendering operations, install odor emission control 
equipment and carry out best management practices, and PR 415 would not require 
reconstruction of existing facilities to meet the odor reduction objective. PR 415 also 
allows an alternative standard for a raw material receiving permanent total enclosure 
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(PTE), where the PTE does not need to be vented to odor control equipment, provided 
certain conditions are met. 

The environmental analysis for PR 415 considered the potential impacts from complying 
with the requirements of PR 415. The EA has analyzed and disclosed the potential 
impacts on air quality and transportation as a result of implementation of PR 415. The 
indirect effects associated with facility closure are considered speculative and not 
foreseeable because it would require an analysis of hypothetical conditions, and the EA is 
not obligated to evaluate these types of indirect impacts.  

 

Response 1.0-5 

The Final EA will reference the California Building Code rather than the Uniform or 
International Building Code.  

Refer to Master Response 7, Building Codes. All cities and counties are required to adopt 
the California Building Standards Code (also referred to as the California Building 
Standards Code), Title 24, California Code of Regulations (CCR). Rendering facilities, 
collection centers, and facilities that store animal carcasses and parts of dead animals 
must already conform to the standards listed in Section 1241, Title 24, CCR. Any new 
building or structure constructed as a result of PR 415 would be required to conform to 
these standards as well. Compliance with the California Building Standards Code is not a 
new requirement and would ensure that structural and fire hazards associated with 
building operation are minimized and would not result in new or more severe 
environmental impacts than those analyzed in the EA. Enclosures constructed under the 
requirements of PR 415 will need to meet all appropriate fire and safety codes and would 
not undermine worker safety. As stated above, the environmental analysis for PR 415 
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considers the potential impacts from complying with the requirements of PR 415 and 
relies on compliance with all existing laws, regulations, and standards. Compliance with 
the requirements of PR 415 does not relieve the rendering facilities from complying with 
existing laws, regulations, or requirements including the California Building Code and 
the City building and/or fire codes. The City of Vernon has the authority and the 
opportunity to review site or architectural plans and request any changes to ensure that all 
of the City building and fire codes are met by the rendering facilities before the City 
issues a Certificate of Occupancy. The Building Permit Application is available at: 
https://www.vernon.ca/sites/default/files/docs/building-planning/permits-
applications/building_permit_app.pdf. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that the 
rendering facilities will construct a PTE that meets the California Building Code. 

Furthermore, SCAQMD staff is aware that an integrated rendering facility in the City of 
Vernon is operating grease generating processes within an enclosure. This demonstrates 
that a PTE can and should meet the California Building Standards Code or the Title 24, 
CCR, since it is already existing in the City. Additionally, the City of Vernon has not 
presented any evidence to substantiate why an enclosure cannot meet the building code or 
provided information about the Fire Marshall’s objections to enclosure as result of PR 
415. As described in Section D0-1.1, SCAQMD received three comment letters on the 
Draft EA during the 30-day public review and comment period. The Fire Marshall did not 
provide comments on this aspect for PR 415 within that 30-day period.  

The Final EA includes an evaluation of the potential environmental effects associated 
with adoption of PR 415. As identified in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, the 
EA is not required to provide a facility- or site-specific evaluation of each individual 
rendering facility subject to PR 415, rather the analysis views the requirements of PR 415 
as a whole for all affected facilities and evaluates the potential environmental 
consequence from compliance with this rule throughout SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. After 
adoption of PR 415, rendering facilities will have approximately two to four years to 
comply with the PTE and applicable ventilation and odor control system requirements 
under PR 415 subdivision (f), and have the option of requesting a one-time extension for 
up to one year to complete construction. In the unlikely event that local zoning 
ordinances would prohibit the type of enclosure evaluated in the EA, based SCAQMD 
research, a closed system of cooking and processing equipment is an acceptable 
alternative to a PTE, provided fugitive odors from that closed system do not continue to 
cause verified odor complaints.   

The discussion on Page 2-27, Section VII.a) of the Draft EA is related to Geology and 
Soil impacts. The EA has analyzed and disclosed the potential impacts on geology and 

https://www.vernon.ca/sites/default/files/docs/building-planning/permits-applications/building_permit_app.pdf
https://www.vernon.ca/sites/default/files/docs/building-planning/permits-applications/building_permit_app.pdf
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soils as a result of the implementation of PR 415 and the comment does not provide 
evidence to the contrary. 

 

Response 1.0-6 

As identified in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, the EA is not required to 
provide a facility or site-specific evaluation of for each individual facility subject to PR 
415, rather the analysis views the requirements of PR 415 as a whole for all affected 
rendering facilities and evaluates the potential environmental consequence from 
compliance with PR 415 throughout SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  

Along with the City of Vernon, each of the affected facilities are already currently subject 
to specific California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) wastewater discharge requirements. 
Compliance with PR 415 would not impact any facility’s obligation to adhere to these 
already existing requirements.  

Construction of new buildings at the affected facilities may be considered redevelopment 
projects; and would therefore, require the implementation of Low Impact Design (LID) 
principals where the stormwater runoff from these project areas would be required to be 
captured and treated or infiltrated. According to the RWQCB, LID is “sustainable 
practice that benefits water supply and contributes to water quality protection” and takes 
a different approach, compared to the traditional stormwater management, “by using site 
design and storm water management to maintain the site’s pre-development runoff rates 
and volumes. The goal of LID is to mimic a site’s predevelopment hydrology by using 
design techniques that infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain runoff close to the 
source of rainfall.”18 The techniques used as part of LID are often conducive to reducing 

                                                 
18 California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Updated July 18, 2013. Low Impact Development – Sustainable Storm 

Water Management. Accessed at: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/low_impact_development/index.shtml.  

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/low_impact_development/index.shtml
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the amount of pollutants in discharged water. “LID practices result in less disturbance of 
the development area, conservation of natural features, and less expensive than traditional 
storm water controls. […] LID provides multiple opportunities to retrofit existing highly 
urbanized areas and can be applied to a range of lot sizes.”19 Therefore, implementation 
of LID is intended to minimize impacts to the development areas within the existing 
footprint and disturbance of the rendering facilities. Since Order No. R4-2012-0175 
NPDES permit No. CAS004001 for the Los Angeles Region, including the City of 
Vernon, has been effective since December 28, 201220, the rendering facilities are already 
subject to the LID requirements, and any new structure as a result of PR 415 can use the 
existing LID materials and infrastructure at the rendering facilities, thereby resulting in 
no or minimal impacts on stormwater treatment systems.   

Furthermore, any PTE constructed as a result of PR 415 would be built within the 
existing development footprint of the affected facilities. Therefore, any enclosures at the 
affected facilities are not expected to drastically change the existing drainage patterns, 
change the composition of the storm water, nor increase the volume of stormwater to the 
drainage systems. It is expected that new storm drains that are needed on-site could be 
installed and tied into the existing stormwater collection systems at the facilities, 
resulting in no or minimal impacts on the stormwater infrastructure. 

 

Response 1.0-7 

Refer to Response 1.0-4. PR 415 is not expected to conflict with any applicable land use 
plans or regulations. PR 415 is intended to capture and control odors from rendering 
operations by enclosure with odor control equipment or operation of a closed system. In 

                                                 
19 Ibid.  
20 California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Accessed on September 22, 2017. ORDER NO. R4-2012-0175. NPDES 

PERMIT NO. CAS004001. Accessed at: 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/water_issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/la_ms4/2012/Order%20R4-2012-0175%20-
%20A%20Final%20Order%20revised.pdf.  

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/water_issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/la_ms4/2012/Order%20R4-2012-0175%20-%20A%20Final%20Order%20revised.pdf
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/water_issues/programs/stormwater/municipal/la_ms4/2012/Order%20R4-2012-0175%20-%20A%20Final%20Order%20revised.pdf
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the event that a rendering facility chooses to enclose the operation, new enclosures are 
expected to comply with City of Vernon development standards including parking, 
loading, maneuvering, and setback requirements, as these are legally required. 
Implementation of PR 415 would not result in a conflict with the development standards 
for parking because the proposed enclosures would be located where operations are 
currently taking place, and enclosures are not expected to change the existing rendering 
operations in a way that would generate more employees (Draft EA, Page 2-42).  

The proposed rule may necessitate coordination with the City of Vernon to comply with 
local zoning regulations regarding parking for the new enclosures. Based on the City of 
Vernon’s parking standard of 1 parking space for every 1,000 square feet, the new 
structures would require restriping of paved areas on-site to provide a maximum of 20 
parking spaces (17 at Facility B and 3 at Facility D) to comply with this standard unless 
the City grants a variance. However, the proposed rule would not generate the demand 
for the additional parking spaces because providing an enclosure for the existing 
operations would not result in an increase in employees. Therefore, the proposed rule 
would not result in a decrease in parking.  

It is important to recognize that the requirements for enclosures are limited to raw 
material receiving areas and wastewater treatment, which are already existing within the 
heavily industrialized areas and are currently located within the footprint and boundaries 
of existing rendering facilities (Aerial Photograph). In the unlikely event that local zoning 
ordinances/development codes would prohibit the type, location, or size of enclosure 
evaluated in the EA, PR 415 contains other compliance options. For example, a closed 
system of cooking and processing equipment is an acceptable alternative to a PTE, 
provided fugitive odors from that closed system do not cause verified odor complaints. A 
facility may also consider requesting a time extension to complete a PTE or elect to be 
exempted from PR 415 under the subsection (l), if applicable.  

The environmental analysis for PR 415 considered the potential environmental impacts 
from PR 415 if adopted and implemented. As analyzed in the Draft EA (Page 2-39), “land 
use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments,” and PR 415 
does not include any requirement that would alter the City’s land use authority or 
planning requirements. The City of Vernon has the authority to review development site 
or architectural plans and request modifications. If applicable, a variance may be filed, 
subject to the approval by the City. Therefore, it is not expected that PR 415 will cause a 
direct conflict with local zoning requirements. 
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Response 1.0-8 

Refer to Master Response 7, Building Codes, and Response 1.0-5. All buildings in 
California are required to meet the standards set forth in the California Fire Code, Title 
24, CCR, Part 9. Thus, any new enclosure constructed as a result of PR 415 would need 
to meet the standards set forth in this code, as per state law. Compliance with the 
California Fire Code would minimize potential fire hazards associated with the facility.  

The intent of PR 415 is to capture and control odors from rendering operations. The 
environmental analysis for PR 415 considered the potential environmental impacts if PR 
415 is adopted and implemented. The Draft EA for PR 415 analyzed PR 415’s potential 
impacts on emergency access under Transportation/Traffic. Under PR 415, an enclosure 
is only required for, and limited to, a small portion of the existing plants such as the raw 
material receiving area and wastewater treatment. The City of Vernon is approximately 
5.2 square miles in size. The City has its own Class 1 Fire Department and four fire 
stations with a response time of less than three minutes.21 These four fire stations that are 
currently serving the existing rendering facilities are expected to continue to provide fire 
protection services to these facilities. There are enclosed rendering operations in many 
jurisdictions around the country, including within the City of Los Angeles immediately 
adjacent to the City of Vernon. In all of these jurisdictions, the fire protection authority is 
obligated to fight grease fires that occur within an enclosure. The comment does not 
substantiate the reasons that the City of Vernon Fire Department is incapable of providing 
fire protection services within an enclosure, when dozens of other fire departments have 
that capability. 

Consistent with the assumptions in the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 415, all 
PTEs would be required to install a fire suppression system, and it was assumed that 
water sprinkler-type fire suppression systems would be sufficient for the enclosed areas 
to meet the municipal fire code requirements.  

It is important to note that emergency access for fire suppression is part of site plan 
reviews by the City. Based on a review of the Building Permit Application that is 

                                                 
21 City of Vernon Fire Department. Accessed on September 22, 2017. Accessed at: 

http://www.cityofvernon.org/departments/fire-department.  

http://www.cityofvernon.org/departments/fire-department
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available at: https://www.vernon.ca/sites/default/files/docs/building-planning/permits-
applications/building_permit_app.pdf, various City Departments, including the Fire 
Department, will have opportunities to review site or architectural plans and request any 
modifications, if needed, to ensure that all of the City building and fire codes and access 
to fire suppression are met by the rendering facilities. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect 
that requirements under PR 415 would not impact performance objectives of the Fire 
Department. 

 

 

Response 1.0-9 

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, and Response 1.0-4. The rendering 
industry provides an important and beneficial service. PR 415 is developed to capture and 
control odors from rendering operations, not cease rendering operations. The comment 
accurately states that one of the affected facilities in Vernon provides an important service 
by handling material from numerous animal shelters and zoos, as well as private 
veterinary clinics. Recognizing their beneficial service, SCAQMD staff has worked in 
good faith with that rendering facility to minimize potential operational impacts, 
including making various changes to the scope and requirements of PR 415 from early 
versions of draft rule language (refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA). Pursuant to Health 
and Safety Code Section 40728.5, a Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 415 is 
being prepared to describe the economic impacts of PR 415 that the SCAQMD 
Governing Board must consider when considering the adoption of PR 415. It is not 
expected that existing rendering operations would cease as a result of PR 415, and animal 
carcasses and parts are not expected to be diverted because of the requirements included 
in PR 415. The indirect effects associated with facility closure are considered speculative 
and not foreseeable because it would require an analysis of hypothetical conditions, and 
the EA is not obligated to evaluate these types of indirect impacts.  

https://www.vernon.ca/sites/default/files/docs/building-planning/permits-applications/building_permit_app.pdf
https://www.vernon.ca/sites/default/files/docs/building-planning/permits-applications/building_permit_app.pdf
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Response 1.0-10  

Refer to Master Response Comment 2, Facility Shutdown, Response 1.0-4, and Response 
1.0-9. PR 415 would require existing rendering facilities, unless exempted under PR 415 
(l), to enclose certain rendering operations, install odor emission control equipment, or 
operate the rendering process within a closed system, and carry out BMPs. If a rendering 
facility is not able to meet the requirements of PR 415 through various compliance 
options, it is reasonably foreseeable to expect that one or more of the other currently 
existing rendering facilities would have the ability or would generate the ability to accept 
the displaced rendering material, thus not creating an excess build-up of rendering 
material or animal carcasses and parts. 

Section 20890, Title 27, California Code of Regulations, provides that dead animals may 
be landfilled if allowed by local regulations and shall be covered immediately or at a 
frequency approved by the Enforcement Agency. In 2006, the Southern San Joaquin 
Valley experienced a larger-than-normal number of dairy and other animal mortalities due 
to extreme temperatures. In response to the heat event and the intermittent operation of 
key rendering facilities in the valley, a series of recommendations were developed and 
approved by CalEPA and the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA). 
Disposal at landfills is only recommended if rendering capacity is exceeded or 
suspended. Only the Kettleman Hills facility in Kern County accepts disposal of 
carcasses and self-haul is not permitted. In the event that rendering equipment is broken 
down or needs to conduct emergency rendering services, PR 415 allows a rendering 
facility to accept materials from another rendering facility that cannot conduct rendering 
activities for up to 7 days if the accepting rendering facility meets the requirements under 
subdivision (k). Therefore, built into the rule language, PR 415 has a provision to prevent 
diversion of animal carcasses and parts to landfills. Since PR 415 is not expected to cease 
existing rendering operations, it would be speculative to assume that animal carcasses 
and parts would diverted to landfills. The indirect effects associated with facility closure 
are considered speculative and not foreseeable because it would require an analysis of 
hypothetical conditions, and the EA is not obligated to evaluate these types of indirect 
impacts. 
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Response 1.0-11 

Refer to Master Response Comment 2, Facility Shutdown, Response 1.0-4, Response 1.0-
9, and Response 1.0-10. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that 
compliance with PR 415 would result in facility closure or that one or more existing 
rendering facilities is not able to accept the rendering materials. The EA has analyzed and 
disclosed the potential impacts on transportation/traffic as a result of the implementation 
of PR 415. The indirect effects associated with facility closure are considered speculative 
and not foreseeable because it would require an analysis of hypothetical conditions, and 
the EA is not obligated to evaluate these types of indirect impacts. 

 

Response 1.0-12 

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, and Responses 1.0-2 through 1.0-11. 
Based on the analysis conducted in the EA, PR 415 is not expected to cause any 
significant adverse environmental impacts. This comment does not include substantial 
evidence that provisions of PR 415 would require facilities to shut down, divert rendering 
product outside of SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, adversely affect storm water collection 
systems, conflict with applicable land use, zoning, or fire code regulations, or cause any 
other adverse environmental impacts. The comment does not include any specific 
evidence that would alter any of the conclusions reached in the EA. The indirect effects 
associated with facility closure are considered speculative and not foreseeable because it 
would require an analysis of hypothetical conditions, and the EA is not obligated to 
evaluate these types of indirect impacts. 
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Response 1.0-13 

See Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and Responses 1.0-2 through 1.0-12. 
SCAQMD staff has worked in good faith with the affected rendering facilities to 
minimize potential operational impacts. During the PR 415 rulemaking process, research 
was done to determine the current and industry accepted practices to control rendering 
odors in urban areas. As a result of the extensive outreach efforts to the rendering 
facilities, various changes to the scope and requirements of PR 415 have been made. 
These changes are intended to provide rendering facilities flexibility during 
implementation of the odor control measures. SCAQMD staff has reviewed the changes, 
and no significant adverse environmental impacts were identified. Since existing 
rendering operations are not expected to cease, animal carcasses and parts are not 
expected to be diverted because of the requirements included in PR 415. The indirect 
effects associated with facility closure are considered speculative and not foreseeable 
because it would require an analysis of hypothetical conditions, and the EA is not 
obligated to evaluate these types of indirect impacts.  
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D1-2.2 LETTER 2 – Farmer John 
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2. Response to Comments Farmer John, Terry Hadden, Vice President of Operations, 
dated August 12, 2015. 

 

Response 2.0-1 

The introduction provides background information and does not raise any environmental 
issues necessitating a response under CEQA. However, it is important to note that the 
Draft EA for PR 415 was circulated for a 30-day public review and comment period 
starting on July 14, 2015 and ending on August 12, 2015 (State Clearinghouse Number 
[SCH] #2015071030]. Refer to Section D0-1.0, Introduction, in Appendix D to the Final 
EA.  
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Response 2.0-2 

This comment provides background information and does not raise any environmental 
issues necessitating a response under CEQA. 

 

Response 2.0-3 

This comment provides background information and does not raise any environmental 
issues necessitating a response under CEQA. Individual comments are responded to later 
in this document. 

 

Response 2.0-4 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, and Response 2.0-7 for a discussion 
on the modifications to the construction scenario analyzed in the Draft EA based on 
conservative estimates of demolition and construction of enclosures by the rendering 
facilities and overlap among affected facilities. The EA does not primarily focus on any 
specific rendering facility but uses facility-provided information for the limited purpose 
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of developing construction and operational scenarios. As explained in the Draft EA22, the 
environmental analysis was conducted based on one of the larger facilities in the current 
affected facility inventory. Choosing a larger facility for the impact analysis was 
reasonable because it required the most construction activities (e.g., the largest enclosure 
area in terms of square footage) of the five facilities and provided a reasonable basis that 
was predicated upon facility-provided facts to estimate maximum foreseeable impacts. As 
such, the methodology used in the EA represents SCAQMD staff’s best efforts to 
reasonably estimate and disclose the environmental impacts associated with PR 415. As 
discussed in the Final EA, the modifications to PR 415 do not result in new or more 
severe environmental impacts than those already analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EA.  

Further, while PR 415 requires permanent total enclosure of certain odorous processes 
(raw material receiving, wastewater treatment), good faith efforts were made by 
SCAQMD staff during the rule development process to accommodate each facility’s 
needs. Various changes to the scope and requirements of PR 415 include allowing a 
closed system in lieu of a permanent total enclosure and limiting asphalt repair BMPs 
under paragraph (e)(6) to the outside raw material receiving area only. These revisions 
result in a reduction of the construction activities at individual facilities required to 
ensure compliance with PR 415.  

 

Response 2.0-5 

For reasons explained in Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, and Response 2.0-8, PR 
415 will not cause the rendering facilities to stop operation. The indirect effects 
associated with facility closure are considered speculative and not foreseeable because it 
would require an analysis of hypothetical conditions, and the EA is not obligated to 
evaluate these types of indirect impacts.  

 

Response 2.0-6 

Refer to Master Response 7, Building Codes, and Response 2.0-9 for a discussion on the 
compliance requirements with existing regulations. New permanent total enclosures 

                                                 
22 South Coast Air Quality Management SCAQMD (SCAQMD), PR 415 Draft EA, Chapter 2, Environmental Checklist. Page 2-4. 
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required by PR 415 would need to conform to the California Building Standards Code, 
Title 24, California Code of Regulations (CCR), including the California Fire Code. 
Consistent with the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 415, SCAQMD staff 
assumed that all permanent total enclosures would be required to install a fire suppression 
system, and that water sprinkler-type fire suppression systems would be sufficient for the 
enclosed areas to meet the municipal fire code requirements. This assumption is based on 
the current setup of the facility that has already submitted permit applications for 
modifications that would satisfy PR 415’s requirements. Although not anticipated, if a 
facility demonstrates that they would be unable to enclose operations because it would 
pose a fire hazard, a closed system of cooking and processing equipment is an acceptable 
alternative to a permanent total enclosure, provided fugitive odors from that closed 
system do not continue to cause verified odor complaints. 

 

Response 2.0-7 

SCAQMD staff has worked in good faith with the affected rendering facilities to 
minimize potential operational impacts, including making various changes to the scope 
and requirements of PR 415 from early versions of draft rule language (Refer to Table P-
1 in the Final EA). Based on those changes, the need to construct six new structures 
totaling 221,000 square feet at this facility is not foreseeable (Refer to Table P-2 in the 
Final EA).  

The repair and repaving BMP under paragraph (e)(6) has been clarified to limit repairs 
and repaving to the outside raw material receiving area where material touches the 
ground, rather than the entire facility grounds. Refer to Response 3.1-28 for a discussion 
on the repair and repaving BMP. 
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Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 2.0-4 (above), and the Final EA 
provide further discussion of the analysis of the construction impacts from 
implementation of PR 415. Therefore, all environmental impacts associated with 
construction have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required 
under CEQA. 

 

Response 2.0-8 

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown and Master Response 6, Methodology. 
Existing rendering operations are not expected to cease, and animal carcasses and parts 
are not expected to be diverted because of the requirements included in PR 415. The 
indirect effects associated with facility shutdown would be speculative because it would 
require an analysis of hypothetical conditions. Therefore, the EA is not obligated to 
evaluate these types of indirect impacts 

Section 20890, Title 27, CCR, provides that dead animals may be landfilled if allowed by 
local regulations and shall be covered immediately or at a frequency approved by the 
Enforcement Agency. In 2006, the Southern San Joaquin Valley experienced a larger-
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than-normal number of dairy and other animal mortalities due to extreme temperatures. 
In response to the heat event and the intermittent operation of key rendering facilities in 
the valley, a series of recommendations were developed and approved by CalEPA and the 
California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA). Disposal at landfills is only 
recommended if rendering capacity is exceeded or suspended. Only the Kettleman Hills 
facility in Kern County accepts disposal of carcasses and self-haul is not permitted. 
However, rendering operations within the South Coast Basin are not expected to cease; 
and therefore, it would be speculative to assume that animal carcasses and parts would be 
diverted to landfills. Additionally, changes to PR 415 have occurred since circulation of 
the Draft EA, which allow a rendering facility to accept additional materials from another 
rendering facility in the event that rendering equipment is broken down or for performing 
emergency rendering services (subdivision (k)). 

PR 415 would require existing rendering facilities to enclose certain rendering operations, 
install odor emission control equipment (an unventilated permanent total enclosure for 
raw material receiving is allowed, provided a secondary odor containment method is used 
at each enclosure opening), and carry out BMPs. If a rendering facility is not able to meet 
the requirements of PR 415 through various compliance options, it is reasonably 
foreseeable to expect that one or more of the other currently existing rendering facilities 
would have the ability or would generate the ability to accept the displaced rendering 
material, thus not creating an excess build-up of rendering material or animal carcasses 
and parts. Therefore, it is not expected that rendering material will be diverted to landfills 
as a result of PR 415. 

As stated above, SCAQMD staff has made good faith efforts to make various changes to 
the scope and requirements of PR 415 to accommodate each affected facility’s needs and 
provide sufficient flexibility to ensure compliance. Refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA.  

Lastly, the GHG emissions analysis in Appendix B to this comment letter is based on a 
lifecycle assessment of GHG emissions. Refer to Response 2.2-1. GHG emissions 
estimates associated with implementation of PR 415 are based on the direct and indirect 
effects. A lifecycle assessment of GHG emissions would require speculation on the 
potential upstream and downstream effects resulting from a hypothetical scenario that 
rendering operations would cease within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. Air quality and GHG 
emissions in the EA were estimated using the CalEEMod™ emissions computer model. 
The CalEEMod™ model incorporates up-to-date state and locally approved emission 
factors and methodologies for estimating pollutant emissions from typical land use 
development. The CalEEMod™ model is the only model maintained by the California 
Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) and is recommended by 
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SCAQMD for use to estimate construction and operation air quality impacts under 
CEQA. Based on the reasons stated in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario and 
Response 3.8-1, the EA for PR 415 disclosed the worst-cast scenario for potential impacts 
on GHG emissions from PR 415 and no further analysis is required under CEQA.  

 

Response 2.0-9 

Refer to Master Response 7, Building Codes. While the City of Vernon Fire Marshall has 
not presented any evidence as to why the permanent total enclosure requirement would 
cause concerns; based on one of five existing rendering facilities’ current setup, which 
would satisfy the proposed permanent total enclosure or closed system requirements, it is 
foreseeable that the water sprinkler-type fire suppression system would be sufficient to 
meet the fire code requirements. All buildings in California are required to meet the 
standards set forth in the California Fire Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 9. Thus, any 
new permanent total enclosure constructed as a result of PR 415 would need to meet the 
standards set forth in this code, per state law. Compliance with the California Fire Code 
would minimize potential fire hazards associated with the facility. Finally, as noted in 
Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, the City of Vernon has the sole authority to 
review and approve (or disapprove) site or architectural plans as part of their land use 
permitting process. Therefore, new enclosures as required by PR 415 are expected to 
meet the applicable building code, California Fire Code, and Occupational Safety and 
Health Act (OSHA) requirements, and PR 415 is not expected to cause any significant 
impacts on hazards and hazardous materials with respect to fire hazards and worker 
safety. Refer to Responses 2.1-33 through 2.1-43, Response 2.1-45, and Response 2.1-46 
for discussions on compliance with existing regulations with respect to California 
Building Standards code and the issues of fire hazards and worker safety.  
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Therefore, all environmental impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA, including 
those of additional regulatory requirements, and no further analysis is required under 
CEQA.  

 

Response 2.0-10 

Responses to comments in Appendix A to the comment letter are provided in Responses 
2.1-1 through 2.1-69. 

 

Response 2.1-1 

The Final EA incorporates revisions to the Draft EA based on revisions to PR 415 that 
have occurred since the Draft EA was circulated. As identified in the Final EA, the 
revisions to the Draft EA are primarily in response to the various changes to the scope 
and requirements of PR 415. Based on the analysis in the Final EA, the revisions do not 
result in substantial changes that would result in a finding of a new significant 
environmental impact or a more severe adverse impact than discussed in the Draft EA. 
Therefore, the modifications to the rule requirements and associated revisions to the Draft 
EA do not trigger recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5. 
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Response 2.1-2 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario and Master Response 6, Methodology. 
The Draft EA evaluated potential environmental impacts associated with implementation 
of PR 415 on all affected facilities. No significant environmental impacts were identified 
and the comment does not provide specifics on which impacts were not accurately 
assessed.  

Implementation of PR 415 would require rendering facilities to implement BMPs to 
control odors and would require processes with the greatest potential for generation of 
off-site odors to be enclosed. The BMPs are achieved in practice and reasonable 
measures that would result in odor reductions from rendering facilities. The rule approach 
for PR 415 considers differences in operation at each facility. While PR 415 requires 
permanent total enclosures for certain very odorous processes (raw material receiving, 
wastewater treatment), good faith efforts were made during the rule development process 
to accommodate each facility’s needs such as operating rendering processes in a closed 
system. PR 415 is intended to control rendering odors. It is not intended to apply to 
agricultural operations including hog and food processing operation. PR 415 only applies 
to inedible rendering operations, not for human consumption. For an integrated rendering 
facility that conducts rendering operations at the same physical location as a 
slaughterhouse or meat-pack plant, PR 415 only applies to the rendering operations. 
Refer to subdivision (c) of PR 415 and Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption.  

The requirements for an OMP are outlined in subdivision (h). The requirement to submit 
an OMP by a facility subject to PR 415 is based on a facility receiving either a NOV for 
public nuisance, or three confirmed odor events within a 180-day period, as specified in 
subparagraphs (d)(2)(A) and (d)(2)(B)..  

 

Response 2.1-3 

Refer to Master Response 6, Methodology. It will be clarified in the Final EA that four 
facilities are located in Vernon and one facility is located in the City of Los Angeles, on 
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the boundary of Vernon, with some ancillary uses to the rendering operations located in 
Vernon. 

SCAQMD staff is aware of two other potential rendering operators within SCAQMD’s 
jurisdiction: Stiles in Ontario and Co-West in San Bernardino. However, neither Stiles 
nor Co-West meet the applicability criteria for PR 415. Neither facility performs inedible 
rendering. Odors from kitchen trap grease are not subject to PR 415. Therefore, the EA 
for PR 415 has adequately identified and analyzed the potential impacts on all of the 
rendering facilities affected by PR 415. 

 

Response 2.1-4 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. While PR 415 requires permanent 
total enclosures, good faith efforts were made during the rule development process to 
accommodate each facility’s unique site and operational needs in order to provide 
flexibility during implementation. Various changes to the rule language were based on 
input from stakeholders as a result of the public process and ongoing stakeholder 
outreach for PR 415 since 2014. Refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA for a summary of 
various changes to PR 415. The Final EA includes modifications to the construction 
scenario analyzed in the Draft EA based on conservative estimates of demolition and 
construction of enclosures by the rendering facilities and overlap among affected 
facilities. Refer to the Final EA for modifications to the construction scenario.  

The EA does not primarily focus on any specific rendering facility but uses facility-
provided information for the limited purpose of developing construction and operational 
scenarios. As such, the methodology used in the EA represents SCAQMD staff’s best 
efforts to reasonably estimate and disclose the environmental impacts associated with PR 
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415. The Final EA includes modifications to the construction scenario analyzed in the 
Draft EA based on conservative estimates of demolition and construction of enclosures 
by the rendering facilities and overlap among affected facilities. As discussed in details in 
the Final EA, no significant environmental impacts would occur. 

 

Response 2.1-5 

Appendix D-4, Landmark Wall Viewshed Photos, to this document depicts the visual 
character of the rendering facility and the Landmark Wall surrounding the facility. As 
depicted in these photographs, there are existing structures within 50 feet of the 
Landmark Wall that are visible from the roadway right-of-way on Soto Street, Bandini 
Boulevard/37th Street, and Vernon Avenue. As shown in Table P-2 in the Final EA, it is 
expected that this facility will use a closed system under paragraph (f)(3) to meet the 
requirements of PR 415. It is not expected that this facility will construct any new 
enclosures or undertake modifications to the existing buildings. However, in the unlikely 
event that this facility is required to build a permanent total enclosure, the enclosure 
would be approximately 250 feet north of the southern entryway on Vernon Avenue. The 
new permanent total enclosure would not be located closer to the Landmark Wall than the 
current buildings are and would also not be taller than the current buildings. Because the 
proposed enclosure, though not anticipated, would be farther (greater than 50 feet) and no 
higher than existing structures, the new enclosure would not have the potential to 
significantly degrade the visual character of the site.  

Additionally, while PR 415 would require new signage to notify businesses and residents 
of whom to contact in the event of an odor incident, there are existing signs on the block 
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wall on Vernon Avenue and the Landmark Wall on Soto Street for the Farmer John 
facility. Proposed signage, consistent with the requirements of PR 415, would be similar 
in scale as the existing signage and would not have the potential to significantly degrade 
the visual character of the site.  

 

Response 2.1-6 

Refer to Response 2.1-5 (above). This comment is referring to analysis in the Draft EA 
which stated that “The proposed project is not expected to require physical changes to a 
site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place or object with cultural value to a 
California Native American Tribe.” The proposed signage required by PR 415 would be 
similar in scale as the existing signage; therefore, implementation of PR 415 
requirements at this facility would not require physical changes to a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape, sacred place or object with cultural value to a California Native 
American Tribe and the comment has not provided evidence to the contrary. 

 

Response 2.1-7 

Refer to Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce and Master Response 
8, Agricultural Preemption. SCAQMD is given broad authority to regulate air pollution 
from "all sources, other than emissions from motor vehicles." Health and Safety Code 
(H&SC) Section 40000.  
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SCAQMD staff has investigated the land uses surrounding the Vernon rendering facilities 
and determined that between 1989 and 1994, the facilities were surrounded by 
commercial and residential (i.e. non-agricultural) uses as of 1993. Refer to Appendix D-5, 
Historic Aerial Photographs. Under Civil Code Section 3482.6, SCAQMD may enforce 
regulations adopted pursuant to Health & Safety Code Section 41700, such as PR 415, in 
these circumstances.  

The comment cites Section 41704 of the Health and Safety Code as another reason why 
the facility is exempt from nuisance complaints. However, agricultural operations are 
defined under this section as agricultural operations necessary for the growing of crops or 
raising of fowl or animals, which does not apply to the rendering facilities here.  

Lastly, the existing rendering facilities that are subject to PR 415 are not operating under 
a Williamson Act contract subject to Government Code Section 51201.  

 

 

Response 2.1-8 

This comment is referring to the analysis in the Draft EA which stated that adoption of 
the proposed project would not result in any new construction of buildings or other 
structures that would convert farmland to non-agricultural use or conflict with zoning for 
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. The proposed project would not require 
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converting farmland to non-agricultural uses because the potentially affected facilities are 
already completely developed. For the same reasons, the proposed project would not 
result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. The areas 
where existing rendering facilities are located are developed with industrial uses and are 
not considered open space. The City of Vernon’s General Plan (2007) does not include a 
land use designation for open space. The facilities in Vernon are not zoned open space in 
the City of Vernon’s Zoning Code, despite the comment stating that privately owned 
“open space” exists between the buildings on the developed site. Therefore, PR 415 
would not be in conflict with Government Code Section 65567. 

While the rendering operations are unique and beneficial, as discussed in Response 2.1-2 
(above), PR 415 only applies to inedible rendering operations, not for production of food 
for human consumption.  

Therefore, agriculture impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further 
analysis is required under CEQA. 
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Response 2.1-9 

Refer to Response 2.0-4 and Response 2.0-7 for a discussion on the modifications to the 
construction scenario analyzed in the Draft EA based on conservative estimates of 
demolition and construction of enclosures by the rendering facilities and overlap among 
affected facilities. Refer to Response 2.1-2 for rendering odor control methods under PR 
415. Implementation of PR 415 would require rendering facilities to implement BMPs to 
control odors and would require rendering processes with the greatest potential for 
generating rendering odors to be enclosed. PR 415 is not intended to apply to agricultural 
operations including hog and food processing operation. PR 415 only applies to inedible 
rendering. Refer to Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption.  

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. The EA does not primarily focus on 
any specific rendering facility but uses facility-provided information for the limited 
purpose of developing construction and operational scenarios. As such, the methodology 
used in the EA represents SCAQMD staff’s best efforts to reasonably estimate and 
disclose the environmental impacts associated with PR 415. The Final EA includes 
modifications to the construction scenario analyzed in the Draft EA based on 
conservative estimates of demolition and construction of enclosures by the rendering 
facilities and overlap among affected facilities. As discussed in detail in the Final EA, no 
significant environmental impacts are anticipated. 

The table included in the comment lists several operations that would not warrant an 
enclosure under PR 415. As shown in Table P-2 in the Final EA, the Farmer John 
facility’s rendering operations would be expected to meet the requirements of PR 415 in a 
closed system under paragraph (f)(3). No enclosures or modifications to the existing 
building structures at the Farmer John facility are expected as a result of PR 415. 

 

Response 2.1-10 

As defined in paragraph (c)(15) and subparagraph (f)(2)(D), a “Permanent Total 
Enclosure” example includes masonry, sheet metal, sheet plastic, wood, metal or 
aluminum siding, or even industrial-grade plastic flap curtains. The enclosure should be 
kept under negative pressure and vented to control equipment or use alternative 
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permanent total enclosure requirements for the enclosure for the raw material receiving 
area. PR 415 does not specify the type of negative pressure system; only that the system 
is capable of meeting the inward face velocity requirements of paragraph (f)(2). A 
negative pressure system for a partially-open enclosure will need to be designed to 
maintain the required minimum inward face velocity through all openings. Likewise, a 
system for an enclosure with regularly opened doors will need to maintain minimum face 
velocity accounting for all doors open at once. Note that subparagraph (f)(2)(A) limits the 
combined area of all routine enclosure openings through which odors can escape from a 
permanent total enclosure to 5% of the enclosure envelope. Additionally, PR 415 allows 
the usage of a closed system as an alternative to a permanent total enclosure if the 
requirements under paragraph (f)(3) are met. 

 

 

Response 2.1-11 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 2.0-4, and Response 2.0-7 
for a discussion on the modifications to the construction scenario analyzed in the Draft 
EA based on conservative estimates of demolition and construction of enclosures by the 
rendering facilities and overlap among affected facilities. Refer to Responses 2.1-2 and 
2.1-9 for rendering odor control methods under PR 415. The comment did not include 
evidence as to how 144.54 lbs/day of NOx was calculated. As shown in Table 2-3 in the 
Draft EA on page 2-13, implementation of PR 415 would be expected to generate 34.99 
lbs/day of NOx, which is below SCAQMD’s air quality CEQA threshold of significance 
of 100 lbs/day. The Final EA includes modifications to the construction scenario analyzed 
in the Draft EA based on conservative estimates of demolition and construction of 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

 Page D1-85 

enclosures by the rendering facilities and overlap among affected facilities. As shown in 
Table P-2 in the Final EA, the worst-case impact scenario for construction of permanent 
total enclosures as a result of PR 415 is expected to substantially decrease. For the 
Farmer John facility’s rendering operation, no permanent total enclosures would be 
required since it can meet the requirements of PR 415 with a closed system. Therefore, 
the peak daily construction air quality impacts analyzed in the Draft EA represented the 
worst-case impact scenario, and no significant air quality impacts would occur as a result 
of construction required by PR 415. 
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Response 2.1-12 

PR 415 is intended to control and reduce rendering odors. PR 415 is not intended to apply 
to agricultural operations including hog and food processing operation. PR 415 only 
applies to inedible rendering. Refer to Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption.  

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario and Response 2.0-4. The EA does not 
primarily focus on any specific rendering facility but uses facility-provided information 
for the limited purpose of developing construction and operational scenarios. As such, the 
methodology used in the EA represents SCAQMD staff’s best efforts to reasonably 
estimate and disclose the environmental impacts associated with PR 415. 

As discussed in Response 3.0-18, the affected rendering facilities may elect to meet the 
alternative permanent total enclosure requirements for raw materials receiving areas 
under PR 415 (f)(5). The alternative requirements include more enhanced measures for 
enclosure openings where vehicles or equipment can access with the use of an automated 
roll-up door with an air curtain, vestibule, and air lock system to minimize fugitive odors 
escaping through enclosure openings. The alternative requirements would also be 
applicable to personnel access doors defined under subparagraph (f)(5)(D). The Final EA 
includes modifications to the operational scenarios analyzed in the Draft EA. The Final 
EA includes revisions to Table 2-8, Additional Electricity Usage from New APCDs and 
Negative Pressure Air Handling Equipment for Worst-Case Analysis Scenario. However, 
as shown in Table P-5 in the Final EA, the worst-case impact scenario assumes that 
approximately 517 MWh per year of additional electricity would be needed. This is 
substantially less electricity consumption than was analyzed and disclosed in the Draft 
EA. Therefore, PR 415 is not expected to result in significant adverse air quality and 
GHG impacts from the generation of electricity and the comment does not provide 
evidence to the contrary. 
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Response 2.1-13 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 2.0-4, Response 2.0-7 for a 
discussion on the modifications to the construction scenario analyzed in the Draft EA 
based on conservative estimates of demolition and construction of enclosures by the 
rendering facilities and overlap among affected facilities. The EA does not primarily 
focus on any specific rendering facility but uses facility-provided information for the 
limited purpose of developing construction and operational scenarios. As such, the 
methodology used in the EA represents SCAQMD staff’s best efforts to reasonably 
estimate and disclose the environmental impacts associated with PR 415. The Final EA 
includes modifications to the construction scenario analyzed in the Draft EA based on 
conservative estimates of demolition and construction of enclosures by the rendering 
facilities and overlap among affected facilities.  

As discussed in Response 2.0-8 (above), CalEEModTM was used to calculate construction 
and operation emissions from implementation of PR 415 requirements. Based on the 
analysis in the Final EA, substantial decreases in the size of enclosures are expected 
despite 9,000 square feet of demolition. Therefore, the peak daily construction emissions 
disclosed in Table 2-5 on page 2-14 of the Draft EA and Appendix C of the Draft EA 
represented the worst-case impact scenario for air quality. Peak construction emissions 
due to installation of new APCDs would result in additional emissions from VOCs, CO, 
NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 but would not exceed SCAQMD’s CEQA thresholds of 
significance for air quality. The comment did not include substantial evidence to show 
how the emissions in the table included in the comment were calculated.  
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Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. The construction emissions in the 
Draft EA assumed that construction would take up to two months to complete. However, 
construction time that would likely affect peak daily construction emissions because of 
the use of heavy construction equipment could be expected to require less than two 
months. Additionally, the fuel usage for construction activities were based on “two 
affected facilities at any given time23,” representing a worst-case impact scenario on 
energy. For these reasons, PR 415 is not expected to result in significant adverse air 
quality impacts. 

Refer to Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption and Response 2.1-12 for a 
discussion on odor control equipment. PR 415 requires reduction of rendering odors. PR 
415 is not intended to apply to agricultural operations including hog and food processing 
operation. The estimates of installing 30 scrubbers and six new enclosures are not 
supported by PR 415 requirements (refer to the analysis in Table P-1, Table P-3, and 
Table P-5 in the Final EA). The worst-case impact scenario for electricity consumption 
assumes four APCDs (one scrubber and three carbon adsorption systems) (see Table 2-4 
in the Final EA). The Final EA includes modifications to the operational scenarios 
analyzed in the Draft EA, including the modifications to electricity consumption. As 
such, the Final EA includes revisions to Table 2-8, Additional Electricity Usage from New 
APCDs and Negative Pressure Air Handling Equipment for Worst-Case Analysis 
Scenario. Therefore, peak construction emissions due to the installation of APCDs are not 
expected to exceed SCAQMD’s air quality CEQA thresholds of significance.  

With regards to the comment about the OMP, subdivision (h) outlines the requirements 
for an OMP, while paragraph (d)(2) explains the events that will trigger the submittal of 
an OMP. Refer to Response 3.1-11 for a discussion on the OMP and violation notice 
under Rule 402. Therefore, an OMP submittal required under subparagraph (h)(1)(i) is 
not expected to increase construction emissions beyond what was already analyzed in the 
Final EA. 

                                                 
23 Ibid. Page 2-25. 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

 Page D1-89 

 

Response 2.1-14 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 2.1-12, and Response 2.1-
13 for a discussion on air quality impacts from construction activities. PR 415 only 
applies to the rendering operations of an integrated rendering facility. Based on the total 
modified square footage of permanent total enclosures that would be required under PR 
415 (refer to Table P-2 in the Final EA), it is reasonable to assume that construction 
activities that will involve the use of heavy equipment and will potentially affect the peak 
daily emissions would not last more than two months. Therefore, the environmental 
analysis in the Draft EA represented a conservative estimate by SCAQMD staff for a 
worst-case impact scenario for PR 415. Moreover, the Final EA explains that Appendix C 
for the Draft EA had already assumed 10 days of demolition, and this assumption was 
included when calculating the peak daily construction emissions. Therefore, the 
environmental analysis for PR 415 has included the appropriate assumptions for worst-
case impact scenario. Refer to the Final EA for revisions to the Draft EA. As stated 
above, those revisions do not trigger a recirculation of the Draft EA. 

 

Response 2.1-15 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 2.0-4, and Responses 2.1-9 
through 2.1-14 for a discussion of the worst-case impact scenario analyzed in the Draft 
EA and Final EA. The comment does not provide specifics on the improper selection of a 
worst-case facility. Air quality impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no 
further analysis is required under CEQA. 
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Response 2.1-16 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 2.0-4, and Responses 2.1-9 
through 2.1-15 for a discussion of the worst-case impact scenario analyzed in the Draft 
EA and Final EA. The comment does not provide specifics on how the construction 
emissions would exceed the NOx significance thresholds. Air quality impacts have been 
adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 

Response 2.1-17 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. PR 415 only applies to the rendering 
operations of an integrated rendering facility. The screening health risk analysis was 
prepared based on the total amount of diesel particulate matter emitted from the worst-
case construction scenario. Refer to Draft EA Section III. a), b), and f). As discussed in 
Response 2.0-4 and Responses 2.1-9 through 2.1-15, the environmental analysis in the 
Draft EA for PR 415 analyzed the worst-case scenario for air quality impacts. Therefore, 
all air quality impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is 
required under CEQA. 
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Response 2.1-18 

The intent of PR 415 is to capture and control rendering odors, not cease rendering 
operations. PR 415 will not cause the closure of facilities or result in rendering materials 
transferred outside SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. Absence of rendering operations within 
SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is hypothetical and supposes every existing rendering facility 
will not be able to operate under the requirements of PR 415. For the reasons discussed in 
Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, such a scenario is not supported based on the 
requirements of PR 415 or the impacts on rendering facilities. 
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Regarding the comment on the acceptance of hog rendering material or any type of meat 
used in the preparation of food products and the comment on Section 1180.39, Title 3, 
CCR, PR 415 only applies to inedible rendering operations, not for food or human 
consumptions. For an integrated rendering facility that conducts rendering operations at 
the same physical location as a slaughterhouse or meat-pack plant, PR 415 only applies to 
the rendering operations. Refer to subdivision (c) of PR 415 and Master Response 8, 
Agricultural Preemption.  

While PR 415 requirements will apply to all existing and new rendering facilities, good 
faith efforts were made by staff during the rule development process to accommodate 
each existing facility’s unique needs and provide sufficient flexibility. This has resulted in 
various changes to the scope and requirements of PR 415 and several public versions of 
the rule language. Refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA.  

Regarding the comment on disposal of animal carcasses and parts in landfills, existing 
rendering operations are not expected to cease, and animal carcasses and parts are not 
expected to be diverted because of the requirements included in PR 415. Refer to 
Response 3.1-36. 

Rendering facilities subject to the requirements of PR 415 are expected to continue to 
operate as they currently do. SCAQMD staff is aware of one facility that has already 
submitted permit applications for an enclosure and odor control equipment that will meet 
the permanent total enclosure, ventilation system, and odor control equipment standards 
in PR 415. Refer to Appendix D-1, Darling Modernization Permit. For the reasons stated 
in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, the environmental analysis for PR 415 is a 
conservative estimate with reasonable assumptions based on a worst-case impact 
scenario, and the Draft EA made a good-faith disclosure of the worst-case impacts from 
implementing PR 415. The indirect effects associated with facility closure are considered 
speculative and not foreseeable because it would require an analysis of hypothetical 
conditions, and the EA is not obligated to evaluate these types of indirect impacts. 
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Response 2.1-19 

The GHG emissions estimated in the comment were based on a shutdown scenario which 
would cause the rendering material to be transported to landfills outside SCAQMD’s 
jurisdiction. However, as discussed in Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown and 
Response 2.1-18 (above), closure of rendering facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is 
hypothetical and supposes every existing rendering facility will not be able to operate 
under the requirements of PR 415. For the reasons discussed in Master Response 2, 
Facility Shutdown, such a scenario is not supported by the requirements of PR 415 or the 
impacts on rendering facilities.  

Furthermore, Section 20890, Title 27, CCR, provides that dead animals may be landfilled 
if allowed by local regulations and shall be covered immediately or at a frequency 
approved by the Enforcement Agency. In 2006, the Southern San Joaquin Valley 
experienced a larger-than-normal number of dairy and other animal mortalities due to 
extreme temperatures. In response to the heat event and the intermittent operation of key 
rendering facilities in the valley, a series of recommendations were developed and 
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approved by CalEPA and the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA). 
Disposal at landfills is only recommended if rendering capacity is exceeded or 
suspended. Only the Kettleman Hills facility in Kern County accepts disposal of 
carcasses and self-haul is not permitted. However, existing rendering operations are not 
expected to cease; and therefore, it would be speculative to assume that animal carcasses 
and parts would be diverted to landfills. Therefore, the GHG emissions impact as shown 
in the comment would not occur.  

Master Response 4, Worst-Cast Scenario, explains that the CalEEMod™ emissions 
computer model was used to quantify the GHG emissions. Based on the GHG emission 
analysis in Section III of the Draft EA from page 2-17 through 2-19, PR 415 is expected 
to cause an additional 3.2 metric tons of CO2eq per year, which is substantially less than 
SCAQMD’s GHG CEQA significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons per year. 
Therefore, PR 415 is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on GHG 
emissions.  

 

Response 2.1-20 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 2.0-4, and Responses 2.1-9 
through 2.1-15 for a discussion on the potential impacts on air quality and GHG 
emissions from the construction activities required under PR 415. The methodology used 
in the EA represents SCAQMD staff’s best efforts to reasonably estimate and disclose the 
environmental impacts associated with PR 415. The Final EA includes modifications to 
the construction scenario analyzed in the Draft EA based on conservative estimates of 
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demolition and construction of enclosures by the rendering facilities and overlap among 
affected facilities. Installation of 30 scrubbers is not anticipated or foreseeable. The BMP 
for patching, repair, and repaving under paragraph (e)(6) is limited to the outside raw 
material receiving area where material touches the ground, rather than the entire facility 
grounds. Refer to Response 3.1-28 for a discussion on the repair and repaving BMP. 
Therefore, as discussed in Response 2.1-19 above, the GHG emissions as identified by 
the comment would not occur. 

 

Response 2.1-21 

As stated above, absence of rendering operations within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is 
hypothetical and supposes every existing rendering facility will not be able to operate 
under the requirements of PR 415. The comment does not include evidence to support a 
shutdown scenario that will be caused by the requirements of PR 415. Therefore, due to 
the reasons listed in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 2.0-4, and 
Responses 2.1-9 through 2.1-20, PR 415 is not expected to result in significant adverse 
project-specific air quality impacts that would be cumulatively considerable. 

 

Response 2.1-22 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario and Response 2.1-12 for a discussion 
on air quality impacts from construction activities. As shown in Table P-5 in the Final 
EA, additional 517 MWh per year of electricity would be needed. Based on the carbon 
intensity of Vernon’s electricity of 761 lbs/MWh, as reported in the CalEEMod 2016 
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User’s Guide, PR 415 would be expected to result in 180 MTCO2 annually.24 The Final 
EA includes modifications to the operational scenario analyzed in the Draft EA. Based on 
the analysis in the Final EA, implementation of PR 415 requirements is not expected to 
result in significant adverse impacts on GHG emissions. The comment does not include 
substantial evidence to support the statement that the four Vernon facilities will result in 
75 GWs of electricity to be used to comply with PR 415 requirements. Therefore, indirect 
air quality and GHG impacts from electricity usage have been adequately analyzed in the 
EA and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 

Response 2.1-23 

Refer to also Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 2.0-4, and Responses 
2.1-9 through 2.1-20 for maximum daily NOx emissions during construction. The 
Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) is an emission cap-and-trade program 
that was implemented in 1994 by SCAQMD to achieve cleaner air in an efficient and 
economical manner. The RECLAIM program creates an imaginary “bubble” for the 
facility so that the total pollution in the bubble can be regulated instead of regulating each 
source. Facilities under the RECLAIM program must meet annual emission-reduction 
targets for nitrogen oxide and sulfur oxide. Facilities that reduce emissions beyond the 
annual emissions reduction targets may have an asset to sell in the open market. 
Compared to command-and-control methods, the RECLAIM program gives flexibility to 
facilities by allowing them to determine the most economical way for them to reduce 
their emissions. As shown in Table P-2 in the Final EA, construction activities are 
expected to be substantially less than what was analyzed in the Draft EA and would likely 
result in a decrease in the peak daily construction emissions due to installation of APCDs 
in Table 2-5 of the Draft EA. Therefore, construction activities due to the installation of 
ACPDs are not expected to generate NOx emissions that would exceed SCAQMD’s air 
quality CEQA threshold of significance of 100 lbs/day. The comment does not include 

                                                 
24 CH4 and N2O intensity factors are based on 2012 E-Grid for California reported in the CalEEMod 2016 User’s Guide. CO2-

equivalency (CO2e) is based on the global warming potentials identified in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s 
(IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report for CH4 and N2O.  
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substantial evidence to support the estimated 300 lbs of NOx generated from 
construction. Therefore, air quality impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and 
no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 

Response 2.1-24 

Based on Response 2.1-5, Response 2.1-6, and Appendix D-4, Landmark Wall Viewshed 
Photos, PR 415 is not expected to have the potential to significantly alter the historic 
value of the Landmark Wall as proposed signage that meets the requirements of PR 415 
would be similar in scale as the existing signage. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5, the Landmark Wall is not considered a historic resource under CEQA. Although 
the City of Vernon’s General Plan identifies the Landmark Wall as a notable landmark, it 
does not designate it as a historic resource. Furthermore, PR 415 would not result in the 
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the Landmark Wall or its 
immediate surroundings such that the significance of the Landmark Wall would be 
materially impaired. Therefore, cultural resources impacts have been adequately analyzed 
in the EA and no further analysis is required under CEQA.  

 

Response 2.1-25 

Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 includes two circumstances where the lead 
agency is required to begin consultation with a California Native American Tribe prior to 
the release of a negative declaration or EA. The first circumstance is when the California 
Native American tribe submits a request to the lead agency, in writing, to be informed by 
the lead agency through formal notification of proposed projects in the geographic area 
that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the tribe. The second circumstance is 
when the California Native American tribe responds, in writing, within 30 days of receipt 
of the formal notification, and requests the consultation. If the California Native 
American tribe does not designate a lead contact person, or designates multiple lead 
contact people, the lead agency shall defer to the individual listed on the contact list 
maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for the purposes of 
Chapter 905 of the Statutes of 2004. 
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As discussed in Section D0-1.0 of Appendix D, a Notice of Completion (NOC) for the 
Draft EA for PR 415 was provided to all California Native American Tribes (Tribe) that 
requested to be on the NAHC’s notification list. SCAQMD did not receive a consultation 
request from a Tribe prior to the release of the Draft EA or during the 30-day public 
review and comment period. Moreover, no Tribes responded to the NOC to request a 
consultation on PR 415 and the associated Draft EA. Therefore, SCAQMD as the lead 
agency under CEQA for PR 415 fulfilled the tribal consultation requirement pursuant to 
Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 and AB 52. 

 

Response 2.1-26 

Refer to Response 2.1-12 for a discussion on air quality and GHG impacts from the 
generation of electricity. The City of Vernon supplies electricity to facilities within the 
City. As discussed in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario and in Table P-5 in the 
Final EA, implementation of PR 415 would require a conservative estimate of 517 MWh 
of additional electricity each year. However, based on the analysis in the Final EA, PR 
415 is not expected to result in a significant adverse impact on energy. 

 

Response 2.1-27 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario and Responses 2.1-12 and Response 
2.1-22 for a discussion on air quality and GHG impacts from the generation of electricity. 
As shown in Table P-5 in the Final EA, a conservative estimate of 517 MWh additional 
electricity annually was estimated. Based on the carbon intensity of Vernon’s electricity 
of 761 lbs/MWh, as reported in the CalEEMod 2016 User’s Guide, PR 415 would be 
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expected to result in 180 MTCO2 annually.25 The Final EA includes modifications to the 
operational scenario analyzed in the Draft EA. Based on the analysis shown in the Final 
EA, implementation of PR 415 is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on 
energy. The comment does not include substantial evidence to support the estimate of 
approximately 2,850 KWH of electricity use needed to comply with PR 415 
requirements. Therefore, energy impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no 
further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 

Response 2.1-28 

Refer to Response 2.1-27, above. Implementation of PR 415 is expected to require 
additional 517 MWh of electricity each year. According to the City of Vernon Utility’s 
2015 Renewable Portfolio (RPS) Compliance Report 26 , in 2014, the Vernon Gas & 
Electricity Utility had a retail load of 1,120.89 GWh. The anticipated increase in energy 
from electricity consumption from the APCDs would represent less than 1 percent of 
Vernon’s electricity demand. Therefore, PR 415 is not expected to result in significant 
adverse impacts on energy. The Final EA will include the electricity consumption 
information from City of Vernon Gas & Electric. 

                                                 
25 CH4 and N2O intensity factors are based on 2012 E-Grid for California reported in the CalEEMod 2016 User’s Guide. CO2-

equivalency (CO2e) is based on the global warming potentials identified in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s 
(IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report for CH4 and N2O.  

26 Vernon Utility. 2015, January 20. Renewable Portfolio Standard Annual Status Report for Calendar Year 2014. Staff Report, 
Vernon Gas & Electricity Department. Accessed at: http://www.cityofvernon.org/images/light-and-
power/rps/RPS_Annual_Report_for_Calendar_Year_2014_1_20_15.pdf.  

http://www.cityofvernon.org/images/light-and-power/rps/RPS_Annual_Report_for_Calendar_Year_2014_1_20_15.pdf
http://www.cityofvernon.org/images/light-and-power/rps/RPS_Annual_Report_for_Calendar_Year_2014_1_20_15.pdf
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Response 2.1-29 

Refer to Response 2.1-28 (above). Since the increase in energy from the APCDs would 
represent less than 1 percent of Vernon’s electricity demand, the electricity that is needed 
to power the APCDs would not result in a significant adverse electricity impact. 
Therefore, PR 415 is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on energy. Also 
refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 2.1-12, and Response 2.1-26 
for a discussion on air quality impacts from construction activities and from the 
generation of electricity. 

 

Response 2.1-30 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario and Response 2.1-23 for a discussion 
on maximum daily NOx emissions during construction. Since construction activities are 
expected to be substantially less than what was analyzed in the Draft EA, the estimate of 
construction workers’ fuel usage per commute round trip in the Draft EA reasonably 
represented a worst-case impact scenario. Therefore, PR 415 is not expected to result in 
significant adverse impacts to energy from the usage of petroleum fuels. 
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Response 2.1-31 

As explained in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, the potential energy impacts 
from fuel usage for construction activities, which were based on “two affected facilities at 
any given time,” represented a worst-case impact scenario. Moreover, since construction 
activities are expected to be substantially less than what was analyzed in the Draft EA, 
PR 415 is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on energy from the fuel 
usages for construction activities. The average fuel consumption per hour for construction 
equipment is based on OFFROAD.27 Based on the number of hours of equipment use in 
CalEEMod for the worst-case impact scenario (see the Final EA Appendix C), PR 415 
would result in 1,923 gallons (0.0019 million gallons) of diesel (see Final EA Appendix 
C). 

 

Response 2.1-32 

Refer to Response 1.0-5. The Final EA will reference the California Building Standards 
Code rather than the Uniform or International Building Code. 

 

 

 

                                                 
27  California Air Resources Board. OFFROAD 2011 and OFFROAD 2007. In-Use Off-Road Equipment Emissions Inventory. 

Construction equipment in year 2016.  
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Response 2.1-33, 2.1-34, and 2.1-35 

Refer to Master Response 7, Building Codes, Response 1.0-5, and Response 1.0-8 for 
discussions on compliance with existing regulations with respect to California Building 
Standards code and the issues of fire hazards and worker safety. All facilities must 
comply with local and county requirements for fire prevention and safety. All cities and 
counties are required to adopt the California Building Standards Code, which is Title 24, 
CCR. Rendering facilities, collection centers, and facilities that store animal carcasses 
and parts must already conform to the standards listed in Section 1241, Title 24, CCR. 
Any new building constructed as a result of PR 415 would be required to conform to 
these standards as well. Compliance with the California Building Standards Code is not a 
new requirement and would ensure that structural and fire hazards associated with 
building operation are minimized and would not result in new or more sever adverse 
environmental impacts than analyzed in the EA. Enclosures that are constructed pursuant 
to the requirements of PR 415 will need to meet all appropriate fire and safety codes and 
would not undermine worker safety. 

Furthermore, SCAQMD staff is aware of an integrated rendering facility in the City of 
Vernon that is operating grease generating processes within an enclosure. This 
demonstrates that a permanent total enclosure can and should meet the California 
Building Standards Code since it already exists in the City. Additionally, the comment 
has not included any evidence to substantiate why an enclosure cannot meet the building 
code or provided information about the Fire Marshall’s objections to the enclosure as 
result of PR 415. For these reasons, the Draft EA concluded that PR 415 does not require 
any activities which would be in conflict with fire prevention and safety requirements, 
and thus would not create or increase fire hazards at these existing facilities. No 
significant adverse impacts on hazards and hazardous materials as a result of PR 415 are 
expected.  

Refer to Response 2.0-6 and 2.0-9 for discussions on compliance with existing 
regulations with respect to California Building Standards code and the issues of fire 
hazards and worker safety. It is assumed that all permanent total enclosures would be 
required to install a fire suppression system, and that water sprinkler-type fire 
suppression systems would be sufficient for the enclosed areas to meet the municipal fire 
code requirements. This assumption is based on the current setup of the facility that has 
already submitted permit applications to the SCAQMD (refer to Master Response 2, 
Facility Shutdown and Appendix D1) and that would satisfy PR 415’s requirements. 
Therefore, PR 415 is not expected to be in conflict with fire prevention and safety 
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requirements, and would not result in any significant adverse impacts on hazards and 
hazardous materials with respect to fire hazards at these existing facilities. 

 

Response 2.1-36 

Paragraph (f)(D) lists the types of materials for exterior walls for the permanent total 
enclosures. However, as discussed in Master Response 7, Building Codes, Response 2.0-
7, and Response 2.1-33 through 2.1-35, PR 415 is not expected to be in conflict with fire 
prevention and safety requirements, and would not result in any significant adverse 
impacts on hazards and hazardous materials with respect to fire hazards at these existing 
facilities. 

As explained in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, implementation of PR 415 will 
likely involve approximately 9,000 square feet of existing buildings or facilities to be 
demolished at one rendering facility. However, as shown in Table P-2 in the Final EA, the 
size of enclosures that would be constructed is substantially less than what was analyzed 
in the Draft EA. When demolition is added to the amount of enclosures that are no longer 
required as shown in Table P-2 in the Final EA, there is an overall reduction in 
construction activities. Therefore, PR 415 would not require additional demolition and 
construction activities beyond what has been analyzed in the Final EA. 
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Response 2.1-37 

Due to the reasons explained in Master Response 7, Building Codes and Response 2.1-33 
through 2.1-36, PR 415 is not expected to be in conflict with fire prevention and safety 
requirements, and would not result in any significant adverse impacts on hazards and 
hazardous materials with respect to fire hazards at these existing facilities. 

Due to the reasons explained in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 2.0-
7 and 2.1-37, PR 415 would not require additional demolition and construction activities 
that have not been analyzed in the Final EA.  

Regarding the comment that PR 415 will be an expensive challenge, SCAQMD staff has 
prepared a Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 415, which analyzes the costs 
associated with PR 415. Refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA for a summary of various 
changes to PR 415. 

 

Response 2.1-38 

All cities and counties are required to adopt the California Building Standards Code. For 
those reasons explained in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Master Response 7, 
Building Codes, Response 2.0-7, and Response 2.1-33 through 2.1-35, PR 415 is not 
expected to be in conflict with fire prevention and safety requirements in the California 
Building Standards Code or the federal OSHA requirements. Therefore, PR 415 would 
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not result in any significant adverse impacts on hazards and hazardous materials with 
respect to fire hazards and worker safety at these existing facilities and the comment does 
not provide substantial evidence to the contrary. 

 

 

Response 2.1-39 

All buildings in California must comply with local and county requirements for fire 
prevention and safety and are required to meet the standards set forth in the California 
Building Standards Code. For the reasons explained in Master Response 7, Building 
Codes and Responses 2.1-33 through 2.1-38, a permanent total enclosure constructed as a 
result of PR 415 would need to meet the requirements set forth in these codes, per state 
law since they are not new requirements or regulations. Compliance with these codes 
would minimize potential fire hazards associated with the facility. As explained in 
Response 1.0-8, there are enclosed rendering operations in many jurisdictions around the 
country, including within the City of Los Angeles immediately adjacent to the City of 
Vernon. In all of these jurisdictions, the fire protection authority is obligated to fight 
grease fires that occur within an enclosure. The comment does not substantiate the 
reasons that the City of Vernon Fire Department is incapable of providing fire protection 
services within an enclosure, when dozens of other fire departments have that capability. 
Therefore, it is not expected that PR 415 would result in any significant adverse impacts 
on hazards and hazardous materials with respect to fire hazards and worker safety at these 
existing facilities and the comment does not provide evidence to the contrary. 
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Response 2.1-40 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario and Responses 2.1-33 through 2.1-39. 
Paragraph (d)(2) discusses the triggering events for submitting an OMP by a rendering 
facility, and subdivision (h) lists the requirements for an OMP. As shown in Table P-1 in 
the Final EA, a closed system is an acceptable alternative to a permanent total enclosure, 
provided fugitive odors from that closed system do not continue to cause verified odor 
complaints. The additional equipment listed in the comment is expected to achieve a 
closed system. In the event that a permanent total enclosure is required, it must comply 
with local and county requirements for fire prevention and safety and is also required to 
meet the standards set forth in the California Building Standards Code and additional 
industry safety requirements in the CCR. For the reasons explained in Master Response 
7, Building Codes, Response 1.0-8, and Responses 2.1-33 through 2.1-39, it is not 
expected that PR 415 would result in any significant adverse impacts on hazards and 
hazardous materials with respect to fire hazards and worker safety at these existing 
facilities and the comment does not provide evidence to the contrary. 

 

Response 2.1-41 

Refer to Master Response 7, Building Codes. All buildings in California are required to 
meet the standards set forth in the California Building Standards Code and additional 
industry safety requirements in the CCR. Thus, any new enclosure constructed as a result 
of PR 415 would need to meet the standards set forth in these codes, per state law. For the 
reasons stated in Responses 2.1-33 through 2.1-40, implementation of PR 415 
requirements is not expected to result in any significant adverse impacts on hazards and 
hazardous materials with respect to conflicting with Section 3395, Title 8, CCR, for heat 
illness prevention requirements. 

 

Response 2.1-42 

For the reasons stated in Master Response 7, Building Codes and Responses 2.1-33 
through 2.1-41, implementation of PR 415 requirements is not expected to result in any 
significant adverse impacts on hazards and hazardous materials with respect to fire 
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hazards and worker safety. PR 415 is not expected to conflict of Subchapter 7, General 
Industry Safety Orders Group 20, Flammable Liquids, Gases, and Vapors Article 142, 
Industrial Plants and the comment does not provide evidence to the contrary. 

 

Response 2.1-43 

For the reasons stated in Master Response 7, Building Codes and Responses 2.1-33 
through 2.1-42, implementation of PR 415 requirements is not expected to result in any 
significant adverse impacts on hazards and hazardous materials with respect to fire 
hazards and worker safety. PR 415 is not expected to conflict with Subchapter 7, General 
Industry Safety Orders Group 20, Flammable Liquids, Gases, and Vapors Article 145, 
Tank Storage Section 5603, Sources of Ignition and the comment does not provide 
evidence to the contrary. 
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Response 2.1-44 

For the reasons stated in Master Response 7, Building Codes and Responses 2.1-33 
through 2.1-43, implementation of PR 415 requirements is not expected to result in any 
significant adverse impacts on hazards and hazardous materials with respect to fire 
hazards. Moreover, blood meal processing is exempt from PR 415, provided that it meets 
the requirements under paragraph (l)(5).  

 

 

 

Response 2.1-45 

For the reasons stated in Master Response 7, Building Codes and Responses 2.1-33 
through 2.1-43, implementation of PR 415 requirements is not expected to result in any 
significant adverse impacts on hazards and hazardous materials with respect to fire 
hazards and worker safety and the comment does not provide evidence to the contrary.  
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Response 2.1-46 

For the reasons stated in Master Response 7, Building Codes, Responses 2.1-33 through 
2.1-43, and Response 2.1-45, implementation of PR 415 requirements is not expected to 
result in any significant adverse impacts on hazards and hazardous materials with respect 
to fire hazards and worker safety and the comment does not provide evidence to the 
contrary. 

 

Response 2.1-47 

For the reasons stated in Master Response 7, Building Codes, Responses 2.1-33 through 
2.1-43, Response 2.1-45 and 2.1-46, implementation of PR 415 requirements is not 
expected to result in any significant adverse impacts on hazards and hazardous materials 
with respect to fire hazards and worker safety and the comment does not provide 
evidence to the contrary. 
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Response 2.1-48 

Refer to Response 2.1-10. As defined in subparagraph (f)(2)(D), exterior walls of a 
permanent total enclosure may be constructed of masonry, sheet metal, sheet plastic, 
wood, metal or aluminum siding, or even industrial-grade plastic flap curtains. Therefore, 
plastic is not required to be used in the construction of the permanent total enclosure. 
Additionally, PR 415 is not intended to apply to agricultural operations including hog and 
food processing operation. PR 415 only applies to inedible rendering; therefore, 
enclosures are not needed where there are livestock pens that could pose a hazard to the 
hogs. Refer to Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption. 

 

Response 2.1-49 

Section VIII. d) in the Draft EA evaluated impacts associated with hazardous materials 
sites compiled per Government Code Section 65962.5. As identified in the Draft EA, PR 
415 is intended to control and reduce rendering odors. It would not alter, in any way, how 
operators of rendering facilities who are affected by PR 415 manage their hazardous 
wastes. Therefore, the affected facilities would continue to manage any and all hazardous 
materials and hazardous waste, in accordance with federal, state and local regulations, 
and implementation of PR 415 requirements is not expected to result in any significant 
adverse impacts on hazards and hazardous wastes and the comment does not provide 
evidence to the contrary. 

 

Response 2.1-50 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. The Draft EA for PR 415 analyzed 
potential water usage associated with washing activities required by PR 415 in Section IX 
and subsection IX a) and f). The Final EA includes modifications to the operational 
scenario analyzed in the Draft EA. BMP (e)(4) for washing of drums and containers has 
been limited such that only drums and containers that previously contained raw rendering 
materials that are open upon exiting the facility are required to be washed before leaving 
a rendering facility. BMP (e)(11) for cleaning floor drains is limited to at least once per 
month to remove accumulation of rendering materials. Refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA 
for a summary of various changes to the washing requirements. Refer to Table P-3 in the 
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Final EA for the revised water usages with respect to BMP (e)(4) and BMP (e)(11). 
Therefore, hydrology and water quality impacts associated with the BMPs have been 
adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 

Response 2.1-51 

Refer to Master Response 6, Methodology, Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption, 
and Response 2.1-2. Subdivision (a) states that PR 415 is intended to reduce rendering 
odors only. For an integrated rendering facility, PR 415 is intended to reduce odors only 
from the rendering operations. PR 415 only applies to inedible rendering. Because PR 
415 is specific to odor reductions from rendering operations, PR 415 is not intended to 
apply to agricultural operations including hog and food processing operation. Therefore, 
all environmental impacts associated with PR 415 have been adequately analyzed in the 
EA and no further analysis is required under CEQA.  

 

Response 2.1-52 

Refer to Response 2.1-50, regarding water use for BMPs. 

 

Response 2.1-53 

Washing of outgoing trucks that is required under BMP (e)(3) is intended for the 
rendering operations of integrated rendering facilities. Section IX. b) in the Draft EA 
stated that outgoing trucks are currently required to be washed under Section 1180.35, 
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Title 3, CCR. The washing of outgoing trucks requirement is not intended to be applied to 
integrated rendering facilities that are not subject to PR 415. 

 

Response 2.1-54 

Section IX. b) in the Draft EA discussed the potential water demands from the washdown 
of receiving areas, drums, and containers. As discussed in Response 2.1-50, for the 
washdown requirement for drums and containers, rendering facilities are already washing 
the receiving areas. Thus, PR 415 is not expected to increase new water demand from 
washing the receiving areas. As for the washing of drums and containers under BMP 
(e)(4), the washing has been limited such that only drums and containers that previously 
contained raw rendering materials that are open upon exiting the facility are required to 
be washed before leaving a rendering facility. Refer to Table P-1 and Table P-3 in the 
Final EA. Therefore, the estimated water demand in the Final EA includes water usage 
for washing drums and containers and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 

Response 2.1-55 

PR 415 does not specify a particular type of odor control equipment. An example of an 
odor control system is a series of collection hoods and intake ports that are ducted 
through a ventilation system to a packed-bed scrubber or other wet scrubber that meets 
the minimum control efficiency requirements of the proposed rule. Consistent with the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 415, the usage of cross-flow type wet 
scrubbers was assumed. As discussed in Table P-2 in the Final EA, the Farmer John 
facility’s rendering operation is expected to use a closed system to meet the requirements 
of PR 415. No building modifications or enclosures are assumed. To comply with the 
permanent total enclosure requirement for the raw materials receiving area, the Farmer 
John facility is expected to elect the secondary odor containment system under paragraph 
(f)(5), and no ventilation or scrubbers were assumed. Therefore, hydrology and water 
quality impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is 
required under CEQA. 
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Response 2.1-56 

This comment does not raise any issues with the environmental analysis and no response 
is necessary under CEQA. 

 

Response 2.1-57 

Paragraph (f)(5) discusses the alternative standards for a permanent total enclosure for 
raw material receiving area. As discussed in Response 2.1-55, it is expected that the 
Farmer John facility will elect the secondary odor containment system for the permanent 
total enclosure for the raw materials receiving area and no ventilation or scrubbers would 
be required. Refer to Table P-3 in the Final EA for the scrubber makeup water that would 
be expected for the five rendering facilities. Therefore, hydrology and water quality 
impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required 
under CEQA. 

 

Response 2.1-58 

Refer to Response 2.1-55 through 2.1-57. Therefore, hydrology and water quality impacts 
have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required under 
CEQA. 
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Response 2.1-59 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario and Response 2.1-57 for a discussion 
on the alternative standards for a permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving 
area. Section IX in the Draft EA discussed the anticipated worst-case impact scenario for 
water usage for scrubbers. As shown in Table P-3 in the Final EA, scrubber makeup water 
that would be required for all of the rendering facilities would be approximately 2,940 
gallons per day, which is substantially below SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 
262,820 gallons per day of potable water. Therefore, water usage for scrubbers are not 
expected to result in a significant adverse impact on water demand, and recirculation of 
the Draft EA for PR 415 is not triggered. 

 

Response 2.1-60 

For the reasons discussed in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 1.0-1, 
Response 1.0-6, Responses 2.1-53 through 2.1-59, and Response 3.1-24, implementation 
of PR 415 requirements is not expected to cause a significant increase in the amount of 
wastewater than any affected facility is currently permitted to discharge. Each of the 
affected rendering facilities are already currently subject to specific California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) wastewater discharge requirements. Compliance with PR 415 would 
not impact any facility’s obligation to adhere to these already existing requirements.  

Washing activities are required by PR 415. However, outgoing transport vehicles or 
trucks under BMP (e)(3) are currently required to be washed under Section 1180.35, Title 
3, CCR. BMP (e)(4) for washing of drums and containers has been limited such that only 
drums and containers that previously contained raw rendering materials that are open 
upon exiting the facility are required to be washed before leaving a rendering facility. 
Rendering facilities are already washing the receiving areas under BMP (e)(10). BMP 
(e)(11) for cleaning floor drains is limited to at least once per month to remove 
accumulation of rendering materials. Refer to Table P-3 in the Final EA. However, if a 
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modification to the wastewater permit is required in order to comply with the 
requirements of subdivision (g), the timing of requirements to submit permit applications 
and operate within a permanent total enclosure are contained in subparagraph (d)(1)(D). 
If a rendering facility is unable to meet the construction deadlines in subparagraph 
(d)(1)(D) due to conditions that beyond the facility owner or operator’s control such as 
delay in obtaining a permit from a wastewater agency, the facility may apply for a one-
time extension under subparagraph (d)(1)(F) or petition the SCAQMD’s independent 
Hearing Board for variance relief.  

Moreover, as discussed in Response 3.0-23, the amount of additional wastewater 
generated by implementing PR 415 requirements is within the treatment capacity of the 
regional wastewater treatment plant. As shown in Table P-3 in the Final EA, 
implementing PR 415 requirements would likely cause an increase in usage of 3,340 
gallons per day of potable water. Based on data from Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts (LACSD) 28, the wastewater treatment capacities from regional plants range 
from 0.2 million gallons per day (mgd) to 400 mgd. The additional wastewater discharge 
that would be generated from the increased water usage of 3,340 gallons per day is 
approximately 1.7 percent of the lowest treatment capacity. Therefore, PR 415 is not 
expected to cause any significant adverse impacts on hydrology and water quality with 
respect to the amount of wastewater generation.  

 

Response 2.1-61 

Refer to Response 2.1-55 through 2.1-57 for a discussion on the alternative standards for 
a permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving area. PR 415 does not specify a 
particular type of odor control equipment. Consistent with the Socioeconomic Impact 
Assessment for PR 415, the usage of cross-flow type wet scrubbers was assumed. 
Existing rendering facilities are typically located in heavy industrial settings. The existing 
noise environment at each of the affected facilities is typically dominated by noise from 
existing equipment on-site, vehicular traffic around the facilities, and trucks entering and 

                                                 
28 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. Accessed on October 16, 2017. Available at: 

http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/#map.  

http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/#map
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exiting facility premises. Construction activities associated with implementing PR 415 
may generate some noise associated with the use of construction equipment and 
construction-related traffic. However, noise from construction activities is not expected to 
produce noise in excess of current operations at each of the existing facilities. If odor 
control devices are installed or existing odor control devices are modified, the operations 
phase of PR 415 may add new sources of noise to each affected facility. However, control 
devices are not typically equipment that generate substantial amounts of noise. 
Nonetheless, for any noise that may be generated by the control devices, it is expected 
that each facility affected will comply with all existing noise control laws or ordinances. 
Any new odor control devices at the Farmer John facility in Vernon would be required to 
achieve the City of Vernon’s Zoning Code, Section 26.4.1-7, Development and 
Performance Standards, (b)(2), Noise, and the standards in Table 26.4.1-7(b)(2), Noise 
Standards (for the facility in Los Angeles, new equipment would be required to achieve 
the City of Los Angeles’ noise standards29). Based upon these considerations, given the 
industrial nature of the site and the surroundings, the new odor control equipment would 
not represent a substantial increase in noise levels, PR 415 is not expected to result in 
significant adverse noise impacts. 

 

Response 2.1-62 

Refer to Master Response 7, Building Codes, Response 2.0-9, Response 2.1-32, and 
Responses 2.1-33 through 2.1-47 for discussions on compliance with existing regulations 
with respect to California Building Standards code and the issues of fire hazards and 
worker safety. All buildings in California are required to meet the standards set forth in 
California Fire Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 9. Thus, any new enclosure 
constructed as a result of PR 415 would need to meet the standards set forth in this code, 
per state law. Compliance with the California Fire Code of Regulations would minimize 
potential fire hazards associated with the facility. Therefore, implementation of PR 415 
requirements is not expected to increase the risk of fire hazards or increase the need for 
public services and the comment does not provide substantial evidence to the contrary.  

                                                 
29 As specified in Sections 112.02 and 112.05 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, noise attributable to mechanical 

equipment (such as heating, air conditioning, and ventilation equipment (HVAC) systems or any pumping, filtering, or heating 
equipment) cannot exceed the ambient noise level by more than 5 decibels. Ambient noise levels can be as-measured at the 
project site or established via Code-presumed levels. 
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Response 2.1-63 

With regards to the comment about the fire hazards from flammable substances, refer to 
Response 2.1-62. As stated in Response 2.1-44, blood meal processing is exempt from 
PR 415, provided that it meets the requirements under subparagraph (l)(5). Therefore, 
public services impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis 
is required under CEQA.  

 

Response 2.1-64 

For the reasons stated in Master Response 7, Building Codes, Response 1.0-8, Response 
2.0-9, Response 2.1-32, Responses 2.1-33 through 2.1-47, and Response 2.1-62, 
implementation of PR 415 requirements is not expected to increase the chances for fires 
or explosions that could affect fire departments. Therefore, public services impacts have 
been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 

Response 2.1-65 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario and Response 2.1-23 for a discussion 
on maximum daily NOx emissions during construction. The transportation and traffic 
impact analysis in the Draft EA for PR 415 assumed a worst-case impact scenario. On 
Page 2-50 of the Draft EA, the analysis stated that “[S]ince the construction activities 
required as a result of PR 415 at the affected facilities are not expected to overlap because 
of the three-year compliance timeframe, no significant construction traffic impacts are 
anticipated based on the analysis conducted. Even if all five facilities performed 
construction at the same time, this would not be expected to generate 350 employees or 
truck trips”. Based on the worst-case impact scenario, construction activities would 
generate a maximum of 24 vehicle trips per day (see the Final EA, Appendix C). Since 
construction activities as a result of various changes to the scope and requirements of PR 
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415 are expected to be substantially less than what was analyzed in the Draft EA, the 
estimated number of construction workers and the related trips in the Draft EA 
reasonably represented a worst-case impact scenario. Therefore, PR 415 is not expected 
to result in significant adverse impacts on transportation and traffic. 

 

 

Response 2.1-66 

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, Responses 1.0-2 through 1.0-12, 
Response 2.0-8, and Response 2.1-19 for discussions that the EA analyzes the potential 
environmental impacts from implementing PR 415 requirements and does not analyze the 
shutdown scenario. Existing rendering operations are not expected to cease, and animal 
carcasses and parts are not expected to be diverted to landfills because of the 
requirements included in PR 415. The indirect effects associated with facility closure are 
considered speculative and not foreseeable because it would require an analysis of 
hypothetical conditions, and the EA is not obligated to evaluate these types of indirect 
impacts.  

PR 415 would require existing rendering facilities to enclose certain rendering operations, 
install odor emission control equipment and carry out best management practices. With or 
without PR 415, a rendering facility makes its own business decisions. If a rendering 
facility is not able to meet the requirements of PR 415 through various compliance 
options, it is reasonably foreseeable to expect that one or more of the other currently 
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existing rendering facilities would have the ability or would generate the ability to accept 
the displaced rendering material, thus not creating an excess build-up of rendering 
material or animal carcasses and parts. In the event of equipment breakdowns or if 
emergency rendering services are needed, PR 415 allows a rendering facility to accept 
additional materials from another rendering facility that cannot conduct rendering 
activities for up to seven days, provided certain requirements are met. This provision will 
further reduce the probability of excess build-up of rendering materials or animal 
carcasses and parts. Therefore, it is not expected that rendering material will be diverted 
to landfills or facilities that depend on rendering products will be affected as a result of 
PR 415. 

 

Response 2.1-67 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. The Final EA includes modifications 
to the construction scenario analyzed in the Draft EA based on conservative estimates of 
demolition and construction of enclosures by the rendering facilities and overlap among 
affected facilities. Refer to the Preface in the Final EA. Consistent with the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 415, SCAQMD staff assumed that all 
permanent total enclosures would be required to install a fire suppression system, and that 
water sprinkler-type fire suppression systems would be sufficient for the enclosed areas 
to meet the municipal fire code requirements. This assumption is based on the current 
setup of the facility that has already submitted permit applications that would satisfy PR 
415’s requirements. For the reasons explained in Master Response 7, Building Codes, 
Response 2.0-6, Response 2.0-9, Response 2.1-32, Responses 2.1-33 through 2.1-47, and 
Response 2.1-62, implementation of PR 415 is not expected to result in construction 
impacts beyond what was analyzed in the EA. 
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Response 2.1-68 

Refer to Response 2.1-61 for a discussion on the potential noise impacts from 
construction activities and operation of odor control equipment required under PR 415. 

 

Response 2.1-69 

Refer to Response 2.1-65 for a discussion on the worst-case impact scenario that is used 
in the Final EA. The Final EA includes modifications to the construction scenario 
analyzed in the Draft EA based on conservative estimates of demolition and construction 
of enclosures by the rendering facilities and overlap among affected facilities.  
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Response 2.2-1 

Refer to Response 2.0-8. The GHG emissions analysis in Appendix B is based on a 
lifecycle assessment based on a hypothetical assumption that existing rendering facilities 
would shut down and that rendering materials or animal carcasses and parts would need 
to be disposed at the landfills. However, as discussed in Master Response 2, Facility 
Shutdown, existing rendering operations are not expected to cease; and therefore, it would 
be speculative to assume that animal carcasses and parts would diverted to landfills. 
Furthermore, the GHG emissions estimates in the Draft EA are based on the incremental 
changes to GHG emissions from implementation of PR 415 requirements such as GHG 
emissions from the generation of electricity in Section III. g) and h) of the Draft EA. A 
lifecycle assessment of GHG emissions would require speculation on the potential 
upstream and downstream effects resulting from a hypothetical scenario that rendering 
operations would cease within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction because of PR 415. As discussed 
in Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, air quality and GHG emissions in the EA 
were estimated using the CalEEMod™ emissions computer model based on a reasonable 
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assumption of a worst-case impact scenario. Therefore, implementation of PR 415 
requirements is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on GHG emissions. 
Air quality and GHG emissions impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no 
further analysis is required under CEQA  

. 
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D1-2.3 LETTER 3 – Jackson, DeMarco, Tidus, Peckenpaugh 
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3. Response to Comments from Jackson, DeMarco, Tidus, Peckenpaugh, Alene A. 
Taber, dated August 12, 2015. 

 
 

Response 3.0-1 

Individual responses to the submitted comments are provided in Responses 3.0-2 through 
3.14-1. 
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Response 3.0-2 

As stated in Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce, SCAQMD is 
given broad authority to regulate air pollution from "all sources, other than emissions 
from motor vehicles." Health and Safety Code (H&SC) Section 40000. The term "air 
pollutant" includes odors [H&SC Section 39013]. Therefore, SCAQMD has the authority 
to pass regulations to control air pollution, including odors, from rendering facilities. 
SCAQMD has authority to adopt such rules as may be "necessary and proper" to execute 
the powers and duties imposed on SCAQMD by law. [H&SC Section 40702]. As further 
detailed in Master Response 1, SCAQMD’s legal authority to adopt and enforce PR 415 
also derives from H&SC Section 41700 and H&SC Section 40001(b). PR 415 serves to 
prevent or at least reduce the likelihood of the occurrence of a nuisance through imposing 
reasonable odor control measures. Therefore, PR 415 is a reasonable and proper use of 
SCAQMD’s regulatory authority. 

Refer to Master Response 6, Methodology. SCAQMD staff considered a quantitative 
approach to assessing odors from rendering facilities early in the rule development for PR 
415. However, based on the current research as described in Master Response 6, the 
current science and technology do not allow direct measurement of all the chemical 
compounds that make up odors. There are more than 100 chemical compounds that have 
been identified in rendering odors. Modeling requires input of an initial concentration for 
each chemical compound, which may not be possible to obtain. Many of these 
compounds do not currently have established methods for collection, speciation, and 
analysis. Many do not currently have established odor detection thresholds. For these 
reasons, it is not currently possible to identify the exact chemical makeup of rendering 
odors using existing science and the present state of technology. Therefore, it is not 
currently possible to establish initial concentrations for modeling or develop an emissions 
inventory. However, as test methods develop and the science of odor measurement 
evolves, it may be possible to quantify and conduct modeling of odors in the future. 

As described in Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures and Master Response 5, 
Nuisance Odors, rendering odors are distinctive and unmistakable as a whole, even if 
existing science does not allow chemical compounds that make up these odors to be fully 
identified and quantified. Staff has experienced these distinctive rendering odors both at 
the facilities and in the communities surrounding Vernon. These odors are very 
distinguishable from other sources such as diesel combustion. For this reason, among 
others, SCAQMD staff has elected to follow the approach in PR 415, which represents 
the best and most reliable way to control odors from rendering operations.  
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Furthermore, SCAQMD staff has conducted multiple on-site inspections of rendering 
facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, and has observed through these inspections that 
the rendering facilities are a primary source of odors. SCAQMD staff has detected 
rendering odors during on-site inspections that have the potential to create odor nuisances 
in the surrounding community, especially when the odors from other nearby rendering 
facilities are combined.  

No evidence or rationale was provided to substantiate the comment that the Boyle 
Heights community will not experience a reduction in odors as a result of PR 415. PR 
415 is intended to reduce the potential for nuisance-level odors in the commercial and 
residential areas surrounding rendering facilities. PR 415 would require rendering 
facilities to implement Best Management Practices (BMP) and would require processes 
with the greatest potential for generation of off-site odors to be enclosed in a total 
permanent total enclosure, keep the enclosure under negative pressure to contain odors 
within the enclosure, and vent those odors to control equipment. PR 415 also allows an 
unventilated permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving, provided a secondary 
odor containment method is used at each enclosure opening. The odor BMPs required by 
PR 415 are achieved in practice and reasonable measures that would result in odor 
reductions from rendering facilities. In cases where rendering odors from a facility 
constitute a public nuisance or trigger three confirmed odor events, PR 415 requires that 
the facility submit an Odor Mitigation Plan (OMP) with specific provisions for odor 
monitoring and mitigation to further reduce odors. Therefore, with all of these measures 
built into PR 415, implementation of PR 415 provides a proactive approach to preventing 
and controlling rendering odors, which is anticipated to result in a reduction of odors in 
the Boyle Heights community.  
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Response 3.0-3 

Refer to Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce. By its terms, Civil 
Code Section 3482.6 would not apply to SCAQMD’s adoption or implementation of PR 
415. First, PR 415 falls within an exemption to Section 3482.6 created by 3482.6(c). 
Subdivision (c) of Section 3482.6 states as follows: 

(c) This section does not supersede any other provision of law, except provisions 
of this part, if the agricultural processing activity, operation, facility, or 
appurtenances thereof, constitute a nuisance, public or private, as specifically 
defined or described in the provision. 

Pursuant to subdivision (c), Section 3482.6 does not preempt PR 415 because the rule: (1) 
is another provision of law; (2) that is not a provision of Division 4, Part 3, of the Civil 
Code; (3) that specifically describes rendering facilities and the measures that they must 
undertake to avoid constituting a nuisance. 
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Further, Section 3482.6(d) exempts PR 415 from the Section 3482.6 agricultural 
processing preemption. Subdivision (d) of section 3482.6 states: 

(d) This section prevails over any contrary provision to any ordinance or 
regulation of any city, county, city and county, or other political subdivision of the 
state, except regulations adopted pursuant to Section 41700 of the Health and 
Safety Code as applied to agricultural processing activities, operations, facilities, 
or appurtenances thereof that are surrounded by housing or commercial 
development on January 1, 1993 (emphasis added). 

PR 415 is based on SCAQMD’s authority to regulate nuisance under H&SC Section 
41700, and falls within this provision of H&SC Section 3482.6.  

Refer to Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption. The goal of PR 415 is to reduce 
odors from rendering operations at a rendering facility or an integrated rendering facility. 
Equipment or vehicles used exclusively in agricultural operations are not subject to PR 
415.  

 
 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

Page D1-516  

Response 3.0-4 

Refer to Response 3.0-2 (above), Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and 
Enforce, and Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. Even though rendering odors are not 
toxic, they are distinctive and affect the quality of life for residents in the surrounding 
communities. While Rule 402 can be used to issue a Notice of Violation if there are a 
considerable number of persons that are impacted by an odor (or other problems such as 
dust), that is a reactive measure. PR 415 is intended to reduce odors from rendering 
operations, which would help avoid a public nuisance. However, the two rules are not 
mutually exclusive. There are many SCAQMD rules that reduce odors (e.g. Rules 410, 
1148.1, 1430). Facilities subject to these rules are also subject to Rule 402. Further, 
SCAQMD’s authority granted by H&SC Section 41700 to protect the public’s comfort 
and health and safety includes the regulation of facilities in order to prevent the discharge 
of odors before they cause nuisance or annoyance to the public. Therefore, PR 415 does 
not impose more stringent requirements than H&SC Section 41700. PR 415 implements 
the objectives of H&SC Section 41700. 

 
 

Response 3.0-5 

Refer to Response to 3.7-1 for a discussion of policies and procedures for investigating 
and issuing notices of violation relating to odor issues. The project description in the 
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) clearly describes PR 415. The draft rule language, 
dated June 23, 2015, was included in the Draft EA as Appendix A that was circulated for 
a 30-day public review and comment period beginning July 14, 2015 and ending August 
12, 2015. The comment does not include specific references what is incomplete about the 
project description.  

With regards to SCAQMD’s adopted policies and procedures for investigating and issue 
notices of violation related to odor issues, SCAQMD has authority to issue and enforce 
odors under Rule 402 (See Response 3.0-4 and Master Response 3, Odor Control 
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Measures). Under Rule 402, enforcement action can only be taken after the SCAQMD 
receives and verifies a sufficient number of complaints. However, Rule 402 does not 
contain any requirements to reduce odors from new and existing rendering facilities. In 
addition, Rule 402 does not establish minimum standards to prevent or minimize odors. 
PR 415 is a pro-active approach to addressing these odors with provisions designed to 
reduce odors before they come to the level of a public nuisance, whereas existing statutes 
are solely reactive after the impact has occurred.  

As described in Master Response 4, Worst-Cast Scenario, the Draft EA focused on 
potential environmental impacts of PR 415 as a whole. It was not a facility or site-
specific CEQA document. The Draft EA used facility-provided information for the 
limited purpose of developing construction and operational scenarios. Therefore, the 
Draft EA for PR 415 complied with the CEQA requirements by including a conservative 
environmental analysis and disclosing a reasonable, worst-case impact scenario to the 
public and no further analysis is required under CEQA.  
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Response 3.0-6 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, and the responses to the Attachments 
1-6 in Responses to 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6.  

One of the policies of CEQA is that CEQA does not require technical perfection, but 
rather adequacy, completeness, and a good-faith effort at full disclosure (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15003(i)). The Draft EA for PR 415 is an informational document. It 
focused on potential environmental impacts of PR 415 as a whole. The Draft EA was not 
a facility- or site-specific CEQA document. The Draft EA did not primarily focus on any 
specific rendering facility but used facility-provided information for the limited purpose 
of developing construction and operational scenarios. As explained in the Draft EA30, the 
environmental analysis was conducted based on one of the larger facilities in the current 
affected facility inventory as that facility would be most impacted by PR 415 
requirements. The Final EA includes modifications to the construction scenario analyzed 
in the Draft EA based on conservative estimates of demolition and construction of 
enclosures by the rendering facilities and overlap among affected facilities. As identified 
in the EA, no significant environmental impacts would occur. The likelihood of 
overlapping construction activities was contemplated as part of the worst-case impact 
scenario and was disclosed in the Draft EA (Page 2-14). The construction emissions in 
the Draft EA were estimated based on a worst-case impact scenario assuming that 
construction would take up to two months to complete (Draft EA, Page 2-14). The 
potential energy impacts from fuel usage for construction activities were based on “two 
affected facilities at any given time (Draft, Page 2-25), and the transportation and traffic 
impact analysis in the Draft EA also assumed a worst-case impact scenario (Page 2-50). 
With regard to cumulative impacts, the discussions can be found in Section III and 
Section XVIII of Chapter 2 in the Draft EA. Therefore, all environmental impacts have 
been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. As stated in this master response, several 
comments have suggested that implementation of PR 415 would result in one or more 
facilities shutting down. Absence of rendering operations within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction 
is hypothetical as it supposes that every existing rendering facility will not be able to 
operate under the requirements of PR 415. SCAQMD staff does not believe such a 
scenario is supported by the requirements of PR 415 or the impacts on rendering 
facilities. For the detailed reasons outlined in Master Response 2, it is not expected that 
the requirements of PR 415 will cause rendering facilities to shut down, and the CEQA 

                                                 
30 Ibid. Chapter 2, Environmental Checklist. Page 2-4. 
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analysis conducted for PR 415 does not consider the environmental impacts from the 
shutdown scenario.  

PR 415, requires rendering facilities to submit a permit application for each permanent 
total enclosure within 12 months after adoption and meet the requirements no later than 
12 months after a Permit to Construct is issued. In the event of any unforeseeable 
circumstances causing a delay in completing the construction of a permanent total 
enclosure and applicable ventilation and odor control system required under PR 415 (f), 
rendering facilities may request of a one-time extension for up to one year. Therefore, PR 
415 includes a clear timeline for SCAQMD’s permitting process and expectation while 
incorporating flexibility for time extension. For more information on permitting, please 
visit SCAQMD’s website at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits..  

 
 

Response 3.0-7 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. The Draft EA was not a facility- or 
site-specific CEQA document. The EA does not primarily focus on any specific rendering 
facility but uses facility-provided information for the limited purpose of developing 
construction and operational scenarios. 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 defines 
the environmental setting as the physical environmental conditions at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective, if no 
notice of preparation is published. Here, the baseline physical conditions at the time of 
preparation of the Draft EA were that the five rendering facilities were operating without 
PR 415 requirements and that rendering odors were detected by residents in nearby 
communities such as Boyle Heights. The information discussed from Page 1-6 to Page 1-
11 of the Draft EA provided both local and regional perspectives of the rendering odors 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits
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and associated environmental and quality of life concerns, thereby triggering the need for 
PR 415.  

With regard to odor impacts to the Boyle Heights community from other stationary and 
mobile sources in the area, odors from rendering facilities are distinctive. Based on 
personal experience from site visits to the affected area and facilities, SCAQMD staff did 
not find any evidence that odors created by rendering facilities are attributable to other 
sources. In particular, odors from decaying organic raw materials, cooking of animal 
carcasses and parts, cooker condensate, as well as other sources of wastewater containing 
fats, oils and greases are distinctive, unmistakable and offensive to many in the 
communities surrounding the city of Vernon. The analysis of the Draft EA was specific to 
odors from rendering facilities, which as noted above are very distinctive. PR 415 
regulates rendering odors other than odors from stationary and mobile sources, and the 
Draft EA analyzed potential environmental impacts from implementing the requirements 
and BMPs to control rendering odors. The Draft EA adequately analyzed the potential 
impacts related to odors from rendering facilities and it considered odors from all 
rendering facilities in the study area. Therefore, odor impacts have been adequately 
analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required under CEQA.  

 
 
Response 3.0-8 

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and Master Response 6, 
Methodology. Rendering odors result in both environmental and quality of life issues. 
However, it is not necessary to identify baseline odor levels to establish the baseline for 
nuisance odors at rendering facilities. First, as noted in Master Response 5, Nuisance 
Odors, rendering odors are a complex mixture of many compounds. There are no 
currently available methods to measure ‘objectionable’ odors. Therefore, in its rule 
development effort, SCAQMD staff focused on identifying the current and accepted 
practices around the state of California and the nation for operating a rendering facility 
within an urban area. Second, establishing a baseline is not necessary because PR 415 
does not require specific percent reductions. Instead, enclosure, ventilation, and odor 
control system standards or secondary odor containment system, in addition to BMPs 
reduce the potential for rendering odors. In cases where rendering odors from a facility 
constitute a public nuisance or trigger three confirmed odor events, an Odor Mitigation 
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Plan will be required. Refer to Response 3.0-7. The baseline physical conditions at the 
time of Draft EA were that the five rendering facilities were operating without PR 415 
requirements and that rendering odors were detected by both area residents and residents 
in nearby communities such as Boyle Heights. Therefore, the Draft EA for PR 415 
properly disclosed the baseline that was used to establish the need for PR 415 as well as 
in the CEQA analysis which measured and assessed potential impacts. The Draft EA has 
complied with CEQA requirements. 

 
 

Response 3.0-9 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. The Final EA includes modifications 
to the construction scenario analyzed in the Draft EA based on conservative estimates of 
demolition and construction of enclosures by the rendering facilities and overlap among 
affected facilities. As identified in the EA, no significant environmental impacts would 
occur. As shown in Table P-1 of the Final EA, PR 415 has been modified to provide 
sufficient flexibility for facility operators. Also discussed in the Preface of the Final EA 
are the modifications to construction estimates with respect to demolition. Approximately 
9,000 square feet of existing buildings or facilities would be expected to be demolished at 
Baker’s facility. Therefore, the impacts from demolition and construction have been 
adequately analyzed and disclosed in the EA and no further analysis is required under 
CEQA. 
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Response 3.0-10 

Refer to Response 1.0-4 for a discussion of why PR 415 does not cease rendering 
operations, and Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. PR 415 is intended to capture and 
control odors from rendering operations, not cease rendering operations. The CEQA 
analysis conducted for PR 415 considers the environmental impacts from implementing 
the requirements of PR 415 and does not consider the shutdown scenario. Existing 
rendering operations are not expected to cease and animal waste is not expected to be 
diverted because of the requirements included in PR 415. Compliance with the rule can 
be achieved by various alternatives, including an option to request a one-time time 
extension for up to one year for the enclosure construction requirement. The indirect 
effects associated with facility closure are considered speculative and not foreseeable 
because it would require an analysis of hypothetical conditions, and the EA is not 
obligated to evaluate these types of indirect impacts. Therefore, all environmental 
impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required 
under CEQA. 

Furthermore, if a rendering facility is not able to meet the requirements of PR 415 
through various compliance options, it is reasonable to expect that one or more of the 
other currently existing rendering facilities would have the ability or would generate the 
ability to accept the displaced rendering material, thus not creating an excess build-up of 
rendering material or animal waste. In the event of equipment breakdown or emergency 
rendering services, PR 415 allows a rendering facility to accept materials from another 
rendering facility of the requirements under (k) are met.  
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The Final EA includes an analysis of potential impacts from the implementation of PR 
415 on agriculture and forestry resources under Section II of Chapter 2 to support the 
finding that PR 415 would not cause any significant agriculture and forestry resources 
impacts. Therefore, the Final EA for PR 415 complies with CEQA requirements. 

 
 

Response 3.0-11 

Refer to Response 3.0-10 (above) and Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. Rendering 
operations are not expected to cease and feedstock for biofuels is not expected to 
decrease because of the requirements included in PR 415. As described in the Draft EA, 
implementation of PR 415 would not conflict with the Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) and the State Implementation Plan (SIP). PR 415 includes requirements and 
BMPs to reduce rendering odors that have been impacting the quality of life for residents 
in the surrounding communities. Therefore, PR 415, once implemented, will further the 
SCAQMD’s commitment to protecting public health and implementing AQMPs and 
SIPs.  
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Response 3.0-12 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. The Draft EA did not primarily focus 
on any specific rendering facility but used facility-provided information for the limited 
purpose of developing construction and operational scenarios. As such, the methodology 
used in the Draft EA represented SCAQMD staff’s best efforts at reasonably estimating 
and disclosing the environmental impacts associated with PR 415. Modifications to PR 
415 resulted in one of the five facilities being exempt from the PR 415. The Final EA 
includes modifications to the construction scenario analyzed in the Draft EA based on 
conservative estimates of demolition and construction of enclosures by the rendering 
facilities and overlap among affected facilities. As identified in the Final EA, no 
significant environmental impacts are anticipated. All environmental impacts have been 
adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

As discussed in Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, residents from the Boyle Heights 
community have identified that odors from rendering facilities are present and 
objectionable. The difficulty in tracing the odors to a specific facility does not mean a 
problem does not exist. Instead, the difficulty in pinpointing one source in many cases 
results from the fact that the rendering facilities are located relatively near one another. 
SCAQMD developed the Localized Significance Threshold (LST) methodology as a tool 
to assist lead agencies including SCAQMD to analyze localized impacts associated with 
project-specific level activities. LSTs represent the maximum emissions from carbon 
monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in 
aerodynamic diameter (PM2.5) or particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic 
diameter (PM10) from a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the 
most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, and are developed 
based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor area. 
SCAQMD has not developed or established numerical CEQA thresholds for the 
measurement of odors. A less than significant impact conclusion for construction LSTs is 
not equivalent to a finding of less than significant for odors. Therefore, the air quality 
impact LSTs analysis should not be used to support that odors cannot reach residents in 
Boyle Heights (See also Master Responses 5, Nuisance Odors). 

 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

 Page D1-525 

 
 

Response 3.0-13 

The purpose of PR 415 is to reduce odors from rendering facilities. Its purpose forms part 
of the basis for the analysis contained in the Draft EA, which concluded that adoption and 
implementation of PR 415 will result in the reduction and exposure of odors from 
rendering facilities. PR 415 will establish odor control standards as well as BMPs to 
prevent or minimize odors that can cause verified odor complaints and public nuisances 
in the communities surrounding Vernon. PR 415 is proactive in terms of preventing or 
minimizing odors.  

Under PR 415, the wastewater treatment area is required to be enclosed within a 
permanent total enclosure and ventilated to odor control equipment. The approach in PR 
415 does however consider differences in operation at each facility. For example, an 
exemption under PR 415 is provided for wastewater treatment to allow dilution of 
rendering wastewater with non-rendering wastewater (see paragraph (l)(2)). As shown in 
Table P-1 of the Final EA, since the release of the Draft EA, the requirements for 
wastewater treatment have been modified to allow smaller quantities of wastewater for 
dilution. Furthermore, Table P-3 of the Final EA shows that substantially less water 
would be required to meet the odor control requirement and BMPs during 
implementation. Therefore, it is expected that PR 415 will not cause the expansion of 
wastewater treatment facilities, and that the wastewater treatment will be totally enclosed 
and ventilated to odor control equipment to reduce odors, not increase odors as stated in 
the comment.  

Furthermore, each of the affected rendering facilities are already currently subject to 
specific California Regional Water Quality Control Board and National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System wastewater discharge requirements. Compliance with PR 
415 would not impact any facility’s obligation to adhere to these already existing 
requirements 
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Response 3.0-14 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. The Draft EA evaluated energy use 
from operation of the APCDs, under Section VI, Energy. The Draft EA did not primarily 
focus on any specific rendering facility but uses facility-provided information for the 
limited purpose of developing construction and operational scenarios. As such, the 
methodology used in the Draft EA represented SCAQMD staff’s best efforts to 
reasonably estimate and disclose the environmental impacts associated with PR 415. The 
Final EA includes modifications to the construction scenario analyzed in the Draft EA 
based on conservative estimates of demolition and construction of enclosures by the 
rendering facilities and overlap among affected facilities. Implementation of PR 415 
would require additional electricity consumptions of approximately 450 to 517 megawatt-
hours each year by the rendering facilities. This represents a substantial decrease from 
2,015 megawatt-hours per year that was analyzed in the Draft EA (Page 2-25). Therefore, 
the environmental analysis disclosed in the Draft EA represented the worst-cast impact 
scenario for potential impacts on energy and air quality and greenhouse gas emissions 
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from the generation of electricity during implementation of PR 415, and no significant 
environmental impacts would occur. 

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. It is not expected that the requirements 
of PR 415 will cause any of the rendering facilities to shut down, and the CEQA analysis 
conducted for PR 415 does not consider the environmental impacts from the shutdown 
scenario. Furthermore, Section 20890, Title 27, California Code of Regulations (CCR), 
provides that dead animals may be landfilled if allowed by local regulations and shall be 
covered immediately or at a frequency approved by the Enforcement Agency. In 2006, 
the Southern San Joaquin Valley experienced a larger-than-normal number of dairy and 
other animal mortalities due to extreme temperatures. In response to the heat event and 
the intermittent operation of key rendering facilities in the valley, a series of 
recommendations were developed and approved by CalEPA and the California 
Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA). Disposal at landfills is only recommended 
if rendering capacity is exceeded or suspended. Only the Kettleman Hills facility in Kern 
County accepts disposal of carcasses and self-haul is not permitted. However, rendering 
operations within the Basin are not expected to cease. In the event that the 2006 scenario 
occurs after PR 415 is adopted, PR 415 allows a rendering facility to accept materials 
from another rendering facility if the requirements under (k) are met (See Response 3.0-
10). Therefore, it would be speculative to assume that animal waste would diverted to 
landfills as a result of the proposed project; and the GHG emissions scenario described in 
the comment would not occur.  

The GHG emissions analysis in the Draft EA disclosed the potential incremental 
increases of GHG emissions from implementing the requirements of PR 415, and the 
CalEEMod™ emissions computer model was used to calculate the GHG emissions. As 
discussed in Section III. g) and h) in the Draft EA, implementation of PR 415 
requirements would likely cause an additional 3.2 metric tons per year CO2eq, which is 
below SCAQMD’s GHG CEQA threshold of significance of 10,000 metric tons per year 
(Refer to Master Response 4, Worst Case Scenario). Therefore, the Draft EA’s GHG 
analysis has adequately disclosed the potential impacts on GHG emissions from PR. 
CEQA does not require a life-cycle assessment for calculating the carbon footprint of a 
rendering facility. Refer to Response 3.8-1 for a response to the Attachment 8. For these 
reasons, the Draft EA has properly analyzed and disclosed the potential air quality and 
GHG emissions impacts from PR 415, and those impacts were found to be less than 
significant requiring no mitigation measures.  

Therefore, all air quality and GHG impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and 
no further analysis is required under CEQA. 
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Response 3.0-15 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario, Response 3.0-14, and Response 3.0-6. 
It will be clarified in the Final EA that facilities are supplied electricity from the City of 
Vernon Utility. The City of Vernon Utility has a lower carbon intensity of CO2 than the 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. The worst-case impact scenario identifies 
that the increase in electricity demand would be from the facilities supplied by the City of 
Vernon Utility. For all the affected facilities, a maximum of 516,557 kWh per year or 517 
MWh per year would be needed (Refer to Final EA, Table P-5). Based on the carbon 
intensity of the City of Vernon’s electricity of 761 lbs/MWh, as reported in the 
CalEEMod 2016 User’s Guide, PR 415 would result in 177 MTCO2 annually.31 The Final 
EA includes modifications to the construction and operational scenario analyzed in the 
Draft EIR. As discussed in the Final EA, no significant environmental impacts would 
occur. Therefore, energy impacts were adequately analyzed in the EA and no further 
analysis is required under CEQA.  

 
 

                                                 
31 CH4 and N2O intensity factors are based on 2012 E-Grid for California reported in the CalEEMod 2016 User’s Guide. CO2-

equivalency (CO2e) is based on the global warming potentials identified in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s 
(IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report for CH4 and N2O.  
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Response 3.0-16 

PR 415 requires transport vehicles delivering raw rendering materials to a rendering 
facility from off-site locations to be completely enclosed or covered prior to passing the 
first point of contact at the rendering facility (such as a guard shack or weigh station). 
Owners/operators of third-party trucks will have six months to become familiar with the 
requirements of paragraph (e)(1), Covering of Incoming Transport Vehicles, and 
subdivision (i), Signage and Tracking of Odor Complaints at Rendering Facilities of PR 
415. It is not likely that after going through the trouble to make a truck compliant with 
the covering requirements, a third-party owner or operator would choose to wait until 
arriving at the rendering facility before covering an incoming load.  

Non-essential idling of diesel trucks is limited to five minutes per CARB’s Airborne 
Toxic Control Measures. Therefore, an increase in idling to place covers on the open area 
of the truck is not anticipated as this would be considered non-essential idling that is 
limited to the idling restrictions of CARB’s rule. Refer to Response 3.0-26. 

In summary, all environmental impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no 
further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 
 

Response 3.0-17 

Refer to Response 3.0-10. The analysis discussing the potential impacts of PR 415 on 
agricultural and forestry resources was included in Section II of the Draft EA, while the 
analysis on the potential impacts on geology and soils was included in Section VII of the 
Draft EA. Geology and soils impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no 
further analysis is required under CEQA. 
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Response 3.0-18 

Refer to Response 3.9-1 and 3.10-1 and Master Response 7, Building Codes. A “confined 
space”, as defined in Title 8, CCR, Section 5157, is a space that has all three of the 
following characteristics: 

 Is large enough and configured such that an employee can bodily enter and perform 
work; and 

 Has limited openings for entry and exit; and 

 Is not designed for continuous employee occupancy. 

Although enclosures required by PR 415 would meet the first characteristic, they do not 
meet the second or third characteristic. The enclosures required by PR 415 would be 
areas designed for continuous employee occupancy, and would not be designed to 
provide limited openings for entry and exit. As clarified in the Final EA, the affected 
facilities may elect to meet the alternative permanent total enclosure requirements for raw 
material receiving areas. The alternative requirements include more enhanced measures 
for enclosure openings where vehicles or equipment are accessed with the use of an 
automated roll-up door with an air curtain, vestibule, and air lock system to minimize 
fugitive odors escaping through enclosure openings. The alternative requirements would 
also be applicable to personnel access doors defined under subparagraph (f)(5)(D) of PR 
415. Therefore, in addition to not meeting the definition of enclosed space under Section 
5157, the enclosures required under PR 415 would not be subject to Cal OSHA’s 
requirements for confined spaces, and PR 415 would not expose employees and rescue 
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workers to new hazardous risks from enclosures. Therefore, hazards and hazardous 
materials impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is 
required under CEQA.  
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Response 3.0-19 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. Refer to Response 3.11-1 and 
Response 3.12-1 for responses to Attachment 11 and Attachment 12, respectively. The 
Final EA includes modifications to the construction and operational scenario analyzed in 
the Draft EA. Implementation of PR 415 would require several washing activities as part 
of odor control and BMPs. However, as shown in Table P-1 and Table P-3 of the Final 
EA, water usage by rendering facilities would result in a total water demand of 3,340 
gallons per day, which is less than SCAQMD’s CEQA significance threshold of 262,820 
gallons per day of potable water. Therefore, no significant environmental impacts on 
hydrology and water quality would occur. Moreover, SCAQMD staff has worked in good 
faith with rendering facilities to revise PR 415 to reduce water usage. Table P-3 shows 
that implementation of PR 415 requirements as analyzed in the Final EA would result in a 
substantial decrease in daily water usage. While the draft rule requirements published in 
2015 would not cause a significant adverse impact on water usage, the revised rule 
requirements analyzed in the Final EA would further reduce water usage. Therefore, PR 
415 is consistent with the State water reduction and conservation policies and impacts 
remain less than significant. Hydrology and water quality impacts have been adequately 
analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 

 
 

Response 3.0-20 

Refer to Response 3.0-19 and Response 3.13-1 regarding water demand associated with 
the proposed rule.  
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Response 3.0-21 

Refer to Response 3.0-19 and Response 3.13-1 regarding water demand associated with 
the proposed rule. 

 
 

Response 3.0-22 

Refer to Response 3.0-19 (above) for a discussion on water demands as a result of 
implementing PR 415 requirements and Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. 
SCAQMD’s dust suppression rule is Rule 403. If the project is larger than 50 acres or 
daily earth-moving operations would be 3,850 cubic yards or more on three days in any 
year, the project will be considered a large operation to trigger Rule 403 (e). As shown in 
Appendix C to the Draft EA (on Page 5), it was assumed that approximately one acre of 
area would be graded during the site preparation phase and that approximately 1.5 acres 
of area would be graded during the grading phase. The area of disturbance for 
construction activities is expected to be small, not triggering Rule 403 (e) requirements 
for large operations. Additionally, as shown in Table P-2 in the Final EA, the proposed 
enclosures would require ground disturbing activities for construction of the enclosures. 
As shown in Appendix C to the Draft EA (on Page 7), watering exposed areas during 
construction was included in the analysis as a mitigation measure for construction. 
Therefore, compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 is included in the analysis. Given that 
grading and construction activities are expected to be minimal, they are not anticipated to 
trigger water usage that would exceed SCAQMD’s CEQA significance threshold of 
262,820 gallons per day of potable water.  

The Final EA includes modifications to the construction and operational scenario 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. Table P-3 of the Final EA shows that BMP (e)(3), Washing of 
Outgoing Transport Vehicles, BMP(e)(4), Washing of Drums and Containers, and 
BMP(e)(11), Cleaning Floor Drains, would result in a total water demand of 3,340 
gallons per day, which is less than SCAQMD’s CEQA significance threshold of 262,820 
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gallons per day of potable water. Therefore, as found in the Final EA, no significant 
environmental impacts on hydrology and water quality would occur. 

 
 
Response 3.0-23 

Refer to Response 3.0-19 and Response 3.0-22 for a discussion on water demands as a 
result of implementing PR 415 requirements. As shown in Table P-3 in the Final EA, 
implementing PR 415 requirements would likely cause an increase in usage of 3,340 
gallons per day of potable water. Based on data from Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts (LACSD) 32, the wastewater treatment capacities from regional plants range 
from 0.2 million gallons per day (mgd) to 400 mgd. The additional wastewater discharge 
that would be generated from the increased water usage of 3,340 gallons per day is 
approximately 1.7 percent of the lowest treatment capacity. Therefore, the amount of 
additional wastewater generated by implementing PR 415 requirements is within the 
treatment capacity of the regional wastewater treatment plant. Moreover, Table P-1 of the 
Final EA shows that the requirements for wastewater treatment have been modified such 
that a smaller amount of wastewater would be generated from the implementation of PR 
415. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that PR 415 would not cause a significant 
increase in the amount of wastewater that any affected facility is currently permitted to 
discharge. As identified in the EA, no significant environmental impacts would occur. 

Hydrology and water quality impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no 
further analysis is required under CEQA. 

                                                 
32  Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. Accessed on October 16, 2017. Available at: 

http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/#map.  

http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/#map
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Response 3.0-24 

Refer to Response 3.0-19. The analysis discussing the potential impacts of PR 415 on 
hazards and hazardous materials was included in Section VIII of the Draft EA, while the 
analysis on the potential impacts on public services was in Section XIV of the Draft EA. 
Therefore, public services impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no 
further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 
 

Response 3.0-25 

Refer to Response 3.0-16. It is not likely that after going through the trouble to make a 
truck compliant with the covering requirements, a third-party owner or operator would 
choose to wait until arriving at the rendering facility before covering an incoming load. 
Therefore, transportation/traffic impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no 
further analysis is required under CEQA. 
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Response 3.0-26 

SCAQMD staff has reviewed the comments and material provided and determined that 
none of this material constitutes significant new information that requires recirculation of 
the Draft EA for further public comment under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15073.5 and 
15088.5. None of this new material indicates that PR 415 will result in a significant new 
environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Draft EA. Additionally, none of this 
material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact than previously analyzed in the Draft EA that would require 
mitigation or that there would be any of the other circumstances requiring recirculation 
described in Sections 15073.5 and 15088.5. Since no significant adverse impacts are 
identified, no alternatives or mitigation measures are required pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15252 (a)(2)(B). The EA for PR 415 complies with the CEQA 
requirements. All environmental impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no 
further analysis is required under CEQA. SCAQMD fulfills the responsibilities as a lead 
agency under CEQA for PR 415.  

 

 
 

Response 3.1-1 

Refer to Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce. As described in 
Chapter 1 of the Draft EA and the Final Staff Report for PR 415, SCAQMD has the legal 
authority to adopt and enforce PR 415. SCAQMD is given broad authority to regulate air 
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pollution from "all sources, other than emissions from motor vehicles." Health and Safety 
Code (H&SC) Section 40000. The term "air pollutant" includes odors (H&SC Section 
39013). Therefore, the SCAQMD may regulate to control air pollution, including odors, 
from PR 415 sources. In addition, SCAQMD has authority to adopt such rules as may be 
"necessary and proper" to execute the powers and duties imposed on SCAQMD by law 
(H&SC Section 40702).  

Rendering facilities subject to the requirements of PR 415 will continue to operate as they 
currently do and will comply with existing applicable regulations (e.g. OSHA, Cal DOT, 
USDOT, CDFA, USDA, FDA, HACCP, APPI, AAFCO, along with other City, County, 
and State regulations). 

The comment provides background information and does not raise any environmental 
issues necessitating a response under CEQA. 

 

 
 

Response 3.1-2 

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. PR 415 is intended to reduce the 
potential for nuisance-level rendering odors. While PR 415 requirements will apply to all 
existing and new rendering facilities, good faith efforts were made during the rule 
development process to accommodate each existing facility’s needs and provide 
sufficient flexibility. These accommodations are detailed in Master Response 2. 

SCAQMD staff has prepared a Socioeconomic Impact Assessment of PR 415 which has 
been released for public review and comment in conjunction with the Staff report and PR 
415 for a 30-day public review and comment period from July 14, 2015 to August 14, 
2015 prior to the SCAQMD Governing Board hearing as currently scheduled for 
November 3, 2017. The analysis identifies affected facilities and presents the anticipated 
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costs of new enclosures and the capital and operating costs of ventilation systems and 
odor control equipment. In addition, the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment presents the 
potential costs of best management practices (BMPs), such as signage, covering of 
incoming trucks, and repair of rendering material receiving areas. 

 
 

Response 3.1-3 

Public Records Act Request (Control Number 79841) was completed on May 13, 2015 
and 115 records were provided to Baker. Public Records Act Request (Control Number 
82875) was completed on January 7, 2016 and over 75 records were provided to Baker. 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, for a detailed assessment of the odor 
complaints over a 10-year period in Boyle Heights and surrounding communities. 
SCAQMD received an average of 35 odor complaints per year between January 2002 and 
October 2011. Locations of odor complaints are shown in Figure D1-1, while Appendix 
D2, Odor Complaints, provides an updated list of odor complaints that have occurred 
between January 2015 and September 2017 facilities in the Vernon, Boyle Heights, East 
Los Angeles, and Commerce area. 

Complaints from Boyle Heights are documented in the Final Staff Report for PR 415, 
Appendix A: Public Comments and Responses. Development of PR 415 resulted from 
comments and complaints received by affected members of the public as well as an issue 
identified by the working group for the Clean Communities Plan (CCP) in the pilot study 
area of Boyle Heights. 

In November 2010, the SCAQMD Governing Board approved the CCP pilot program. 
SCAQMD staff began implementing the CCP in the pilot study area of Boyle Heights, a 
community near the Vernon rendering facilities, by meeting with a stakeholder working 
group beginning in July 2011. The purpose of this working group was to identify air 
quality issues of importance to the community in Boyle Heights and surrounding 
communities. The prevalence of odors from rendering facilities in Vernon, directly south 
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of Boyle Heights, was of great concern to the working group affecting the quality of life 
in the area. SCAQMD staff beginning rule development to address odors from rendering 
operations in early 2014. 

Furthermore, although SCAQMD is concerned that rendering odors are affecting the 
residents of Boyle Heights, there are other surrounding commercial and residential areas 
in addition to Boyle Heights that have been impacted by rendering odors. In addition to 
the residents of Boyle Heights, SCAQMD has conducted public meetings on PR 415 
where residents of Commerce, Maywood, and areas of East Los Angeles outside Boyle 
Heights have complained about rendering odors. As a result of these efforts, PR 415 was 
developed to include requirements and BMPs that are capable of reducing the potential 
for nuisance-level odors not just in Boyle Heights but also in other commercial and 
residential areas surrounding the rendering facilities.  

A number of scientific studies have been published documenting the potential health 
effects of odors from animal operations. A summary of these findings are presented in the 
Final Staff Report, Chapter 1, Odors and Potential Health Effects, based on the following 
references: 

• “What Constitutes an Adverse Health Effect of Air Pollution?”, American Thoracic 
Society, 1999, http://www.thoracic.org/statements/resources/archive/airpollution1-
9.pdf  

• “Odour Impact - Odour Release, Dispersion and Influence on Human Well-Being 
with Specific Focus on Animal Production”, Nimmermark, 2004 

• “Science of Odor as a Potential Health Issue”, Schiffman, 2005, 
http://www.fivesenses.com/Documents/Library/23%20%20Gray%20Line%20Nusanc
e%20Health.pdf  

• “Potential Health Effects of Odor from Animal Operations, Wastewater Treatment, 
and Recycling of Byproducts,” Schiffman et. al, Journal of Agromedicine, Oct 2008 

http://www.thoracic.org/statements/resources/archive/airpollution1-9.pdf
http://www.thoracic.org/statements/resources/archive/airpollution1-9.pdf
http://www.fivesenses.com/Documents/Library/23%20%20Gray%20Line%20Nusance%20Health.pdf
http://www.fivesenses.com/Documents/Library/23%20%20Gray%20Line%20Nusance%20Health.pdf
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Response 3.1-4 

The comment period for the Draft EA for PR 415 – Odors from Rendering Facilities 
started on July 14, 2015 and ended on August 12, 2015. This comment letter from Baker 
has been included in the administrative record for PR 415 as part of Appendix D, 
Response to Comments. The Response to Comments are prepared in accordance with 
Public Resources Code Section 21080.5(d)(2)(D) and SCAQMD’s Certified Regulatory 
Program (Codified under Rule 110), which requires that the final action on PR 415 
includes written responses to issues raised during the public process. The public hearing 
before the SCAQMD Governing Board is scheduled on November 3, 2017. 
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Response 3.1-5 

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. PR 415 is intended to reduce odors from 
rendering facilities, not to cause rendering facilities to shut down. SCAQMD staff has 
worked in good faith with the affected rendering facilities to minimize cost impacts, 
including making various changes to the scope and requirements of PR 415 from early 
versions of draft rule language (Refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA). The current 
requirements allow a rendering facility to use an alternative secondary odor containment 
system such as air curtain for the raw material area enclosure to prevent fugitive odors 
from escaping through enclosure openings under paragraph (f)(5). In addition, SCAQMD 
staff has included five additional exemptions resulting in a total of nine exemptions under 
subdivision (l) (Refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA). 
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The rendering operations perform a unique and necessary benefit; however they do not 
meet the definition of an essential public service under Rule 1302(m). An essential public 
service includes sewage treatment facilities which are publicly owned or operated, and 
consistent with an approved regional growth plan; prisons; police facilities; firefighting 
facilities; schools; hospitals; construction and operation of a landfill gas control or 
processing facility; water delivery operations; and public transit.33  

SCAQMD staff has learned that Baker has used similar controls in other facilities it 
operates in the United States. The statement regarding the absence of rendering 
operations within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is hypothetical and supposes every existing 
rendering facility will not be able to operate under the requirements of PR 415. Such a 
scenario is not foreseeable based on the requirements of PR 415 or the impacts on 
rendering facilities. The indirect effects associated with facility closure are considered 
speculative and not foreseeable because it would require an analysis of hypothetical 
conditions, and the EA is not obligated to evaluate these types of indirect impacts. 

 
 

Response 3.1-6 

Refer to Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce, Master Response 3, 
Odor Control Measures, and Master Response 6, Methodology. PR 415 is needed to 
reduce nuisance-level odors surrounding rendering facilities because Rule 402 does not 
contain any requirements to reduce odors from new and existing rendering facilities and 
does not establish minimum standards to prevent or minimize odors. Furthermore, 
enforcement of Rule 402 is often ineffective in addressing odor complaints from existing 
rendering facilities because it requires verification of complaints, which is often not 
possible. 

PR 415 is a pro-active approach to addressing these odors with provisions designed to 
reduce odors before they rise to the level of a public nuisance, whereas existing statutes 
are solely reactive after the impact has occurred. Rendering odors are unique and 
distinctive. The difficulty in tracing the odors to a specific facility does not mean a 

                                                 
33 Rule 1302. Amended November 4, 2016. Accessed at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/drdb/sc/curhtml/r1302.pdf.  

https://www.arb.ca.gov/drdb/sc/curhtml/r1302.pdf
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problem does not exist. Instead, the difficulty in pinpointing one source in many cases 
results from the fact that the rendering facilities are located relatively near one another. In 
many cases, it is likely that more than one facility is contributing to the odor. This creates 
the need to require all facilities to take reasonable measures to reduce odors emanating 
from their operations.  

 
 

 
 

Response 3.1-7 

SCAQMD has legal authority to adopt and enforce PR 415. Refer to Master Response 1, 
Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce. SCAQMD is given broad authority to regulate air 
pollution from "all sources, other than emissions from motor vehicles." Health and Safety 
Code (H&SC) Section 40000. The term "air pollutant" includes odors [H&SC Section 
39013]. Therefore, SCAQMD may regulate to control air pollution, including odors, from 
PR 415 sources. In addition, SCAQMD has the authority to adopt such rules as may be 
"necessary and proper" to execute the powers and duties imposed on SCAQMD by law. 
[H&SC Section 40702]. 

SCAQMD’s legal authority to adopt and enforce PR 415, establishing best management 
practices and requirements to reduce odors from rendering facilities also derives from 
H&SC Section 41700, which, in pertinent part, prohibits the discharge of air 
contaminants causing annoyance to the public. It further prohibits the discharge of air 
contaminants, such as odors, which “endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of 
any of those persons or the public, or that cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, 
injury or damage to business or property.” [H&SC Section 41700]. SCAQMD’s authority 
granted by H&SC Section 41700 to protect the public’s comfort and health and safety 
includes the regulation of facilities in order to prevent the discharge of odors before they 
cause nuisance or annoyance to the public. SCAQMD is authorized under H&SC Section 
41508 to adopt rules imposing requirements that are stricter than those set forth in state 
law, including Section 41700. 
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In addition, H&SC Section 40001(b) authorizes the SCAQMD to adopt rules and 
regulations, such as PR 415, and provides, in relevant part, for the prevention and 
abatement of air pollution episodes which cause discomfort or health risks to a significant 
number of persons. This statute, which is phrased very similarly to Section 41700, allows 
rules to prevent air pollution episodes caused by any type of pollutant, not just criteria air 
pollutants. Ultramar v. SCAQMD (1993) 17 Cal. App. 4th 689,707. PR 415 serves to 
prevent or at least reduce the likelihood of the occurrence of a nuisance through imposing 
reasonable odor control measures. PR 415 is a reasonable and proper use of SCAQMD’s 
regulatory authority. 

PR 415 does not propose to regulate bacteria. However, PR 415 requires BMPs for 
standing water generated by washdown of rendering operations that contains organic 
matter that can allow the growth of odorous bacteria. 

 
 

Response 3.1-8 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. SCAQMD staff has been present at 
complainants’ locations and concluded that in many cases, normal persons would be 
annoyed or disturbed by the odors. PR 415 seeks to require reasonable controls to prevent 
or minimize public nuisance odors from rendering operations. The doctrines of laches and 
coming to the nuisance do not apply to the adoption of a rule designed to prevent the 
occurrence of a public nuisance. The case cited regarding “coming to the nuisance”, 
Hellman v. La Cumbre Golf & Country Club, (1992) 6 Cal. App. 4th 1224, involved an 
action for private nuisance. The case cited for the application of laches involved a unique 
situation where the City Board of Permit Appeals had ruled that the defendants’ home 
was a legal use, but many years later the City sought to declare their occupancy illegal, 
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and due to the passage of time the transcripts of the Board hearing had been lost. City and 
County of San Francisco v. Pacello (1978) 85 Cal. App. 3d 637. This is not precedent for 
arguing that a source of objectionable odors should not be required to minimize such 
odors merely because of the passage of time. One of SCAQMD’s guiding principles is 
that all residents in the Basin are entitled to protection from air pollution and offensive 
odors which diminish their quality of life regardless of where they live. 

 
 

Response 3.1-9 

As discussed above, SCAQMD has legal authority to adopt and enforce PR 415. Refer to 
Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce.  

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and Master Response 5, Nuisance 
Odors. Rendering odors are very distinctive and based on staff’s experiences from site 
visits, staff concluded that all of the affected facilities produce objectionable odors. The 
difficulty in tracing the odors to a specific facility does not mean that a problem does not 
exist. Instead, the difficulty in pinpointing one source in many cases results from the fact 
that the rendering facilities are located relatively near one another. In many cases, it is 
likely that more than one facility is contributing to the odor. This creates the need to 
require all facilities to take reasonable measures to reduce odors emanating from their 
operations. In similar fashion, SCAQMD requires many facilities to take all reasonable 
measures to reduce pollutants such as particulate matter (PM) 2.5, even though no one 
facility is solely responsible for creating a violation of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS). 

PR 415 would not bypass Rule 402. Both would be tools and approaches that would be 
available to reduce odors. The rules would not be duplicative because Rule 402 does not 
require specific actions of the facility and is reactive when there is a problem. PR 415 
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would require specific requirements and ongoing implementation of BMPs that are 
designed to be proactive in nature, to reduce or prevent the potential for off-site odors. 

 

 

 
 

Response 3.1-10 

While there may be other odorous industrial and commercial operations in Vernon in 
addition to rendering facilities, the odors generated from rendering operations are 
distinctive and unmistakable, and SCAQMD staff did not find that odors created by 
rendering facilities are attributable to other sources. In particular, the odors from 
decaying organic raw materials, cooking of animal carcasses and parts, cooker 
condensate, as well as other sources of wastewater containing fats, oils and greases are 
distinctive, unmistakable, and offensive to many in the communities surrounding the city 
of Vernon.  

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, for additional information on the character 
of odors from rendering operations (Table D1-2) and odor complaints in the community 
surrounding rendering facilities. 
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Response 3.1-11 

SCAQMD staff has found it necessary to adopt certain rules which are designed to reduce 
odors in specific industries. Besides PR 415, these include Rule 410 - Odors from 
Transfer Stations and Material Recovery Facilities, and the currently-proposed 
amendments to Rule 1148.1 - Oil and Gas Production Wells. The comment accurately 
states that rendering facilities are subject to PR 415 irrespective of whether an affected 
facility has received a notice of violation (NOV) for public nuisance in the past. This is 
true of all rules adopted by SCAQMD, including Rule 410 – Odors from Transfer 
Stations and Material Recovery Facilities, and not just limited to rendering facilities. PR 
415’s requirements are applicable to all rendering facilities, unless exempted, and further 
requires an Odor Mitigation Plan (OMP) if certain triggering events occur.  

The purpose of defining a confirmed odor event in PR 415 as three verified odor 
complaints by different individuals from different addresses is that it is one of two 
“triggers” for submittal of an OMP. The number of verified complaints necessary for a 
confirmed odor event, while less than what SCAQMD normally requires for issuing a 
NOV for violating Rule 402, is considered to indicate a higher potential for causing an 
odor nuisance. Because PR 415 is designed to prevent such occurrences, the threshold is 
intentionally lower than the typical standard for actually causing a public nuisance. A 
confirmed odor event is simply a measure under PR 415 whereby a facility that receives 
three confirmed odor events within a 180-day period is required to take further action to 
control odors from their rendering facility. As such, there is no inconsistency between a 
confirmed odor event and Rule 402. 
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Response 3.1-12 

PR 415(c)(12) defines an odor as the perception experienced by a person when one or 
more chemical substances in the air come into contact with the human olfactory nerves. A 
single person cannot create a confirmed odor event, regardless of how sensitive that 
person is to rendering odors. A confirmed odor event is defined by three verified odor 
complaints from separate addresses. In order to be verified, the source of an alleged odor 
must be determined according to standard SCAQMD procedure. This involves a trained 
inspector tracing an odor back to a specific source. If a source cannot be determined, the 
odor complaint cannot be verified. The most a single person can do is call in an odor 
complaint to SCAQMD. A complainant cannot verify the source of that odor, no matter 
how sensitive they are to rendering odors. Verification requires an SCAQMD inspector. 
Even after a complaint is verified, a confirmed odor event requires two more verified 
complaints, from different addresses, following the same verification procedure as for the 
complaint from the highly-sensitive person. 

PR 415 does not mandate an on-site zero odor threshold (Refer to Master Responses 3, 
Odor Control Measures). Staff recognizes that there may still be odors at the facility even 
after implementation of PR 415. The intent of the rule is to minimize the likelihood that 
odors will travel off-site and cause an odor nuisance to the public. If odors generate at 
least three complaints, properly verified by an SCAQMD inspector as previously 
described, and this occurs over the course of three separate and distinct events, these 
odors will trigger the requirement for a facility to submit an OMP detailing actions that a 
facility will take to reduce odors. 

While BMPs should help to reduce odors, BMPs by themselves do not represent effective 
controls that can reasonably be achieved for reducing odors. Staff concludes that more 
effective controls for odors from rendering facilities are to enclose the operations that 
generate odors within a permanent total enclosure, keep the enclosure under negative 
pressure to contain odors within the enclosure, and vent those odors to control equipment, 
unless an unventilated permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving is allowed, 
provided a secondary odor containment method is used at each enclosure opening 
(paragraph (f)(5)). Included in PR 415 (paragraph (f)(3)), a closed system of cooking and 
processing equipment is an acceptable alternative to a permanent total enclosure, 
provided fugitive odors from that closed system do not continue to cause verified odor 
complaints. If these core requirements do not prevent the occurrence of an odor nuisance, 
or three or more confirmed odor events within 180 days, then the facility must prepare 
and implement an OMP. 
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Response 3.1-13 

PR 415 requires transport vehicles delivering raw rendering materials to a rendering 
facility from off-site locations to be completely enclosed or covered prior to passing the 
first point of contact at the rendering facility (such as a guard shack or weigh station). 
Owners/operators of third-party trucks will have six months to become familiar with the 
requirements of paragraph (e)(1), Covering of Incoming Transport Vehicles, and 
subdivision (i), Signage and Tracking of Odor Complaints at Rendering Facilities. Haul 
vehicles and trucks are already required to use tarps or other suitable enclosures to cover 
and stabilize material while transporting to reduce fugitive dust emissions and manage 
odors under SCAQMD Rules 403 and 410. The BMP requiring covered trucks under 
paragraph (e)(1) is not a new requirement. For reasons discussed in Master Response 1, 
Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce and Response 3.1-7 (above), SCAQMD has 
authority to require and enforce BMP (e)(1), Covering of Incoming Transportation 
Vehicles. The signage requirements in subdivision (i) requires the rendering facilities to 
install a sign to inform the public of how to report odor complaints to SCAQMD and 
another sign to be posted at each truck entrance to inform owners/operators of all 
incoming trucks to enclose or fully cover the trucks. The requirement to contact 
SCAQMD does not indicate that the facility is the source of the odor; only that the 
facility received a complaint. SCAQMD Compliance personnel trained in inspection 
techniques for odors will investigate the complaint and, if possible, determine the source 
of the odor. In cases where rendering odors from a facility constitute a public nuisance or 
trigger three confirmed odor events, an OMP will be required. 
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Response 3.1-14 

SCAQMD staff has made a good faith effort to revise PR 415 in an effort to provide 
flexibility while keeping the primary objective and benefits of PR 415 (Refer to Master 
Response 2, Facility Shutdown and Table P-1 in the Final EA).  

A facility’s business decision to cease its operations in Vernon would not turn PR 415 
into a taking under the Constitutional provisions cited. A taking will generally be found if 
a regulation completely deprives an owner of “all economically beneficial uses” of the 
property. Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council, 505 U.S. 1003, 1004 (1992). But if a 
regulation is otherwise a valid exercise of the government’s regulatory power, the fact 
that it has the effect of prohibiting a particular beneficial use to which the property has 
previously been put does not make it a taking. Goldblatt v. Hempstead, 369 U.S. 590, 593 
(1962). The courts will examine the individual facts of each case, considering three basic 
factors: (1) the character of the government action (taking is more likely to be found for 
physical invasion of property), (2) the economic impact of the regulation on the plaintiff, 
and (3) the property owner’s distinct investment–backed expectations for the use of that 
property. Penn Central Transp. Co. v. New York City, 434 U.S. 104, 124 (1978). The 
comment does not present evidence on these issues, including information on how any 
expenses to comply with PR 415 would affect the facility. In addition, staff has learned 
that Baker’s facility in the Rochester New York area already uses similar controls as 
would be required under PR 415. 

 
 

Response 3.1-15 

Refer to Response 3.1-14 for a discussion of why PR 415 does not constitute a taking. 
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Response 3.1-16 

A confirmed odor event is not impermissibly vague and is defined in paragraph (c)(4) as 
the occurrence of a rendering-related odor resulting in three or more complaints by 
different individuals from different addresses, and the source of the odor is verified by 
SCAQMD personnel trained in odor inspection techniques. 

A time frame is not specified for a confirmed odor event because a single event can last 
for an indeterminate length of time. If a time limit is specified in PR 415, SCAQMD 
compliance staff would be obligated to consider a new event at the conclusion of the time 
limit. For example, if a time limit of 24 hours is specified in PR 415 and three complaints 
are received and verified for this time-period; if the odor event continues for more than 
24 hours, any complaints received and verified after this period would be counted 
towards another odor complaint event. 

The rationale for the language change to “verified by SCAQMD personnel” under 
paragraph (c)(4) was to allow an SCAQMD compliance supervisor or manager to verify a 
complaint. Supervisory personnel receive the same training as inspectors with regard to 
verifying complaints. As shown in the draft rule language, dated June 23, 2015, attached 
in the Appendix A to the Draft EA, clarifying language was included to s (c)(4) to be: 
“…and the source of the odor is verified by SCAQMD personnel trained in inspection 
techniques.” 

 
 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

Page D1-552  

Response 3.1-17 

A violation of an approved OMP is considered a violation of PR 415 because it is 
necessary to make the requirements of the OMP enforceable for each facility, and it is 
impractical to spell out the individual requirements of each facility’s OMP in the rule 
language itself. This principle is already part of SCAQMD Rules. Pursuant to Rule 221, 
an “operation shall not be conducted contrary to any conditions specified in the approved 
plan” and “a violation of the plan is a violation of the rule.”  

The requirement to submit an OMP by a facility subject to PR 415 is based on a facility 
receiving either a NOV for public nuisance, or three confirmed odor events within a 180-
day period, as specified in subparagraphs (d)(2)(A) and (d)(2)(B). Therefore, a public 
nuisance is one of the triggers for submittal of an OMP. However, submittal of an OMP is 
not based on violation of a requirement of PR 415. The Executive Officer will approve or 
disapprove an OMP within 90 days, as stated in subparagraph (h)(3)(A). In addition, the 
information that shall be included in an OMP is listed in paragraph (h)(1) and the 
standards for approval of an OMP are addressed in subparagraph (h)(3)(C). The odor 
mitigation activities must be sufficient to resolve the odor problem that triggered 
submittal of the OMP. 

 

 
 

Response 3.1-18 

PR 415 paragraph (f)(3) defines the minimum requirements for a closed system. 
Paragraph (f)(2) defines the requirements for a permanent total enclosure and the 
ventilation system capable of maintaining the required minimum face velocity through 
enclosure openings. Paragraph (f)(4) defines the requirements for an odor control system 
and associated testing requirements. Paragraph (f)(5) defines alternative standards for a 
permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving area. 
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Response 3.1-19 

As described in Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, there are no currently 
available objective methods to measure ‘objectionable’ odors. Therefore, in this rule 
development effort, staff focused on identifying the current and accepted practices around 
the state of California and the nation for operating a rendering facility within an urban 
area. In doing so, staff was unable to find a single example of a rendering facility in an 
urban area operating an open-air rendering process such as several of the rendering 
facilities currently operate within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. Instead, staff found that the 
accepted standard for operating a rendering facility in an urban area includes: enclosure 
of odorous operations, maintaining that enclosure under negative pressure, and venting 
that enclosure to odor control equipment. This same standard of operation is used in other 
areas by at least two of the companies that operate rendering facilities within Vernon.  

Under paragraph (f)(5), an owner or operator may elect to meet the alternative standards 
for a permanent total enclosure for the raw materials receiving area. PR 415 has been 
revised to allow an unventilated permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving, 
provided a secondary odor containment method is used at each enclosure opening.  

As identified in the Final Staff Report and Master Response 6, Methodology, the current 
science does not allow direct measurement of all the chemical compounds that make up 
odors. 

As identified in Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, SCAQMD compliance inspectors 
are trained to follow standard surveillance procedures to identify the source of an odor. 
Prior to conducting odor surveillance, inspectors attempt to gather information about the 
community impacted by the alleged emissions, along with any available information 
about potential odor sources in the general vicinity. These information-gathering 
activities often involve interviews of individuals who have reported air quality 
complaints to SCAQMD, during which inspectors typically inquire about the character, 
intensity, frequency, timing, and duration of odors reported by the complainants.  
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During odor surveillance, the inspector periodically measures wind speed and direction 
using a SCAQMD-issued wind meter, noting and documenting information about the 
character and intensity of any detectable emissions at each location where such 
measurements have been taken. Based on this information and/or on information from 
previous surveillance activities, the inspector follows a surveillance route that begins 
downwind of, and traces detectable emissions, if any, to their apparent source. The 
inspector continues along the surveillance route to a point upwind of the apparent source 
where the emissions are no longer detectable, then returns to a downwind location and 
performs repeated surveillance activities in this manner, from downwind to upwind 
locations, ruling out all other possible sources, until a probable emissions source can be 
identified. The inspector documents these findings, and may prepare a table or map that 
shows the surveillance route(s) taken, wind data collected, and the character and intensity 
of odor emissions detected at key locations along the route. Once a probable source has 
been determined, the inspector typically enters to verify whether the emissions detected 
at that source match those described by the complainant(s) and/or detected by the 
inspector at locations downwind of that location, and to identify the particular equipment 
and/or process from which the emissions emanate. 

 
 

 
Response 3.1-20 

As indicated in Response 3.1-9 and Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, SCAQMD staff 
has detected objectionable odors emanating from all rendering facilities that staff visited. 
However, in many cases it is difficult to pinpoint a particular odor nuisance as coming 
from one specific facility. Indeed, odors from two or more facilities may contribute to a 
single nuisance event. Therefore, reasonable preventative measures are necessary for all 
affected facilities.  

As explained in Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, SCAQMD staff has worked in 
good faith with the affected facilities to modify the language and requirements of PR 415 
in order to allow compliance flexibility. SCAQMD staff has prepared a Socioeconomic 
Impact Assessment for PR 415 to disclose costs associated with constructing enclosures. 
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As illustrated in Table P-2 of the Final EA, the size of enclosure the affected facilities 
will construct has been substantially reduced.  

Moreover, SCAQMD staff has learned that Baker has at least one other facility in the 
Rochester, New York area that uses a similar control strategy as would be required under 
PR 415 in terms of enclosure of rendering operations, maintaining negative pressure on 
the enclosure and routing to odor control equipment. Further, paragraph (f)(5) allows the 
raw material receiving area enclosure to use an unventilated permanent total enclosure, 
provided a secondary odor containment method is used at each enclosure opening. 

 
 

Response 3.1-21 

Baker facility’s existing operation in the main processing building is not considered a 
closed system. During a site visit in April 2015, SCAQMD staff noted several pieces of 
equipment that are not closed, including two inclined screw conveyors as well as a 
hopper feeding the grinder. These would need to be enclosed in order to consider the 
conveying, grinding, cooking and post-cooking processing equipment in the main 
building a closed system.  

Paragraph (f)(3) defines the standards for a closed system. A screw conveyor that meets 
these minimum requirements would be acceptable as part of a closed system. Trap grease 
unloading operations are exempted if the requirements specified under paragraph (l)(8) 
are met. Subparagraph (f)(2)(D) defines acceptable materials from which a permanent 
total enclosure may be constructed. Notwithstanding the materials used in construction, 
the receiving area must be enclosed, including the receiving pit from which the screw 
conveyors move material toward processing equipment. 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

Page D1-556  

 
 

Response 3.1-22 

It is not SCAQMD’s policy to include language stating that the existing operations at any 
affected facility subject to its rules fully comply with the rule requirements. As noted in 
Response 3.1-21, Baker’s facility does not currently comply with the requirements for a 
closed system. Under subparagraph (d)(1)(B), a permit application for a permanent total 
enclosure is required to be submitted within 12 months after the date of rule adoption. A 
permit application is required for a closed system only if modifications are made to 
currently permitted equipment that is part of a closed system. Otherwise, a permit 
application is not required for a closed system. PR 415 has been clarified to provide that a 
permit application for an enclosure must be submitted only where an enclosure is 
required, and that a facility must give notice if it is instead intending on using a closed 
system and show construction progress (subparagraph (d)(1)(E)). PR 415 has been further 
clarified to provide that an owner or operator of a rendering facility may submit a request 
for one-time extension for up to one year if subparagraph (d)(1)(F) is met. 

 

 
 

Response 3.1-23 

PR 415 does not specify the type of negative pressure system; only that the system is 
capable of meeting the inward face velocity requirements of paragraph (f)(2). A negative 
pressure system for a partially-open enclosure will need to be designed to maintain the 
required minimum inward face velocity through all openings. Likewise, a system for an 
enclosure with regularly opened doors will need to maintain minimum face velocity 
accounting for all doors open at once. Note that subparagraph (f)(2)(A) limits the 
combined area of all routine enclosure openings through which odors can escape from a 
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permanent total enclosure to 5 percent of the enclosure envelope. It should be noted that 
PR 415 has lowered the inward face velocity of not less than 100 feet per minute to allow 
truck access when doors are open and added an alternative ventilation system design 
standard in lieu of inward face velocity, provided the ventilation system is greater than 15 
air changes per hour (Refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA). 

 
 

Response 3.1-24 

Paragraph (e)(1) through (12) specify the required BMPs. The requirement for 
implementing all of the BMPs within 90 days is reasonable. The requirements of PR 415 
will not result in additional water usage since washing is already required. BMP (e)(3) for 
outgoing transport vehicles or trucks are currently required to be washed under Section 
1180.35, Title 3, California Code of Regulations (CCR). BMP (e)(4) for washing of 
drums and containers has been limited such that only drums and containers that 
previously contained raw rendering materials that are open upon exiting the facility are 
required to be washed before leaving a rendering facility. Rendering facilities are already 
washing the receiving area as would be required under BMP (e)(10). BMP (e)(11) for 
cleaning floor drains is limited to at least once per month to remove accumulation of 
rendering materials (Refer to Table P-3 in the Final EA). However, if modifications to 
any facility’s wastewater permit are required to comply with the requirements of 
subdivision (g), the timing of requirements to submit permit applications and operate 
within a permanent total enclosure are contained in subparagraph (d)(1)(D). If a facility is 
unable to meet the construction deadlines in subparagraph (d)(1)(D) due to conditions 
beyond its reasonable control such as delay in obtaining a permit from a wastewater 
agency, the facility may apply for a one-time extension (subparagraph (d)(1)(F)) or 
petition for a variance before the SCAQMD’s independent Hearing Board. 
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Response 3.1-25 

Subdivision (k) addresses equipment breakdown and emergency rendering services. Rule 
430 – Breakdown Provisions provides for relief from most rule requirements during 
breakdowns, excluding Rule 402, provided the breakdown is reported by telephone in a 
timely manner and a complete Breakdown Emissions Report is submitted in a timely 
manner. Penalties for violations of SCAQMD rules are set forth in H&SC Section 42400 
et seq., and the maximum penalties vary depending on whether the violation involved 
excess emissions and whether there is negligent conduct, strict liability, knowing 
violations, etc. In evaluating all cases, a court or SCAQMD must consider all relevant 
factors including those set forth in H&SC Section 42403, including the extent of harm 
caused by the violation; the length of time over which it occurs; the financial burden to 
the defendant; and any action taken by the defendant to mitigate the violation. If the 
facility and SCAQMD cannot agree on a settlement, then SCAQMD must prove its case 
in court. A notice to comply may be issued where a minor violation may be promptly 
corrected, depending on factors such as the facility’s prior compliance history. 

 

 
 

Response 3.1-26 

Paragraph (i)(2) requires a facility to notify SCAQMD “. . . no more than three hours 
after receiving an odor complaint, after facility personnel became aware of the complaint, 
or after facility personnel should reasonably have become aware of the complaint.” If a 
complaint is made directly to a facility after hours or on a weekend, and facility personnel 
do not become aware of the complaint until Monday morning, SCAQMD should be 
advised of the complaint within three hours after facility personnel become aware of the 
compliant on Monday. This requirement is necessary to enable SCAQMD staff to 
respond to the complaint in a timely manner in the event that a complainant contacts a 
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rendering facility directly but does not contact the SCAQMD. The contact number (1-
800-CUT-SMOG) is accessible 24-hours a day, seven days a week in the event that the 
facility receives a complaint after hours or on the weekend. The requirement to contact 
SCAQMD does not indicate that the facility is the source of the odor; only that the 
facility received a complaint. SCAQMD will investigate the complaint and, if possible, 
determine the source of the odor. 

 
 

Response 3.1-27 

The BMP to repair leaking components within 72 hours (formerly paragraph (e)(18) in 
the rule draft) has been removed from PR 415. 

 
 

Response 3.1-28 

The repair and repaving BMP under paragraph (e)(6) has been clarified to limit repairs 
and repaving to the outside raw material receiving area where material touches the 
ground, rather than the entire facility grounds. Potholes that hold standing water with a 
surface area greater than one square foot are required to be repaired under this BMP. The 
intent of this BMP is to prevent standing water that can allow odorous bacteria to 
multiply. Based on observations by SCAQMD staff during the April 2015 site visit to the 
Baker facility, no potholes were noted in the outside raw material receiving area that met 
the criteria in paragraph (e)(6). The concrete in the receiving area appeared to be durable 
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in spite of being decades-old. It is expected that the receiving area will be maintained in 
similar condition. Therefore, it is unlikely that the Baker facility will need to fill any 
potholes to comply with this BMP if the existing paving condition is maintained, and the 
compliance costs with this BMP will be minimal. Costs to comply with the BMPs are 
included as part of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment in the Staff Report. 

 

 
 

Response 3.1-29 

Refer to Response 3.1-24 for a discussion on the washing activities required under PR 
415. PR 415 requirements will not increase either standing water or wastewater volume. 
Washing requirements have been substantially limited (Refer to Table P-3 in the Final 
EA). With regard to standing water, facility grounds at rendering facilities that staff 
visited, including receiving areas, appeared to be sloped to drain standing water to 
wastewater control equipment. Facility grounds were not required to be washed in earlier 
versions of the rule. Washing with high-pressure water will decrease water usage, relative 
to washing with water at line-pressure. However, this BMP has been removed due to 
concerns expressed by industry in light of the current drought. 

The BMP to clean materials washed out of transport vehicles within 30 minutes [formerly 
paragraph (e)(8) in the 2/16/15 rule draft] has been removed. BMP (e)(11) requires 
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removal of accumulation of rendering materials from floor drains. Cleaning floor drains 
once per month will ensure that this BMP is satisfied. 

 
 

Response 3.1-30 

Owners/operators of third-party trucks will have six months to become familiar with the 
requirements of paragraph (e)(1), Covering of Incoming Transport Vehicles. Transport 
vehicles delivering raw rendering materials to a rendering facility from off-site locations 
shall not be permitted past the first point of contact at a rendering facility for incoming 
trucks, such as a guard shack or weigh station, unless the cargo area of the vehicle is 
completely enclosed or fully tarped. It is not likely that after going to the trouble to make 
a truck compliant with the covering requirements, a third-party owner or operator would 
choose to wait until arriving at the rendering facility before covering an incoming load. 
Rendering facilities are responsible for notifying owners/operators of third-party trucks 
about this BMP and the requirements for compliance.  

BMP (e)(9) requires cooked material with a batch cooker to be transported between 
permanent total enclosures only through a closed system of conveyance, or by covered 
containers. An intra-facility transport vehicle would qualify as a closed system of 
conveyance if it was covered, such that odors are not allowed to escape during transport. 
A covered container is one in which odors are substantially contained within the 
container and which allows minimal contact between the material and air outside the 
container. 
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The BMP for trap grease delivery vehicles has been removed from PR 415. Trap grease 
unloading operations are exempted if trap grease is unloaded only through a hose into a 
wastewater tank or separator within an access or viewing hatch that is not open except 
during unloading operations or for maintenance (paragraph (l)(8)). 

 

 
 

Response 3.1-31 

While CEQA does require the evaluation of potential environmental impacts caused by 
the proposed project, an EIR or EIR equivalent document is only required if the 
environmental analysis determines that significant environmental impacts could occur as 
a result of the proposed project. This type of document is then circulated for a 45-day 
public review and comment period. If no potential significant environmental impacts are 
expected to occur as result of the proposed project, a negative declaration or mitigated 
negative declaration or equivalent document is prepared and circulated for a 30-day 
public review and comment period. Through the environmental analysis conducted for 
PR 415, it was determined that implementation of PR 415 requirements is not expected to 
significantly adversely impact any environmental topic area. Therefore, a Draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA, equivalent to a negative declaration) demonstrating the 
analysis and conclusions was prepared and circulated for a 30-day public review and 
comment period from July 14, 2015 to August 12, 2015.  

The Draft EA addressed potential impacts related to visual character on page 2-5. The 
affected rendering facilities are located in the cities of Vernon and Los Angeles, which is 
currently a highly industrialized commercial area that does not have any known scenic 
vistas or scenic resources. The types of enclosures required by PR 415 are not expected to 
be any larger or visually dissimilar to other structures on the existing facilities or 
neighboring properties. Since all the affected facilities are located in a highly 
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industrialized setting, the construction of new enclosures or buildings would not obstruct 
any scenic resources or degrade the existing visual character of any affected site. Further, 
PR 415 would not require the acquisition of any new land or the surrendering of existing 
land, or the modification of any existing land use designations or zoning ordinances. All 
new enclosures would be developed within the existing footprints of the affected 
facilities. Thus, PR 415 is not expected to degrade the visual character of any site or its 
surroundings from the existing visual character, affect any scenic vista, or damage scenic 
resources. Based upon these considerations, significant adverse aesthetics impacts are not 
anticipated. Therefore, aesthetics impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and 
no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 

 
 

Response 3.1-32 

The intent of PR 415 is to capture and control odors from rendering operations, not cease 
rendering operations. Rendering operations within the South Coast Basin are not 
expected to cease because of the requirements in PR 415, and thus would not result in an 
increase of GHG emissions due to non-operation and subsequent transport of rendering 
material over longer distances (Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown). The EA 
addressed potential impacts related to GHG starting on page 2-17. SCAQMD applies a 
brightline approach of calculating GHG impacts from PR 415 to a 10,000-metric ton per 
year (MT/yr) threshold. GHG emissions associated with the construction of the required 
enclosures and control equipment, as well as the operation of the control equipment were 
evaluated in the EA (Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario). Rendering 
operations are known to have associated odors specific to the rendering process. Greater 
capture and control of these odor emissions through ongoing implementation of BMPs 
potentially reducing decomposition may reduce current rendering facility GHG 
emissions. 
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Response 3.1-33 

As discussed in the Draft EA starting on page 2-38, there are no provisions in PR 415 that 
would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations. Land use and other planning 
considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning 
requirements would be altered by PR 415 (Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case 
Scenario). Facilities would continue to handle unique wastes and repurpose them into 
products, and odor controls in PR 415 would not change that activity. Affected facilities 
would still have to comply with local ordinances and land use requirements. Additionally, 
since any physical changes caused by PR 415 would primarily occur within the 
established footprints of existing facilities, PR 415 will not require or result in physically 
dividing an established community and will not affect any habitat conservation or natural 
community conservation plans, or agricultural resources or operations, and would not 
create divisions in any existing communities. Based upon these considerations, 
significant adverse land use and planning impacts are not anticipated. Therefore, land use 
and planning impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is 
required under CEQA. 

 
 

Response 3.1-34 

The intent of PR 415 is to capture and control odors from rendering operations, not to 
reduce or cease rendering operations. Existing rendering operations are not expected to 
cease because of the requirements included in PR 415 (Refer to Master Response 2, 
Facility Shutdown). If a rendering facility is not able to meet the requirements of PR 415, 
it is reasonably foreseeable to expect that one or more of the other currently existing local 
rendering facilities would have the ability or generate the ability to accept the displaced 
rendering material, thus not creating an excess build-up of rendering material or animal 
waste. Subdivision (k) addresses emergency circumstances in the event there is 
equipment breakdown or emergency rendering services are needed.  
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With regard to agriculture and forestry resources, construction of new enclosures or 
installation of new control equipment as a result of the implementation of PR 415 are 
expected to take place within the current footprint of existing rendering facilities, which 
are located within highly urbanized areas that are typically designated as 
commercial/industrial (Refer to Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption). Therefore, 
as discussed in the Draft EA starting on page 2-8, adoption of PR 415 would not result in 
any new construction of buildings or other structures that would convert farmland to non-
agricultural use or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. 
PR 415 would not require converting farmland to non-agricultural uses because the 
potentially affected facilities are expected to be already completely developed. For the 
same reasons, the proposed project would not result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Based upon these considerations, significant 
adverse agricultural and forestry resource impacts are not anticipated. Therefore, 
agriculture and forestry resources impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and 
no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 

 
 

Response 3.1-35 

The intent of PR 415 is to capture and control odors from rendering operations, not cease 
rendering operations. Existing rendering operations are not expected to cease because of 
the requirements included in PR 415 (Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown). In 
the unlikely event that a rendering facility is not able to meet the requirements of PR 415 
and makes a business decision to close, it is reasonably foreseeable to expect that one or 
more of the other currently existing rendering facilities would have the ability or generate 
the ability to accept the displaced rendering material, thus not creating an excess build-up 
of rendering material or animal waste.  

With respect to public services, the Draft EA addressed potential impacts related to fire 
protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities starting on page 2-
43. Physical changes that are expected to occur because of PR 415 (e.g. installation of 
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enclosures and control equipment) will be located at already existing facilities. All newly 
installed enclosures and control equipment would be expected to comply with fire 
department standards, therefore, they would not increase the risk of fire. No other 
physical modifications or changes associated with PR 415 are expected and no flammable 
substances are necessary to operate rendering equipment. As such, PR 415 will not 
increase the chances for fires or explosions that could affect local fire departments. 
Finally, PR 415 is not expected to increase the need for security at affected facilities, 
which could adversely affect local police departments. Since PR 415 does not require or 
involve the use of new hazardous materials or generate new hazardous waste, it will not 
generate an emergency situation that would require additional fire or police protection, or 
impact acceptable service ratios or response times. Refer to Master Response 7, Building 
Codes. 

Implementation of PR 415 would not induce population growth or dispersion because no 
additional operational workers are expected to be needed at the existing affected facilities 
and construction workers will be temporary, not permanent. Therefore, with no increase 
in local population anticipated as a result of adopting and implementing the proposed 
project, additional demand for new or expanded schools or parks is also not anticipated. 
As a result, no significant adverse impacts are expected to local schools or parks. Based 
upon these considerations, significant adverse public services impacts are not anticipated. 
Therefore, public services impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no 
further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 
 

Response 3.1-36 

The intent of PR 415 is to capture and control odors from rendering operations, not cease 
rendering operations. Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. Existing rendering 
operations are not expected to cease, and animal waste is not expected to be diverted 
because of the requirements included in PR 415. PR 415 will require existing rendering 
facilities to enclose certain rendering operations, install odor emission control equipment 
and carry out BMPs. If a rendering facility is not able to meet the requirements of PR 
415, it is reasonably foreseeable to expect that one or more of the other currently existing 
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rendering facilities would have the ability or generate the ability to accept the displaced 
rendering material, thus not creating an excess build-up of rendering material or animal 
waste. Additionally, a new provision has been added under subdivision (k) for Equipment 
Breakdowns and Emergency Rendering Services, to allow facilities to accept materials in 
an emergency. Therefore, it is not expected that rendering material will be diverted to 
landfills as a result of PR 415.  

The Draft EA addressed potential impacts related to solid waste starting on page 2-45. 
The permanent total enclosures and odor control equipment or containment devices are 
expected to be installed within the currently developed footprint at already existing 
facilities. The Draft EA disclosed that the potential impacts on solid waste from 
refurbishment and recycling of odor control equipment on page 2-46. Because the newly 
installed control equipment has a finite lifetime, it will ultimately have to be replaced at 
the end of its useful life. Affected equipment may be refurbished and used elsewhere or 
the scrap metal or other materials from replaced units has economic value and is expected 
to be recycled, so any solid or hazardous waste impacts specifically associated with the 
proposed project are expected to be minor. As a result, no substantial change in the 
amount or character of solid or hazardous waste streams is expected to occur.  

Any portions of spent control equipment in the future that cannot be recycled are 
expected to be able to be disposed of in the existing landfills with available capacity. 
Additionally, any waste generated by construction activities associated with the 
installation of new enclosures or control equipment is expected to be minor. The 
proposed project is not expected to significantly increase the volume of solid or 
hazardous waste from affected facilities, require additional waste disposal capacity, or 
generate waste that does not meet applicable local, state, or federal regulations.  

Based upon these considerations, PR 415 is not expected to increase the volume of solid 
or hazardous waste that cannot be handled by existing municipal or hazardous waste 
disposal facilities, or require additional waste disposal capacity. Further, implementing 
PR 415 is not expected to interfere with any affected facility’s ability to comply with 
applicable local, state, or federal waste disposal regulations. 

Therefore, solid waste impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further 
analysis is required under CEQA. 
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Response 3.1-37 

There are 12 BMPs including an alternative odor BMP currently proposed in PR 415 that 
will assist in reducing odors from various points or processes within a rendering facility. 
Only two of these BMPs involve delivery trucks: 

BMP (e)(1) Covering of Incoming Transport Vehicles. Transport vehicles 
delivering raw rendering materials to a rendering facility from off-site locations 
are not permitted to enter the rendering facility beyond the first point of contact 
(ex: guard shack or weigh station) unless the cargo area of the vehicle is 
completely enclosed or fully covered with a tarp. There is no change to 
traffic/transportation due to covering the open beds of trucks. Because this 
requirement only affects the type of trucks that are allowed to enter rendering 
facilities and not the number of trips, this BMP is not expected to increase the 
demand for on-site truck parking facilities. 

BMP (e)(3) Washing of Outgoing Transport Vehicles. Where raw rendering 
materials come directly into contact with a delivery truck, the cargo area of any 
vehicle exiting the rendering facility must be thoroughly washed prior to the truck 
leaving the facility. This requirement is expected to be a quick process that 
consists of hosing down the cargo area of the delivery trucks prior to exiting and 
is not expected to slow down the delivery/exiting process creating the need for 
extended on-site truck parking facilities. As discussed above, this requirement is 
not new to PR 415 because washing of outgoing vehicles is already required 
under Section 1180.35, Title 3, CCR. 

BMPs related to trap grease delivery trucks or vehicles have been removed from PR 415. 
Additionally, as discussed in the Draft EA staring on page 2-48 implementation of PR 
415 would not result in a net change in or cause additional transportation demands or 
services. Similarly, implementation of PR 415 is not expected to adversely affect 
circulation patterns on local roadways or the level of service at intersections near affected 
facilities.  
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Therefore, transportation/traffic impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no 
further analysis is required under CEQA.  

 
 

Response 3.1-38 

The potential impacts to energy resources, as well as potential water demand impacts 
were evaluated starting on pages 2-23 and 2-34, respectively, of the Draft EA. 

There may be an increase in electricity consumption associated with the new APCDs 
required for enclosures (Refer to Table P-5 in the Final EA). Diesel fuel would be 
consumed by construction equipment and gasoline fuel would be consumed by the 
construction workers vehicles. The Draft EA disclosed the worst-case impact scenario for 
energy (Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario). 

Electricity: The worst-case impact scenario assumes 517 MWh per year usage based on 
the energy needed to power one scrubber and one fan or blower, electricity usage for the 
ventilation blower, and the electricity usage for the air curtains (Refer to Table P-5 in the 
Final EA).  

Petroleum Fuels: During construction, diesel and gasoline fuel will be consumed by 
construction equipment (e.g., generators and compressors) used to weld, cut, and grind 
metal structures and by construction workers’ vehicles traveling to and from construction 
sites. To estimate the worst-case energy impacts associated with construction required for 
PR 415 compliance, it was assumed that off-road construction equipment (including 
portable equipment used to weld, cut, and grind metal structures and heavy equipment 
used during the demolition, construction phases, and APCD installation) would be 
operated up to 2,025 hours in a year (see Appendix C). The details of the construction 
scenarios are included in Appendix C of the EA. 

To estimate construction workers’ fuel usage per commute round trip, it was assumed that 
workers’ vehicles would get 21.7 miles to the gallon and would travel 30 miles round trip 
to and from the construction site in one day. Construction equipment diesel fuel use is 
based on OFFROAD. Table 2-9 of the Final EA lists the projected energy impacts 
associated with the construction and installation at the two affected facilities at any given 
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time. The proposed fuel usage is 0.0019 mmgal/yr of diesel and 0.0017 mmgal/yr of 
gasoline. Once construction is complete, there will not be a need for additional workers 
or truck trips during operation other than the laborers already working at the facilities, so 
there will be no increased fuel demand during operation. Based on the anticipated fuel 
usage and corresponding percentage increase above baseline of less than one percent for 
diesel and gasoline, PAR 415 is not expected to generate significant adverse energy 
resources impacts, and the Draft EA adequately disclosed the worst-case impact scenario 
for petroleum fuel usage.  

Water Demand: Refer to Response 3.1-24. A minimal amount of water would be 
required, and BMPs would not interfere with any State water policies. 

Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. The Final EA includes modifications 
to the construction and operational scenarios analyzed in the Draft EA. Table P-3 in the 
Final EA shows that substantially less water would be required than was analyzed in the 
Draft EA. For example, PR 415 (l)(2) provides an exemption for enclosures of the 
wastewater treatment operations. This exemption has changed since circulation of the 
Draft EA to reduce the ratio of dilution for wastewater; and specifically identifies that 
process water and not clean water be used to dilute the rendering wastewater (PR 415 
(l)(2)(B)(iii)). Therefore, the Final EA has adequately disclosed the substantial evidence 
used to support the finding that no significant environmental impacts on water demand 
would occur. As identified in the Draft EA, sufficient water supplies are expected to be 
available to serve the affected facilities from existing entitlements and resources without 
the need for new or expanded entitlements. 

Therefore, utilities/service systems impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and 
no further analysis is required under CEQA. 
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Response 3.1-39 

The main objective of PR 415 is to establish odor BMPs and requirements to reduce 
odors from facilities rendering animals and animal parts. The main requirements of PR 
415 are to operate certain odorous processes within a permanent total enclosure or within 
a closed system, ventilate the enclosures to odor control equipment (PR 415 allows an 
unventilated permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving, provided a secondary 
odor containment method is used at each enclosure opening), and implement BMPs for 
odor control. Facilities are currently not allowed to openly burn carcasses. None of the 
provisions in PR 415 are expected to result in the burning of carcasses at any of the 
affected facilities. Additionally, PR 415 will not result in a shutdown of the existing 
rendering facilities (Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown). Therefore, no 
adverse impact to air quality from the burning of carcasses is anticipated. 

Air quality impacts from the construction activities required from the implementation of 
PR 415 were addressed in the Draft EA starting on page 2-8. The analysis addressed the 
potential impacts associated with the construction of the permanent total enclosures, 
installation of control equipment, and any associated paving or trenching activities 
required and operational impacts from new control equipment and BMPs. As analyzed in 
the Draft EA, no adverse impacts relating to air quality are anticipated. Refer to Master 
Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario.  

All of the affected facilities are knowledgeable of where their animal wastes are delivered 
from and have standing contracts with many of the delivering entities. It is reasonably 
foreseeable that affected facilities would notify delivering parties of the tarping BMP 
requirement prior to the actual delivery of animal waste product, therefore, eliminating 
the need for a return trip to their original location to be tarped. 

SCAQMD does not consider odors to be significant under CEQA unless a Rule 402 
violation occurs or has occurred and PR 415 will be implemented in addition to continued 
enforcement of public nuisances under Rule 402. 

Therefore, air quality impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further 
analysis is required under CEQA. 
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Response 3.1-40 

SCAQMD staff has worked with the affected facilities to make changes to PR 415 that 
have resulted in a reduction in water use compared to what was analyzed in the Draft EA. 
Refer to Response 3.1-24 and Tables P-1 and P-3 in the Final EA.  

Outgoing trucks are currently required to be washed under Section 1180.35, Title 3, CCR. 
Washing of drums and containers has been limited such that only drums and containers 
that contained raw rendering materials that are open upon exiting the facility are required 
to be washed. Washing of receiving areas is already occurring at the rendering facilities. 
Washing of floor drains occurs once per month if floor drains are removed of 
accumulation of rendering materials. As shown in Table P-3 in the Final EA, the 
additional amount of water required for all of the washing BMPs is approximately 400 
gallons per day for all rendering facilities combined, which is minimal and below the 
water demand CEQA threshold of significance of 262,820 gallons per day of potable 
water. PR 415 is not expected to degrade the quality of water.  

Refer to Master Response 7, Building Codes. The permanent total enclosures are 
expected to be built within the existing footprint of the affected facilities, which are 
already completely developed with existing storm water collection systems. The addition 
of one or several enclosures at the already developed affected facilities would no increase 
the quantity or quality of stormwater runoff because the enclosure would not decrease the 
amount of non-permeable surface area on-site. If the footprint of the new enclosures are 
developed over existing stormdrains, it is expected that new stormdrains could be 
installed and tied into the existing stormwater collection system at the facility. 

Further, PR 415 has no provision that would require the construction of additional water 
resource facilities, increase the need for new or expanded water entitlements, or alter 
existing drainage patterns in a substantial manner. PR 415 would not substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. The proposed 
project would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
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sources of polluted runoff. Further, since the BMPs for washing activities involve 
equipment/containers/surfaces that currently come into contact with rendering materials, 
there would be no change in the composition of existing wastewater streams from the 
potentially affected facilities. In addition, PR 415 is not expected to require additional 
wastewater disposal capacity, violate any water quality standard or wastewater discharge 
requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Based upon these 
considerations, significant hydrology and water quality impacts are not expected from the 
implementation of PR 415. Therefore, hydrology and water quality impacts have been 
adequately analyzed in the EA and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

 
 

Response 3.1-41 

Refer to Responses 3.0-1 through 3.14-1 and Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, for a 
discussion of the efforts of SCAQMD staff in working with the affected facilities to 
include revisions to PR 415 allowing compliance flexibility and why facility closure is 
not foreseeable based on PR 415 requirements. 
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Response 3.2-1 

The SCAQMD is not aware of any litigation brought on behalf of Baker alleging a PRA 
request violation by the SCAQMD. Regarding the list of documents requested, Public 
Records Act Request (Control Number 79841) was completed on May 13, 2015 and 115 
records were provided to Baker. Public Records Act Request (Control Number 82875) 
was completed on January 7, 2016 and over 75 records were provided to Baker. Please 
note that the schedule for PR 415 to be considered by the Governing Board was extended. 
PR 415 was originally scheduled to be heard in May 2015 and is now scheduled to be 
considered by SCAQMD’s Governing Board at its November 3, 2017 meeting. 
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Response 3.2-2 

The Final Staff Report and the Final EA (including Appendix D, Response to Comments) 
include background on the information SCAQMD staff relied upon to draft PR 415. 

 

 
 

Response 3.2-3 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, for a discussion of the NOVs issued to 
rendering facilities. Also refer to Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-16, 
and 3.1-26 for a discussion of the NOVs. 

 
 

Response 3.2-4 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, for a discussion of the complaints received 
which allege rendering facilities as the source. Also refer to Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-
10, 3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-16, and 3.1-26 for a discussion of rendering odor complaints. 

 

 
 

Response 3.2-5 

As identified in Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and detailed in the Final 
Staff Report, the approach taken for PR 415 is based on research of existing rendering 
operations to determine the current and accepted practices for operating a rendering 
facility within an urban area. The accepted practices include enclosure of odorous 
operations within a closed system or total enclosure (such as a building), maintaining that 
enclosure under negative pressure, and venting that enclosure to odor control equipment. 
It should be noted that PR 415 allows an unventilated permanent total enclosure for raw 
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material receiving, provided a secondary odor containment method is used at each 
enclosure opening under subparagraph (f)(5). 

Public Records Act Request (Control Number 79841) was completed on May 13, 2015 
and 115 records were provided to Baker. Public Records Act Request (Control Number 
82875) was completed on January 7, 2016 and over 75 records were provided to Baker. 
Therefore, the SCAQMD has provided all information requested by Baker. 

 

 
 

Response 3.2-6 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, for a discussion of the odor studies. Also 
refer to Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-16, and 3.1-26 for a discussion 
of the odor studies. 

 

 
 

Response 3.2-7 

The Final EA (including Appendix D, Response to Comments) and the Final Staff Report 
include copies of comment letters received during the PR 415 rulemaking process. 

 
 

Response 3.2-8 

Staff has prepared a Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 415 which has been 
released for public review and comment in conjunction with the Staff Report and PR 415 
for a 30-day public review and comment period prior to the SCAQMD Governing Board 
hearing as currently scheduled for November 3, 2017. The Socioeconomic Impact 
Assessment identifies affected facilities and presents the costs associated with 
implementation of PR 415 requirements and BMPs. The Socioeconomic Impact 
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Assessment also evaluates the employment impacts of PR 415 on the regional economy, 
including the potential impacts on small businesses.  

 
 

Response 3.2-9 

Refer to the Final EA, Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, Master Response 4, 
Worst-Case Scenario, Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, and Master Response 6, 
Methodology, for a discussion of the air quality benefits and impacts of PR 415. 

 

 
 

Response 3.2-10 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, for a discussion of SCAQMD’s protocol 
for odor complaints. Also refer to Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-16, 
and 3.1-26 for a discussion of rendering odor complaints. 

 

 
 

Response 3.2-11 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, and Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 
3.1-12, 3.1-16, and 3.1-26. 
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Response 3.2-12 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, Master Response 1, Legal Authority to 
Adopt and Enforce, and Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-16, and 3.1-26 
for a discussion of documents and data on rendering odors in the communities in and 
around the City of Vernon. 

 

 

 

Response 3.3-1 

Responses to comments submitted during the public comment and review period for the 
PR 415 Draft EA are included as numbered Commenter Letters 3.0 through 3.14. 
Responses and clarifications to additional written correspondence received during the PR 
415 rulemaking process can be found in the Final Staff Report and Socioeconomic 
Impact Assessment, which were released for public review and comment for a 30-day 
public review and comment period beginning on July 14, 2015 and ending on August 12, 
2015 prior to the SCAQMD Governing Board hearing as currently scheduled for 
November 3, 2017. The Socioeconomic Impact Assessment identifies affected facilities 
and presents the costs of complying with PR 415. In addition, the Socioeconomic Impact 
Assessment presents the potential costs of best management practices, such as signage, 
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covering of incoming trucks, and repair of rendering material receiving areas. The 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment also evaluates the employment impacts of PR 415 on 
the regional economy, including the potential impacts on small businesses.  

As discussed in Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, while PR 415 requirements will 
apply to all existing and new rendering facilities, good faith efforts were made during the 
rule development process to provide flexibility for affected facilities to ensure 
compliance. With changes to the rule language as outlined in Table P-1 in the Final EA, 
rendering facilities subject to the requirements of PR 415 will be able to continue to 
operate as they currently do and a shutdown scenario is not foreseeable or supported by 
the requirements of PR 415 or the impacts on rendering facilities. The indirect effects 
associated with facility closure are considered speculative and not foreseeable because it 
would require an analysis of hypothetical conditions, and the EA is not obligated to 
evaluate these types of indirect impacts.  

 

 

 

Response 3.3-2 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, and Master Response 6, Methodology, and 
Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-16, and 3.1-26 for a discussion on 
odor complaints and PR 415’s pro-active approach to reducing rendering odors. 
SCAQMD staff conducted multiple on-site inspections of rendering facilities within 
SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. Through its multiple inspections, SCAQMD staff observed that 
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the rendering facilities are a significant source of odors not only on-site within the 
facilities, but within the Boyle Heights community. For this reason, SCAQMD followed 
an approach in PR 415 which represents the best and most reliable way to control odors 
from rendering operations. The requirements of PR 415 would be applicable to all 
rendering facilities, both existing and new. Thereby reducing odors in the Boyle Heights 
community.  

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures. During the course of rulemaking, 
staff conducted research into the rendering operations in other states as well as other 
jurisdictions within California to determine the current and accepted practices for 
operating a rendering facility within an urban area. In doing so, staff was unable to find a 
single example of a rendering facility in an urban area operating an open-air rendering 
process such as the one Baker operates within the City of Vernon. Instead, SCAQMD 
staff found that the accepted standard for operating a rendering facility in an urban area 
includes: enclosure of odorous operations, maintaining that enclosure under negative 
pressure, and venting that enclosure to odor control equipment. This same standard of 
operation is used in at least three of the other facilities owned by Baker outside of Vernon 
and around the nation.  

It is important to note that Baker submitted two Public Records Act Requests for PR 415. 
Public Records Act Request (Control Number 79841) was completed on May 13, 2015 
and 115 records were provided to Baker. Public Records Act Request (Control Number 
82875) was completed on January 7, 2016 and over 75 records were provided to Baker. 
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Response 3.3-3 

Refer to Response 3.3-1 regarding the re-scheduled Governing Board meeting, Master 
Response 1, Authority to Adopt and Enforce, Master Response 3, Odor Control 
Measures, and Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors.  

SCAQMD staff considered a quantitative approach to assessing odors from rendering 
facilities early in the rule development for PR 415. However, the current science and 
technology do not allow direct measurement of all the chemical compounds that make up 
odors. There are more than 100 chemical compounds that have been identified in 
rendering odors. Modeling requires input of an initial concentration for each chemical 
compound, which may not be possible to obtain. Many of these compounds do not 
currently have established methods for collection, speciation, and analysis. Many do not 
currently have established odor detection thresholds. For these reasons, it is not currently 
possible to identify the exact chemical makeup of rendering odors using existing science 
and the present state of technology. Therefore, it is not currently possible to establish 
initial concentrations for modeling or development of an emissions inventory. However, 
as test methods develop and the science of odor measurement evolves, it may be possible 
to conduct measurements, quantification, and modeling of odors in the future. 

Additionally, rendering odors are distinctive and unmistakable as a whole, even if 
existing science does not allow chemical compounds that make up these odors to be fully 
identified and quantified. As noted in the previous response to comment, SCAQMD staff 
has experienced these distinctive rendering odors both at the facilities and in the 
communities surrounding Vernon. SCAQMD staff has conducted multiple on-site 
inspections of rendering facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction and has observed 
through these inspections that the rendering facilities are a substantial source of odors.  

For these reasons, among others, SCAQMD staff elected to follow the approach in PR 
415, which represents the most effective way to control odors from rendering operations. 
Implementation of PR 415 would minimize odors from rendering facilities through a 
combination of odor capture by enclosing odor-generating processes, odor control by 
venting odorous air from within enclosures to odor control equipment (allowing an 
unventilated permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving, provided a secondary 
odor containment method is used at each enclosure opening), and BMPs. Therefore, 
implementation of PR 415 will result in a reduction of rendering odors in Boyle Heights 
and communities surrounding the facilities. 
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Response 3.3-4 

Refer to Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption, and Response 3.3-34 (Attachment 
1). SCAQMD staff has investigated the land uses surrounding the Vernon rendering 
facilities between 1989 and 1994 and determined that the facilities were surrounded by 
commercial and residential (i.e., non-agricultural) uses as of 1993 (See Appendix D4, 
Historic Aerial Photographs). Under Civil Code Section 3482.6, an air district may 
enforce regulations adopted pursuant to Health and Safety Code (H&SC) Section 41700, 
such as PR 415, in these circumstances. 

Refer to Response 3.0-3 and Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce, 
for a discussion on SCAQMD’s legal authority. 
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Response 3.3-5 

Refer to Master Response 1, Authority to Adopt and Enforce, Master Response 8, 
Agricultural Preemption, and Response 3.3-1 through 3.3-4. SCAQMD is given broad 
authority to regulate air pollution from all sources, including odors. SCAQMD staff has 
authority to take enforcement action against odors. Additionally, refer to Response 3.3-34 
(Attachment 1), Response 3.3-35 (Attachment 2), Response 3.3-36 (Attachment 3), 
Response 3.3-37 (Attachment 4), Response 3.3-38 (Attachment 5), and Response 3.3-39 
(Attachment 6) for more detailed responses to each attachment.  

While the rendering facilities are surrounded by non-residential uses, the effects of the 
odor impacts from these facilities is an issue of concern for residents of Boyle Heights 
and surrounding communities (refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors). Odors from 
rendering facilities are very distinctive and cannot be attributable to other sources. In 
particular, odors from decaying organic raw materials, cooking of animal carcasses and 
parts, cooker condensate, as well as other sources of wastewater containing fats, oils and 
greases are distinctive, unmistakable and offensive to many in the communities 
surrounding the city of Vernon. The environmental analysis for PR 415 focuses on the 
potential impacts of rule requirements that address odors from rendering facilities. 
Therefore, odors from other non-rendering-facility sources in the area are not relevant to 
the environmental analysis and need not be considered in the Draft EA. The Draft EA 
adequately analyzed the potential impacts related to controlling odors from rendering 
facilities.  

Furthermore, for the reasons outlined in Response 3.3-3 and the Final EA, 
implementation of PR 415 will result in a reduction of odors in the Boyle Heights 
community. 
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Response 3.3-6 

Refer to Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption, and Response 3.3-5 for a 
discussion on SCAQMD’s legal authority. 

 

 

 

Response 3.3-7 

Refer to Master Response 1, Authority to Adopt and Enforce, and Response 3.3-5 for a 
discussion on SCAQMD’s legal authority. 
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Response 3.3-8 

Refer to Response 3.3-40 (Attachment 7) and Response 3.3-41 (Attachment 8). 
Rendering odors are distinctive. Based on site visits to the rendering facilities, SCAQMD 
staff found that odors created by rendering facilities are not likely to be attributable to 
other sources. In particular, the odors from decaying organic raw materials, cooking of 
animal carcasses and parts, cooker condensate, as well as other sources of wastewater 
containing fats, oils and greases are distinctive, unmistakable, and offensive to many in 
the communities surrounding the city of Vernon. Given the distinctive odors from 
rendering operations, emissions from the freeway, ports, and Exide Technologies cited in 
the 2012 study regarding toxic air contaminants are unlikely to be mistaken for rending 
odors.  

As identified in Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, SCAQMD staff has conducted 
multiple on-site inspections of the affected rendering facilities within SCAQMD’s 
jurisdiction and has detected through these inspections that rendering operations, 
cooking, leaving unsealed and rendering materials out in the open, the wastewater 
treatment systems, and trucks transporting animal parts at the plants are a significant 
source of odors, especially when combined with odors from other rendering operations 
and from nearby rendering facilities. Additionally, there have been odor complaints in the 
surrounding community that specifically identify odors that are associated with rendering 
facilities. 
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Response 3.3-9 

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, Master Response 5, Nuisance 
Odors, and Response 3.4-42 (Attachment 9).  

PR 415 is a pro-active approach to addressing these odors with provisions designed to 
reduce odors before they rise to the level of a public nuisance. The difficulty in tracing 
the odors to a specific facility does not mean a problem does not exist. The absence of 
this data does not mean there is no causal connection. Instead, the difficulty in 
pinpointing one source in many cases results from the fact that the rendering facilities are 
located relatively near one another. In many cases, it is likely that more than one facility 
is contributing to the odor. Rendering odors are distinctive. PR 415 uses the most 
effective way to control rendering odors and prevent the odors from becoming a public 
nuisance. 
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Response 3.3-10 

The definition of “closed system” in paragraph (c)(2) has been changed in PR 415 to 
clarify that a system that meets the requirements of paragraph (f)(3) is a “closed system” 
within the meaning of the definition.  

The requirements for a close system has been moved from paragraph (f)(4) to (f)(3). 
“Contained” as used in paragraph (c)(2) means air leakage from a closed system is 
insignificant and the escape of potential odors is reduced, as long as it meets the closed 
system standards in paragraph (f)(3). PR 415 does not contain a conflict between 
paragraphs (f)(4) (now, (f)(3)) and "odor" defined in paragraph (c)(12), in that paragraph 
(f)(4) (now, (f)(3)) describes the minimum requirements to prevent the escape of odors 
from a closed system and paragraph (c)(12) describes what constitutes an odor.  

The intent of PR 415 is to minimize the likelihood that odors will travel off-site and cause 
an odor nuisance in the surrounding communities. In order for the SCAQMD to verify an 
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odor complaint, a trained inspector must trace the odor back to a specific source 
according to standard SCAQMD procedures. If a source cannot be determined, the odor 
complaint cannot be verified. Refer to Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-
16, and 3.1-26 for a discussion on odor complaints and PR 415’s pro-active approach to 
reducing rendering odors. 

SCAQMD staff has conducted multiple on-site inspections of rendering facilities within 
SCAQMD’s jurisdiction and has advised facilities whether staff considers their system 
“closed.” Under subparagraph (d)(1)(D), within six months from the date of adoption of 
PR 415, rendering facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction will be required to submit a 
letter of intent to the Executive Officer to select whether they will construct permanent 
total enclosures or operate in a closed system. Additionally, SCAQMD staff have worked 
with rendering facilities to allow alternative standards for a permanent total enclosure for 
raw material receiving area (paragraph (f)(5). 

 

 

 

Response 3.3-11 

The definition of “collection center” was taken from the California Vehicle Code Section 
2460(j). Please note that certain collection centers are exempted pursuant to subparagraph 
(l)(1)(B). “Pet food processor” is a term used in that definition. Licensing of collection 
centers is pursuant to Section 19300.5 of the Food and Agricultural Code. 
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Response 3.3-12 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, and Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 
3.1-12, 3.1-16, and 3.1-26 for a discussion on odor complaints and PR 415’s pro-active 
approach to reducing rendering odors. The comment does not identify in what regard the 
definition of “Confirmed Odor Event” is an unlawful discretionary standard. There are 
two possibilities, both of which will be considered. The first possibility is that the 
definition causes an illegal delegation of discretion from the SCAQMD Governing Board 
to SCAQMD staff. In this regard, H&SC Section 40482 provides: 

Any power, duty, purpose, function, or jurisdiction which the south coast district 
board may lawfully delegate is conclusively presumed to have been delegated to 
the executive officer unless it is shown that the south coast district board, by 
affirmative vote recorded in its minutes, specifically has reserved the particular 
power, duty, purpose, function, or jurisdiction for its own purpose. 
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Therefore, PR 415 causes an illegal delegation only if it is one the Board cannot make 
because it is unconstitutional. An unconstitutional delegation of legislative power occurs 
when a legislative body confers upon an administrative agency unrestricted authority to 
make fundamental policy decisions. Golightly v. Molina (2014) 229 Cal.App.4th 1501, 
1516 (citing Samples v. Brown (2007) 146 Cal.App.4th 787, 804). According to the court 
in Golightly: 

The nondelegation doctrine serves, “to assure that ‘truly fundamental issues [will] 
be resolved by the Legislature’ and that a ‘grant of authority [is] ... accompanied 
by safeguards adequate to prevent its abuse.’ [Citations.] This doctrine rests upon 
the premise that the legislative body must itself effectively resolve the truly 
fundamental issues. It cannot escape responsibility by explicitly delegating that 
function to others or by failing to establish an effective mechanism to assure the 
proper implementation of its policy decisions.” (Kugler v. Yocum (1969) 69 
Cal.2d 371, 376–377.) Golightly v. Molina, supra at 1516, review denied (Jan. 14, 
2015.) 

The definition of Confirmed Odor Event “means the occurrence of an odor resulting in 
three or more complaints by different individuals from different addresses, and the source 
of the odor is verified by SCAQMD personnel trained in odor inspection techniques.” 
The definition of Confirmed Odor Event does not authorize or require SCAQMD staff to 
make fundamental policy decisions. The definition requires the staff to respond to odor 
complaints and verify the source of the odors. Although there is some discretion involved 
in this task, it does not involve policy choices, much less fundamental policy choices. 
Therefore, these activities do not involve an unconstitutional delegation. 

A second possibility raised by the comment that the definition of Confirmed Odor Event 
is an unlawful discretionary standard is that the definition is unconstitutionally vague. 
Since the comment does not identify a particular word or phrase that is alleged to be 
vague, it is assumed that the comment asserts that the definition is vague when taken in 
its entirety. 

In a nuisance case, the California Supreme Court followed two guiding principles 
endorsed by the United States Supreme Court for applying the vagueness doctrine. 
People ex rel. Gallo v. Acuna (1997) 14 Cal.4th 1090, 1116-1119. The first principle is 
that the particular allegedly vague term must be considered in context. Id. at 1116. In 
Acuna, the California Supreme Court explained that: 
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The first principle is derived from the concrete necessity that abstract legal 
commands must be applied in a specific context. A contextual application of 
otherwise unqualified legal language may supply the clue to a law's meaning, 
giving facially standardless language a constitutionally sufficient concreteness. 
Indeed, in evaluating challenges based on claims of vagueness, the court has said 
“[t]he particular context is all important.” (American Communications Assn. v. 
Douds (1950) 339 U.S. 382, 412, 70 S.Ct. 674, 691, 94 L.Ed. 925.) People ex rel. 
Gallo v. Acuna, supra at 1116. 

The second guiding principle is the notion of “reasonable” specificity or 
“reasonable certainty” Id. at 1117. (citing Coates v. City of Cincinnati (1971) 402 
U.S. 611, 614; People v. Victor (1965) 62 Cal.2d 280, 300; see also In re Marriage 
of Walton (1972) 28 Cal.App.3d 108, 116 [statute will not be held void for 
vagueness “if any reasonable and practical construction can be given its language 
or if its terms may be made reasonably certain by reference to other definable 
sources”].) 

In explaining the reasonable specificity or reasonable certainty standard, the California 
Supreme Court quoted the United States Supreme Court decision in Boyce Motor Lines 
v. United States: 

“few words possess the precision of mathematical symbols, most statutes must 
deal with untold and unforeseen variations in factual situations, and the practical 
necessities of discharging the business of government inevitably limit the 
specificity with which legislators can spell out prohibitions. Consequently, no 
more than a reasonable degree of certainty can be demanded. Nor is it unfair to 
require that one who deliberately goes perilously close to an area of proscribed 
conduct shall take the risk that he may cross the line.” (Boyce Motor Lines v. 
United States (1952) 342 U.S. 337, 340.) People ex rel. Gallo v. Acuna, supra at 
1117. 

Under the two guiding principles adopted by both the California Supreme Court and the 
United States Supreme Court, the definition of Confirmed Odor Event is not vague.  

First, the definition must be placed in the context of PR 415. Under PR 415 subparagraph 
(d)(2)(B), a rendering facility must submit an Odor Mitigation Plan (OMP) to SCAQMD 
if three Confirmed Odor Events are received regarding the facility within a 180-day 
period. Further, PR 415 (d)(3) requires a rendering facility to submit a Specific Cause 
Analysis within a day of notification by the Executive Officer of the receipt of a 
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confirmed odor event regarding the facility. In context, it is clear that a Confirmed Odor 
Event must involve rendering facilities and rendering odors. The context of the definition 
also makes it clear that the activities specified are a trigger for further regulatory action 
by SCAQMD to address rendering-plant odors. Second, taken it its entirety, the definition 
is reasonably specific and certain. According to the definition of Confirmed Odor Event, 
SCAQMD must receive complaints from three different individuals at three different 
addresses regarding an odor from a rendering facility. The definition further requires that 
SCAQMD staff must confirm that the odor is caused by a particular rendering facility. 
The definition finally requires that the SCAQMD staff confirming the source of the odors 
must be trained in odor inspection techniques. Taken as a whole, the definition of 
Confirmed Odor Event is highly specific and not unconstitutionally vague. 

Regarding the inconsistency of the definition of Confirmed Odor Event with Civil Code 
Section 3480, the commenter provides the text of that section but does not explain the 
purported conflict with Section 3480. As noted, that section refers to a public nuisance 
being one which affects at the same time a considerable number of persons or the public. 
The commenter may be referring to the 180-day time period in which multiple Confirmed 
Odor Events will trigger an OMP, and contends that these events do not occur “at the 
same time.” The SCAQMD is not redefining a public nuisance through this rule, but 
instead is requiring an OMP when a series of Confirmed Odor Events (which each must 
have three separate verified complaints) establishes that the facility has an elevated 
likelihood of causing an odor nuisance. PR 415 requires reasonable preventative 
measures to ensure, to the extent feasible, that such nuisances do not occur. 

Regarding the comment that any SCAQMD staff person can declare a confirmed odor 
event, the definition of confirmed odor event has been modified so that only SCAQMD 
personnel trained in odor detection techniques can identify a Confirmed Odor Event. 

Regarding the time frame for a confirmed odor event, only single odor events fall within 
the definition of Confirmed Odor Event. Can SCAQMD add up complaints over days, 
weeks, or years? The definition states that a Confirmed Odor Event “means the 
occurrence of an odor...” Also, the use of the word “Event” in the definition of Confirmed 
Odor Event indicates that only single events fall within the definition. Thus, a Confirmed 
Odor Event occurs only when three people complain about the same event giving rise to 
odors. It would not be allowable under the definition to string together three separate 
odor events to meet the three-complaint requirement. On the other hand, it is not possible 
to give a specific time limit for an odor event. Odor events can have very different 
durations. They can be very short—for example, the momentary release of odors from 
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cooking operations. Or they can be very long—for example, open air storage of rendering 
materials over a weekend.  

Regarding the question of how SCAQMD will exclude other sources of odors when 
determining Confirmed Odor Events, according to the definition of Confirmed Odor 
Event. Confirmation by SCAQMD personnel trained in odor inspection techniques is 
required. To constitute a confirmed odor, the odor must be traced back to its source. The 
training in odor inspection techniques includes the requirement that odors must be traced 
back to their particular source and the cause of the odors must be identified, if possible. If 
odors cannot be traced back to a particular source, then it is not possible for there to be a 
confirmed odor event for that facility.  

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and Master Response 5, Nuisance 
Odors, regarding the difficulty in tracing rendering odors to a specific facility and the 
need for PR 415. 

  

 

 

Response 3.3-13 

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures. Please note that “Odor Generating 
Source” is now defined in paragraph (c)(14). The intent of PR 415 is to require certain 
odor-generating sources to be enclosed within a permanent total enclosure or closed 
system at all times. This includes odor-generating sources that do not operate at a given 
time during the day but may be operated at another time (example: sources that generate 
odors during two shifts per day but do not generate odors during the third shift because 
the rendering facility is not operating). Therefore, the use of “may be” within this context 
is completely appropriate, and the definition of “odor generating source” is neither vague, 
ambiguous, nor unlawfully discretionary. 
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Response 3.3-14 

Paragraph (c)(15) defines “Permanent Total Enclosure.” The language “verified by 
SCAQMD personnel” under paragraph (c)(4) is to allow a SCAQMD compliance 
supervisor or manager to verify a complaint. Supervisory personnel receive the same 
training as inspectors with regard to verifying complaints. Clarifying language has been 
added to paragraph (c)(4) to say: “…and the source of the odor is verified by SCAQMD 
personnel trained in inspection techniques”.  

Regarding the questions on enclosures, PR 415 requires a minimum inward face velocity 
through routine enclosure openings. The purpose of this requirement is to ensure airflow 
into the building and prevent odors from escaping. Routine enclosure openings that 
comply with the minimum inward face velocity will not be a source of odors that remain 
after an enclosure is constructed. Refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA for the modifications 
to the requirement for minimum inward face velocity.  

Regarding the comment about SCAQMD declaring a permanent total enclosure to be 
insufficient after it is built, the standards for permanent total enclosure are described in 
subdivision (f). During permitting of an enclosure, SCAQMD staff will evaluate the 
enclosure to determine whether it meets these standards. After the owner or operator 
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receives a Permit to Operate an enclosure, in combination with the ventilation and odor 
control systems or alternative permanent total enclosure requirements for any raw 
materials receiving area, SCAQMD does not retain the discretion to declare it insufficient 
after it is built. 

 

 

 

 

Response 3.3-15 and 3.3-16 

As stated in Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, SCAQMD staff has conducted multiple 
on-site inspections of rendering facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. Through its 
multiple inspections, SCAQMD staff has observed that the rendering facilities are a 
substantial source of rendering odors not only on-site within the facilities, but within the 
Boyle Heights community. For this reason, among others, SCAQMD staff followed the 
approach in PR 415, which represents the most effective method to control odors from 
rendering operations. Implementation of PR 415 will result in a reduction of odors in the 
Boyle Heights community.  

Regarding the comment that enclosures are the only method of addressing the odor issue, 
the intent of PR 415 is to capture and control odors from rendering operations. While 
BMPs would help to reduce odors, BMPs by themselves do not represent the best control 
that can reasonably be achieved for odors. Staff concludes that more effective controls for 
odors from rendering facilities are to enclose the operations that generate odors within a 
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closed system or total enclosure (such as a building), keep the enclosure under negative 
pressure to contain odors within the enclosure, and vent those odors to control equipment 
(or by using an unventilated permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving, 
provided a secondary odor containment method is used at each enclosure opening). The 
approach taken for PR 415 is based on research of existing rendering operations to 
determine the current and accepted practices for operating a rendering facility within an 
urban area. The accepted practices include permanent total enclosures, maintaining that 
enclosure under negative pressure, and venting the enclosure. This same standard of 
operation is used in other areas by at least two of the companies that operate rendering 
facilities within Vernon.  

Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption, discusses the businesses and activities 
regulated by the Agricultural Code. The BMPs are defined in paragraphs (e)(1) to (12). 
They are meant to be ongoing and applicable to existing and new rendering facilities. 
BMPs are cost-effective methods to reduce rendering odors and prevent nuisance-level 
odors. SCAQMD staff is available to meet and discuss any questions the facilities may 
have regarding these requirements and their applicability.  

Regarding the legal justification for requiring rendering facilities to implement odor 
BMPs in the absence of a public nuisance NOV and all related appeals and judicial 
proceedings, refer to Response 3.0-3 and Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt 
and Enforce. For the reasons outlined in these responses, SCAQMD has the authority to 
regulate odors from rendering facilities and require BMPs to reduce rendering odors. 
There is no such authority granted by the Food and Agriculture Code. 
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Response 3.3-17 

Facilities that meet the closed system standards under paragraph (f)(3) are not required to 
submit applications for a permanent total enclosure for the closed system. A rendering 
facility has the option of operating within a closed system or a permanent total enclosure. 
However, raw rendering material receiving must be conducted within a permanent total 
enclosure but may meet the alternative requirement under paragraph (f)(5), or be moved 
into a permanent total enclosure within 60 minutes after the end of material delivery. This 
requirement is set out in PR 415(e)(2) Delivery of Raw Rendering Materials. 
Additionally, under subparagraph (d)(1)(D), within six months from the date of adoption 
of PR 415, rendering facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction are required to submit a 
letter of intent to the Executive Officer to select whether they will enclose or operate in a 
closed system. 

Regarding whether existing facilities already have enclosed systems, refer to the detailed 
Enclosures discussion provided in the Final Staff Report. As noted in this section of the 
Staff Report, and based on SCAQMD staff’s site visits to the rendering facilities, only 
one facility has a completely enclosed raw material receiving operation. Two rendering 
facilities have partial enclosures around the receiving area. A fourth facility has an 
asphalt/concrete slab, where raw materials are directly deposited, with no covering. Four 
of the facilities had at least partially enclosed cooking and fat processing areas, consisting 
of a roof with one or more walls. One facility had an enclosure around the wastewater 
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treatment area. The other three rendering facilities have open wastewater treatment 
processes that would need to be enclosed. 

Specific to the Baker facility, existing operation in the main processing building is not 
considered a closed system. During a site visit in April 2015, SCAQMD staff noted 
several pieces of equipment that are not closed, including two inclined screw conveyors 
as well as a hopper feeding the grinder. These would need to be enclosed in order to 
consider the conveying, grinding, cooking and post-cooking processing equipment in the 
main building a closed system. Paragraph (f)(3) defines the standards for a closed system. 
Subparagraph (f)(2)(D) defines acceptable exterior wall materials from which a 
permanent total enclosure may be constructed. Notwithstanding the materials used in 
construction, the receiving area must be enclosed, including the receiving pit from which 
the screw conveyors move material toward processing equipment. 

 

 

 

Response 3.3-18 

The time frame for construction under subdivision (d) allows between two and four years 
for construction of the permanent total enclosures at existing facilities. This timing is 
sufficient to conduct all necessary steps to construct an enclosure and 90 days to develop 
an effective OMP after notification by the Executive Officer, as allowed under paragraph 
(d)(2) is sufficient. A facility has 30 days under paragraph (d)(3) to submit a specific 
cause analysis to SCAQMD. The intent of this requirement is that after a facility is 
notified of a confirmed odor event, facility personnel begin the analysis within a short 
period of time while details of the circumstances surrounding the confirmed odor event 
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are fresh. Refer to Master Response 7, Building Codes. Modifications have been made to 
PR 415 to provide for a one-time extension for up to one year to complete construction of 
a permanent total enclosure and applicable ventilation and odor control system under 
subparagraph (d)(1)(F). This subparagraph is added as a result of staff’s good faith efforts 
to account for unforeseeable circumstances that delay the construction of permanent total 
enclosures which may be outside the facilities’ control. 

  

 

 

Response 3.3-19 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. SCAQMD staff has conducted multiple on-
site inspections of rendering facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction and has observed 
through these inspections that the wastewater treatment systems at the facilities are a 
substantial source of odors. During on-site inspections, SCAQMD staff detected 
rendering odors coming from wastewater treatment systems that have the potential to 
create odor nuisances in the surrounding community, especially when combined with 
odors from other rendering operations and from nearby rendering facilities. Although the 
SCAQMD is concerned that rendering odors from wastewater treatment systems are 
affecting the residents of Boyle Heights, there are other surrounding commercial and 
residential areas in addition to Boyle Heights that have been impacted by rendering 
odors. In addition to the residents of Boyle Heights, SCAQMD has conducted public 
workshops on PR 415 where residents of Commerce, Maywood, and areas of East Los 
Angeles outside Boyle Heights have complained about rendering odors. PR 415 is 
intended to reduce the potential for nuisance-level odors not just in Boyle Heights but 
also in all commercial and residential areas surrounding the rendering facilities. 
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Response 3.3-20 

The odor complaint contact sign requirement has been moved to subdivision (i). 
SCAQMD staff has conducted public workshops on PR 415 where residents and workers 
from the housing and commercial development areas surrounding the rendering facilities 
have stated that they were not aware of whom they should call if they smelled odors they 
believed were coming from the rendering facilities. Therefore, the odor complaint contact 
sign is an important element of PR 415, because it informs affected workers at the 
commercial businesses in Vernon and members from the communities surrounding 
Vernon of who to call for nuisance odors. This is especially important for people who do 
not understand that SCAQMD has jurisdiction over nuisance odors. Under the odor 
complaint contact sign content requirements of paragraph (i)(1), a facility is obligated 
only to specify 1-800-CUT-SMOG as the primary contact for odor complaints. The name 
of the facility is requirement, but a facility contact is not required, only optional.  
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Response 3.3-21 

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 
3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-16, and 3.1-26 for a discussion on odor complaints and PR 415’s pro-
active approach to reducing rendering odors. Enforcement action under PR 402 can only 
be taken after SCAQMD receives and verifies a sufficient number of complaints from the 
public. Moreover, because there are several rendering facilities located within a relatively 
small area, in some cases the odors cannot be attributed to one specific facility and indeed 
are likely contributed to by several of the facilities. Rule 402 does not contain any 
requirements to reduce odors from new and existing rendering facilities. In addition, Rule 
402 does not establish minimum standards to prevent or minimize odors. Rule 402 is 
reactive, where PR 415 is proactive in terms of preventing or minimizing odors. 

Regarding the comment that the 180-day provision for confirmed odor events conflicts 
with Civil Code Section 3480, the comment does not explain the purported conflict with 
this Civil Code section. That section refers to a public nuisance being one which affects 
at the same time a considerable number of persons or the public. The commenter 
apparently refers to the 180-day time period in which multiple Confirmed Odor Events 
will trigger an OMP, and contends that these events do not occur “at the same time.” 
SCAQMD is not redefining a public nuisance through this rule, but instead is requiring 
an OMP when a series of Confirmed Odor Events (which each must have three separate 
verified complaints) establishes that the facility has an elevated likelihood of causing an 
odor nuisance. Rule 415 requires reasonable preventative measures to ensure, to the 
extent feasible, that such nuisances do not occur. 

Regarding the comment that SCAQMD lacks authority to impose an OMP, refer to 
Response 3.0-3 and Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce, for a 
discussion of SCAQMD’s authority. 
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Response 3.3-22 

Refer to Master Response 1, Authority to Adopt and Enforce. The installation of an odor 
complaint contact sign at rendering facilities and covering of incoming transport vehicles 
is not unlawful. H&SC Section 41508 grants SCAQMD authority to regulate odors, 
which includes the adoption of PR 415, which imposes requirements that are stricter than 
those set forth in H&SC Section 41700. SCAQMD staff has conducted multiple on-site 
inspections of rendering facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction and has observed 
through these inspections that the rendering materials at the plants are a substantial 
source of these odors (refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors). H&SC Section 
40000 provides SCAQMD with the primary responsibility for control of air pollution 
from rendering facilities and all other sources except emissions from motor vehicles 
located in their jurisdiction. Rendering materials at the plants are a substantial source of 
odors, and odors are an air pollutant under H&SC section 39013. PR 415’s regulation of 
odors from raw rendering materials from trucks leaving their facilities within 
SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is within SCAQMD’s authority both because it is a regulation of 
the rendering facility’s operations, and because odors emanating from rendering materials 
in trucks are not “emissions from motor vehicles” within the meaning of Section 40000, 
which was intended to give the California Air Resources Board exclusive authority to 
establish standards which motor vehicle engines in California must meet.  

Additionally, all trucks are required to be tarped prior to entry to the rendering facility, 
whether they are owned by the facility or a third-party transporter. Odors from trucks can 
be more than “fleeting, minor and not a nuisance”. The requirements of PR 415, 
including the permanent total enclosure or closed system standards and BMPs, taken as a 
whole, will reduce the potential for public nuisance in Vernon and the surrounding 
communities. This includes covering of trucks.  

Furthermore, although SCAQMD staff is concerned that rendering odors from rendering 
facilities are affecting the residents of Boyle Heights, there are other surrounding 
commercial and residential areas in addition to Boyle Heights that have been impacted by 
rendering odors (refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors). In addition to the 
residents of Boyle Heights, SCAQMD has conducted public meetings on PR 415 where 
residents of Commerce, Maywood, and areas of East Los Angeles outside Boyle Heights 
have complained about rendering odors. PR 415 is intended to reduce the potential for 
nuisance-level odors not just in Boyle Heights but also in other commercial and 
residential areas surrounding the rendering facilities. 
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Response 3.3-23 

The requirements for a permanent total enclosure are listed in paragraph (f)(2). Paragraph 
(e)(9) requires that raw rendering materials be transferred between permanent total 
enclosures from a transport vehicle or a closed system of conveyance or by covered 
containers, such that material does not remain outside of a permanent total enclosure for 
more than 60 minutes after the end of material delivery (paragraph (e)(2)). The current 
version of PR 415 requires covered containers, not sealed, odor tight containers.  

Regarding the comment of evidence showing that the raw rendering material receiving 
areas are the source of odors in Boyle Heights, the requirements of PR 415, including the 
permanent total enclosure or closed system standards and BMPs, taken as a whole, will 
reduce the potential for public nuisance in Vernon and the surrounding communities. This 
includes the BMP for raw material receiving. Although SCAQMD is concerned that 
rendering odors from rendering facilities are affecting the residents of Boyle Heights, 
there are other surrounding commercial and residential areas in addition to Boyle Heights 
that have been impacted by rendering odors (refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance 
Odors). In addition to the residents of Boyle Heights, SCAQMD has conducted public 
meetings on PR 415 where residents of Commerce, Maywood, and areas of East Los 
Angeles outside Boyle Heights have complained about rendering odors. PR 415 is 
intended to reduce the potential for nuisance-level odors not just in Boyle Heights but 
also in other commercial and residential areas surrounding the rendering facilities. 
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Response 3.3-24 

Refer to Response 3.1-24 for the discussion of water consumption from the washing 
activities. The washing requirements are in paragraphs (e)(3), (e)(4), (e)(10), and (e)(11). 
Under Title 3, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 1180.35, the Department 
of Food and Agriculture already requires vehicles used to transport carcasses and 
packinghouse waste to be washed to prevent the spread of disease and creation of 
nuisances. 

Regarding the comment on PR 415 (e)(13)-(14), under the current version of the rule 
language dated October 3, 2017, there are a total of 12 BMPs. BMP (e)(13)-(14) have 
been removed. It should be noted that SCAQMD staff has worked with the facilities to 
make changes to PR 415 that have resulted in a reduction in water use compared to what 
was analyzed in the Draft EA (refer to Table P-3 in the Final EA).  

Regarding the comment of reducing odors in Boyle Heights, as stated above, the 
requirements of PR 415, including the permanent total enclosure or closed system 
standards and BMPs including the washing BMPs, taken as a whole, will reduce the 
potential for public nuisance in Vernon and the surrounding communities. Refer to 
Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. 

Furthermore, SCAQMD staff has conducted multiple on-site inspections of the rendering 
facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction and has observed through these inspections that 
the rendering materials at these facilities are a substantial source of odors. H&SC Section 
40000 provides SCAQMD with the primary responsibility for control of air pollution 
from all sources other than emissions from motor vehicles. The limitations on controlling 
air pollution from motor vehicles is a limitation on establishing motor vehicle emission 
standards—so-called tailpipe standards—under section 209 of the Clean Air Act. 
Rendering materials at the plants are a significant source of odors. Air pollutants include 
“odors” under H&SC Section 39013. PR 415’s regulation of odors from raw rendering 
materials from trucks leaving their plants within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is within 
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SCAQMD’s authority. Refer to Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and 
Enforce. 

 

 

 
Response 3.3-25 

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and Master Response 5, Nuisance 
Odors. The holding time of incoming raw rendering materials in paragraph (e)(5) is 
intended to reduce the time that raw rendering materials will enter a permanent total 
enclosure or a closed system, thereby reducing odors from accumulation of raw materials 
over an extended period of time.  

Regarding the comment of reducing odors in Boyle Heights, the requirements of PR 415, 
including the enclosure or closed system standards and all of the BMPs, taken as a whole, 
will reduce the potential for public nuisance in Vernon and the surrounding communities. 
This includes the BMP for holding time of raw rendering materials prior to the enclosure 
standard becoming effective. 
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Response 3.3-26 

The requirement to repair the raw rendering material receiving area is one of a number of 
BMPs that will reduce the potential for fugitive odors generated from rendering facilities. 
Potholes that hold standing water with a surface area greater than one square foot are 
required to be repaired under this BMP. The intent of this BMP is to prevent standing 
water that can allow odorous bacteria to multiply. When SCAQMD staff visited the 
Baker facility in April 2015, no potholes were noted in the raw material receiving area 
that met the criteria in paragraph (e)(6). The concrete in the receiving area appeared to be 
durable. This BMP is to ensure that the receiving area will be maintained in similar 
condition. Refer to Response 3.1-28 for the discussion of water consumption from the 
washing activities. 

SCAQMD has authority to require rendering operations to take reasonable steps to reduce 
odor emissions, including those that may emanate from bacterial activity in standing 
water, which is under SCAQMD’s authority to regulate air pollution from all sources 
except emissions from motor vehicles. H&SC Section 40000. Refer to Master Response 
1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce. 

Regarding the comment of reducing odors in Boyle Heights, refer to Response 3.3-25. 
The requirements of PR 415 and all of the BMPs, taken as a whole, will reduce the 
potential for public nuisance in Vernon and the surrounding communities. This includes 
the BMP to repair potholes to prevent growth and accumulation of odorous bacteria. With 
regard to the ability of bacteria to cause odors, refer to Science Daily, “Bacteria Can 
Have a ‘Sense of Smell.” (August 17, 2010): 

Bacteria are well-known to be the cause of some of the most repugnant smells on 
earth (Assessed at:  
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/08/100816095719.htm) 

With regard to bacteria causing odors in rendering operations, refer to A.C. Stern, ed., 
Sources of Air Pollution and Their Control, Vol. III, Food and Feed Industries (1968): 

Localized odor problems of an objectionable nature are related to transportation 
and storage of the raw material. Bacterial decomposition of animal tissue begins 
at the death of the animal and putrefaction progresses rapidly with time and 
elevated temperatures. Just dumping of a “ripe” load of offal can create a problem 
(Id. at 282). 
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Regarding lack of evidence that odors due to bacteria in standing water have reached 
Boyle Heights, BMPs are cost effective ways to prevent rendering odors from affecting 
residents and businesses in Boyle Heights. Just like the BMPs discussed in Response 3.3-
22 and Response 3.3-25, this BMP to repair the outside raw material receiving areas will 
contribute towards rendering odors reduction from reaching a nuisance level. Refer to 
Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. 

With regard to SCAQMD’s authority to regulate odors from bacteria and standing water, 
refer to Response 3.0-3 and Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce.  

Regarding the timing of the obligation to repair conditions in the outside raw material 
receiving areas creating standing water where raw materials touch the ground, the 
obligation to make repairs is ongoing. 

 

 

 

Response 3.3-27 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, and Responses 3.3-22, 3.3-25, and 3.3-26 
with respect to the intent for implementing all of the BMPs as a whole to reduce 
rendering odors. It should be noted that paragraph (e)(9) requires cooked rendering 
materials with a batch cooker and that the odor-tight requirement is modified to say 
covered container (refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA). 
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Response 3.3-28 

Washdown of the receiving area is a BMP under PR 415 (e)(10). Cleaning Floor Drains is 
a BMP under PR 415 (e)(11). BMP (e)(12) is an alternative BMP. Similarly, there is no 
BMP under (e)(14). Refer to Response 3.1-24 with respect to the washing activities under 
PR 415. With regard to how the washdown of a receiving area will reduce odors in Boyle 
Heights, refer to Responses 3.3-22, 3.3-25, 3.3-26, and 3.3-27. Additionally, SCAQMD 
staff has worked with the facilities to make changes to PR 415 including, an exemption 
for trap grease unloading operations (paragraph (l)(8)). 

  

 

 

Response 3.3-29 

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and Master Response 6, 
Methodology. The requirements for a permanent total enclosure is specified in 
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subdivision (f). After review of rendering operations in other states as well as other 
jurisdictions within California to determine the current and accepted practices for 
operating a rendering facility within an urban area, staff concluded that the accepted 
standard for operating a rendering facility in an urban area includes: enclosure of odorous 
operations, maintaining that enclosure under negative pressure, and venting that 
enclosure to odor control equipment. This same standard of operation is used at least at 
three of the other facilities owned by Baker outside of Vernon around the nation, while 
Baker continues to deny the same standard of operation to the communities and workers 
surrounding the Vernon rendering facility. In a review of other rendering operations, 
nationally, staff was unable to find a single example of a rendering facility in an urban 
area operating an open-air rendering process such as Baker currently operates in Vernon. 

As discussed in Master Response 3 and Master Response 6, the requirements of PR 415, 
including the enclosure or closed system standards and BMPs, taken as a whole, will 
reduce the potential for public nuisance in Vernon and the surrounding communities. This 
includes the permanent total enclosure standards in PR 415. Although SCAQMD is 
concerned that rendering odors from Baker and the nearby rendering facilities are 
affecting the residents of Boyle Heights, there are other surrounding commercial and 
residential areas in addition to Boyle Heights that have been impacted by rendering odors 
(refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors). In addition to the residents of Boyle 
Heights, SCAQMD has conducted public meetings on PR 415 where residents of 
Commerce, Maywood, and areas of East Los Angeles outside Boyle Heights have 
complained about rendering odors. PR 415 is intended to reduce the potential for 
nuisance-level odors not just in Boyle Heights but also in other commercial and 
residential areas surrounding the rendering facilities. 

Regarding the comment that SCAQMD should “bare the risk if the enclosure does not 
perform as required”, under section 818.4 of the Government Code, commonly referred 
to as the California Tort Claims Act, a public entity is not liable for an injury caused by 
the issuance or denial of, or by the failure or refusal to issue or deny any permit, 
approval, or similar authorization where the public entity or an employee of the public 
entity is authorized by enactment to determine whether or not such authorization should 
be issued or denied. Elson v. Public Utilities Commission (1975) 51 Cal.App.3d 577, 
587-588. Therefore, the decisions by SCAQMD in permitting an enclosure, including the 
selection of enclosure material, are immune from suit under California law. 
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Response 3.3-30 

With respect to the requirement for a closed system, refer to Response 3.3-10. A “closed 
system” ends at the point where odorous solids, liquids or vapors contained within the 
closed system first come into contact with the air. The phrase “to the maximum extent 
possible” is included in subparagraph (f)(3)(A). The use of this phrase does not make the 
requirement vague and ambiguous, and does not grant unlawful discretion to SCAQMD 
staff. The minimum standards to minimize air leakage and contain odors in a closed 
system are specified in subparagraph (f)(3)(A) through (H) and SCAQMD staff cannot 
determine what constitutes “to the maximum extent possible” without any standards.  

H&SC Section 40482 provides, in relevant part, that any power, duty, purpose, function, 
or jurisdiction, which the SCAQMD Board may lawfully delegate is conclusively 
presumed to have been delegated to the executive officer unless it is shown that the 
SCAQMD Board, by affirmative vote recorded in its minutes, specifically has reserved 
the particular power, duty, purpose, function, or jurisdiction for its own purpose. PR 415 
causes an illegal delegation only if it is one the Board cannot make because it is 
unconstitutional. An unconstitutional delegation of legislative power occurs when a 
legislative body confers upon an administrative agency unrestricted authority to make 
fundamental policy decisions. Golightly v. Molina (2014) 229 Cal.App.4th 1501, 1516 
(citing Samples v. Brown (2007) 146 Cal.App.4th 787, 804) (See Response 3.3-12, 
above). According to the court in Golightly, the nondelegation doctrine serves “to assure 
that ‘truly fundamental issues [will] be resolved by the Legislature’ and that a ‘grant of 
authority [is] ... accompanied by safeguards adequate to prevent its abuse.’ [Citations.] 
This doctrine rests upon the premise that the legislative body must itself effectively 
resolve the truly fundamental issues. It cannot escape responsibility by explicitly 
delegating that function to others or by failing to establish an effective mechanism to 
assure the proper implementation of its policy decisions.” (Kugler v. Yocum (1969) 69 
Cal.2d 371, 376–377.) 
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The determination whether a closed system contains odors within the system to the 
maximum extent possible does not authorize or require SCAQMD staff to make 
fundamental policy decisions. The definition requires the staff to evaluate whether the 
facility’s closed system meets the minimum standards set out in paragraph (f)(3). There is 
discretion involved in this task; however, it does not involve policy choices. Therefore, 
these activities do not involve an unconstitutional delegation. 

Regarding the comment of air gaps causing odors in Boyle Heights, the requirements of 
PR 415, including the enclosure or closed system standards and BMPs, when taken as a 
whole will reduce the potential for public nuisance in Vernon and the surrounding 
communities. This includes the closed system standards, requiring small air gaps to be 
sealed (subparagraph (f)(3)(E)). PR 415 is intended to reduce the potential for nuisance-
level odors not only in Boyle Heights, but also in other commercial and residential areas 
surrounding the rendering facilities. For a discussion of SCAQMD staff’s intent for 
implementing all of the BMPs, refer to Responses 3.3-22, 3.3-25, 3.3-26, 3.3-27, and 3.3-
28. 

 

 

 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

Page D1-614  

Response 3.3-31 

SCAQMD staff began the rulemaking process for PR 415 in spring 2013 and has worked 
in good faith with all of the affected rendering facilities to clarify and revise the scope of 
the rule, including applying standards.  

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. Regarding the comment of nitrogen and 
sulfur compounds causing odors in Boyle Heights, the requirements of PR 415, including 
the enclosure or closed system standards and BMPs, when taken as a whole will reduce 
the potential for public nuisance in Vernon and the surrounding communities. Although 
SCAQMD is concerned that rendering odors from Baker and the nearby rendering 
facilities are affecting the residents of Boyle Heights, there are other surrounding 
commercial and residential areas in addition to Boyle Heights that have been impacted by 
rendering odors. In addition to the residents of Boyle Heights, SCAQMD has conducted 
public meetings on PR 415 where residents of Commerce, Maywood, and areas of East 
Los Angeles outside Boyle Heights have complained about rendering odors. PR 415 is 
intended to reduce the potential for nuisance-level odors not only in Boyle Heights, but 
also in other commercial and residential areas surrounding the rendering facilities. 

180 days is a sufficient amount of time to have source testing protocols approved, as this 
is a standard length of time to allow under permitting for new equipment. The testing and 
analytical methods are specified in paragraph (f)(4). 

Regarding the comment that the issues raised in this comment should be addressed by 
SCAQMD in the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment, the SCAQMD staff has prepared 
the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment, which was included as a part of the Final Staff 
Report. The Staff Report in its entirely has been released for a 30-day public review and 
comment period beginning on July 14, 2015 and ending on August 12, 2015 prior to the 
SCAQMD Governing Board hearing currently scheduled for November 3, 2017. 

 

 

 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

 Page D1-615 

Response 3.3-32 

The OMP requirements in subdivision (h) do not presume an enclosure. In fact, the 
requirements of paragraphs (h)(1) and (h)(2) clearly bifurcate the submittal content of the 
OMP depending on whether an enclosure is present or not. 

 

 

 

Response 3.3-33 

Refer to Response 3.3-1 through 3.3-32 and Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, for a 
discussion on why the facility shutdown scenario is not foreseeable. 

 

 

 

Response 3.3-34 

Refer to Response 3.3-4 (above) for the discussion on the historic land uses surrounding 
the Vernon rendering facilities and Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption. 
Attachment 1 is an excerpt from the California Civil Code regarding nuisances and no 
response is necessary. 
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Response 3.3-35 

Refer to Response 3.3-5 for the reference of Attachment 2. Attachment 2 is local and 
State business licenses for the facility and no response is necessary. 

 

 

 

Response 3.3-36 

Refer to Response 3.3-5 for the reference of Attachment 3. Attachment 3 is the 
Department of Food and Agriculture license for the facility and no response is necessary. 

 

 

 
Response 3.3-37 

Refer to Response 3.3-5 for the reference of Attachment 4. Attachment 4 include the City 
of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Parcel Profile Reports for the affected sites 
and no response is necessary. 

  

 

 

Response 3.3-38 

Refer to Response 3.3-5 for the reference of Attachment 5 and Master Response 5, 
Nuisance Odors. Attachment 5 is the SCAQMD Facility Information Detail (FIND) 
database showing the last Notice of Violation (NOV) in 1997 and no response is 
necessary. 
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Response 3.3-39 

Refer to Response 3.3-5 for the reference of Attachment 6 and Master Response 5, 
Nuisance Odors. Attachment 6 is a letter from the City of Vernon Health & 
Environmental Control Department stating that there have not been any nuisance 
complaints for the rendering facilities.  

Refer to Master Response 1, Authority to Adopt and Enforce, and Master Response 8, 
Agricultural Preemption, regarding comments on SCAQMD’s authority to adopt PR 415 
and that PR 415 conflicts with California Civil Law, respectively.  

 

 

 

Response 3.3-40 

Refer to Response 3.3-8 for the reference of Attachment 7. Attachment 7 is an excerpt 
from the SCAQMD 2012 Ambient Measurements of Air Toxic Pollutants at Resurrection 
Catholic School in Boyle Heights. Rendering odors are not comparable to odors from 
toxic air contaminants. Given the distinctive odor from rendering operations, emissions 
from the freeway, ports, and Exide Technologies cited in the study regarding toxic air 
contaminants are not likely to be mistaken for rending odors..  
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Response 3.3-41 

Refer to Response 3.3-8 for the reference of Attachment 8. Attachment 8 of is a map 
pinpointing the locations of Resurrection Church, Exide Technologies, and Baker 
Commodities. Given the distinctive nature of odors from rendering operations, emissions 
from the freeway, ports, and other facilities that generate toxic air are not likely to be 
mistaken for rendering odors. 

 

 

 

Response 3.3-42 

Refer to Response 3.3-9 for the reference of Attachment 9. Attachment 9 is a university 
paper on the characterization of odor nuisance. As identified in Master Response 5, 
Nuisance Odors, odors from rendering facilities are distinct, substantial, and 
unreasonable. 

 

 

 

Response 3.3-43 

Refer to Response 3.3-12 for the reference of Attachment 10. Attachment 10 is an excerpt 
of the workshop slides from the SCAQMD 2014 Governing Board Retreat on Select Case 
Studies Related to Odors/Public Nuisance. As discussed in Master Response 5, Nuisance 
Odors, odor events from rendering facilities in the city of Vernon have rarely resulted in 
violations under Rule 402 and H&SC Section 41700. PR 415 is a pro-active approach to 
addressing rendering odors with provisions designed to reduce odors before they rise to 
the level of a public nuisance, whereas existing statutes are solely reactive after the 
impact has occurred. 

 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

 Page D1-619 

 
 

Response 3.4-1 

Development of PR 415 resulted from comments and complaints received by affected 
members of the public, as well as an issue identified by the working group for the Clean 
Communities Plan (CCP) in the pilot study area of Boyle Heights. Odors from rendering 
facilities in Vernon (which include the Baker facility) was a key issue during discussions 
with residents in the Boyle Heights area during the CCP study work. The prevalence of 
odors from rendering facilities in Vernon, directly south of Boyle Heights, was of great 
concern to the working group affecting the quality of life in the area. SCAQMD staff has 
also personally experienced the unique and unmistakable rendering odors on many 
occasions when in the areas in and around Vernon and the surrounding communities. This 
concern led to SCAQMD’s development of PR 415 for reducing odors from all rendering 
facilities in Vernon. Compliance with Rule 415 applies to all existing and proposed 
facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction as defined in subdivision (b) upfront in the rule 
language. Furthermore, rendering facilities are subject to PR 415 irrespective of whether 
an affected facility has received a notice of violation for public nuisance in the past. 
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Response 3.4-2 

For the detailed reasons provided in Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, it is not 
expected that the requirements of PR 415 will cause any of the rendering facilities to shut 
down. Additionally, the comment does not include evidence to show that PR415 would 
increase the facility’s operation cost by $2.5 million, or result in a capital cost of $27 
million to comply with PR 415. Costs to comply with PR 415 have been included in the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment prepared by SCAQMD staff, which is included as a 
part of the Final Staff Report. The Staff Report in its entirely has been released for a 30-
day public review and comment period beginning on July 14, 2015 and ending on August 
12, 2015 prior to the SCAQMD Governing Board hearing currently scheduled for 
November 3, 2017. For example, the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment identifies 
affected facilities and presents the costs of new enclosures and the capital and operating 
costs of ventilation systems and odor control equipment or odors containment system as 
allowed under paragraph (f)(5). In addition, the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment 
presents the potential costs of best management practices, such as signage, covering of 
incoming trucks, and repair of outside rendering material receiving areas. The 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment also evaluates the employment impacts of PR 415 on 
the regional economy, including the potential impacts on small businesses. 

Regarding the comment about scientific method for tracing odors, SCAQMD staff 
considered a quantitative approach to assessing odors from rendering facilities early in 
the rule development for PR 415 (refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures 
and Master Response 6, Methodology). However, the current science and technology do 
not allow direct measurement of all the chemical compounds that make up odors. There 
are more than 100 chemical compounds that have been identified in rendering odors. 
Modeling requires input of an initial concentration for each chemical compound, which 
may not be possible to obtain. Many of these compounds do not currently have 
established methods for collection, speciation, and analysis. Many do not currently have 
established odor detection thresholds. For these reasons, it is not currently possible to 
identify the exact chemical makeup of rendering odors using existing science and the 
present state of technology. Therefore, it is not currently possible to establish initial 
concentrations for modeling or development of an emissions inventory. However, as test 
methods develop and the science of odor measurement evolves, it may be possible to 
conduct measurements, quantification, and modeling of odors in the future. 
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Response 3.4-3 

For the detailed reasons provided in Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, it is not 
expected that the requirements of PR 415 will cause any of the rendering facilities to shut 
down. Additionally, changes to PR 415 have occurred since circulation of the Draft EA, 
which allows a rendering facility to accept additional materials from another rendering 
facility in the event that rendering equipment is broken down or for performing 
emergency rendering services. Refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA for the changes.  

Furthermore, Section 20890, Title 27, California Code of Regulations (CCR), provides 
that dead animals may be landfilled if allowed by local regulations and shall be covered 
immediately or at a frequency approved by the Enforcement Agency. Section 20760, Title 
27, CCR, further states that each disposal site shall be operated and maintained so as not 
to create a public nuisance. Currently, there is not a landfill in Los Angeles County that is 
permitted to landfill dead animal carcasses at their site unless it is due to an emergency. 
However, rendering operations within the South Coast Basin are not expected to cease; 
and therefore, it would be speculative to assume that animal carcasses and parts would be 
diverted to landfills. 

Regarding the comment about increased costs for consumers, and loss of jobs, 
productivity and revenue, please refer to the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment. PR 415 
will not cause a loss of jobs, productivity, and revenues. PR 415 is intended to reduce 
rendering odors, not to cease rendering operations. The indirect effects associated with 
facility closure are considered speculative and not foreseeable because it would require 
an analysis of hypothetical conditions, and the EA is not obligated to evaluate these types 
of indirect impacts. 
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Response 3.4-4 

Regarding the comment about SCAQMD’s determination that rendering facilities are the 
cause of odors in the Boyle Heights community, refer to Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 
3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-16, 3.1-26, 3.4-1 and Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors.  

 

Regarding the monitoring study authored by Dr. Fine, this study was conducted to 
evaluate toxic air contaminant concentrations at Resurrection Church. The study was not 
conducted to evaluate odors, including those from rendering facilities, and any 
extrapolation of the study findings to odors from rendering operations are out of context 
with that study and are not relevant.  

 

With regard to inventorying the area to identify other possible sources of sulfur 
compounds, refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, Master Response 6, 
Methodology, and Response 3.4-2, above. Additionally, the current proposal of PR 415 
does not target sulfur or any other compounds. Although reduced sulfur compounds are a 
component of odors generated during cooking and wastewater treatment at rending 
facilities, PR 415 merely establishes hydrogen sulfide (H2S) as one of two marker 
compounds that are used to evaluate the control efficiency of an odor control device.  
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Furthermore, SCAQMD staff has personally experienced odors emanating from the 
rendering facilities subject to this rule and found that they are distinct and different from 
the types of odors one experiences from non-rendering businesses and sources. Odors 
(and its related compounds) created by rendering facilities are not likely attributable to 
other sources (refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors). The analysis of the Draft EA 
was very specific to odors from rendering facilities, which as noted above are very 
distinct. The Draft EA adequately analyzed the potential impacts related to odors from 
rendering facilities, and it considered odors from all rendering facilities in the study area. 

  

 
 

Response 3.4-5 

Although there may be other odorous industrial and commercial operations in Vernon in 
addition to rendering facilities and various mobile sources such as freeways and rail 
yards, the smell of rendering is distinctive and unmistakable, and odors created by 
rendering facilities are not likely attributable to other sources. In particular, the odors 
from decaying organic raw materials, cooking of animal carcasses and parts, cooker 
condensate, as well as other sources of wastewater containing fats, oils and greases are 
distinctive, unmistakable and offensive to many in the communities surrounding the city 
of Vernon. SCAQMD staff has also personally experienced the unique and unmistakable 
rendering odors on many occasions when in the areas in and around Vernon and the 
surrounding communities. 

Regarding the comment that SCAQMD pre-selected the culprits for regulation under PR 
415, refer to Response 3.4-1, Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and Master 
Response 5, Nuisance Odors.  

Regarding the comment about inventorying all potential sources, refer to Response 3.4-4.  



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

Page D1-624  

Regarding the comment that PR 415 will not result in a decrease in odor impacts on the 
Boyle Heights community, SCAQMD staff believes, in good faith, that this is not the case 
and that PR 415 will be effective in reducing odors from rendering facilities. 
Implementation of PR 415 would require rendering facilities to implement BMPs and 
would require processes with the greatest potential for generation of off-site odors to be 
enclosed or in a closed system. The odor BMPs in PR 415 are achieved in practice and 
reasonable measures that would result in odor reductions from rendering facilities. 
Implementation of PR 415 would minimize odors from rendering facilities through a 
combination of odor capture by enclosing odor-generating processes or in a closed 
system, odor control by venting odorous air from within enclosures to odor control 
equipment, and BMPs. To provide sufficient flexibility, PR 415 allows an unventilated 
permanent total enclosure for raw material receiving, provided a secondary odor 
containment method is used at each enclosure opening. Based on the totality of the 
requirements in the rule, implementation of PR 415 will result in a reduction of odors in 
the Boyle Heights community. 

 

 
 

Response 3.4-6 

Refer to Master Response 8, Agricultural Preemption. PR 415 is not an attack (either 
direct or indirect) on the agricultural industry. SCAQMD staff understands the 
importance of rendering facilities. As noted in Response 3.4-1, the prevalence of odors 
from rendering facilities in Vernon, directly south of Boyle Heights, was of great concern 
to the working group affecting the quality of life in the area. SCAQMD staff has also 
experienced the unique and unmistakable rendering odors on many occasions when in the 
areas in and around Vernon and the surrounding communities. This concern led to 
SCAQMD development of PR 415 for reducing odors from all rendering facilities in 
Vernon. The purpose of PR 415 is to reduce odors from facilities rendering animals and 
animal parts, and not to attack the agricultural industry.  
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SCAQMD staff has conducted multiple on-site inspections of the rendering facilities 
within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, and has observed through these inspections that the 
rendering facilities are a substantial source of odors. SCAQMD staff has detected 
rendering odors during on-site inspections, and those odors have the potential to create 
odor nuisances in the surrounding community, especially when the odors from nearby 
rendering facilities are combined.  

Regarding the comment about no scientific proof of wrongdoing, refer to Response 3.4-4 
and Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures and Master Response 6, Methodology. 

Regarding SCAQMD’s legal authority of taking action under PR 415, refer to Master 
Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce. PR 415 is a reasonable and proper use 
of the SCAQMD’s regulatory authority. 

Regarding the comment that SCAQMD is pre-empted by Civil Code section 3428.6, see 
Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce, and Master Response 8, 
Agricultural Preemption. By its terms, Civil Code Section 3482.6 would not apply to 
SCAQMD’s adoption or implementation of PR 415. First, PR 415 falls within an 
exemption to Section 3482.6 created by 3482.6(c). Subdivision (c) of Section 3482.6 
states: 

(c) This section does not supersede any other provision of law, except provisions 
of this part, if the agricultural processing activity, operation, facility, or 
appurtenances thereof, constitute a nuisance, public or private, as specifically 
defined or described in the provision. 

Pursuant to subdivision (c), Section 3482.6 does not preempt PR 415 because the rule: (1) 
is another provision of law; (2) that is not a provision of Division 4, Part 3, of the Civil 
Code; (3) that specifically describes rendering facilities and the measures that they must 
undertake to avoid constituting a nuisance. 

Further, 3482.6(d) exempts PR 415 from the Section 3482.6 agricultural processing 
preemption. Subdivision (d) of section 3482.6 states: 

(d) This section prevails over any contrary provision to any ordinance or 
regulation of any city, county, city and county, or other political subdivision of the 
state, except regulations adopted pursuant to Section 41700 of the Health and 
Safety Code as applied to agricultural processing activities, operations, facilities, 
or appurtenances thereof that are surrounded by housing or commercial 
development on January 1, 1993 (emphasis added). 
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PR 415 falls within this provision and is based on SCAQMD’s authority to regulate 
nuisance under Health and Safety Code Section 41700.  

Regarding the comment on NOVs and Rule 402, refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance 
Odors, and Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-16, and 3.1-26 for a 
discussion on odor complaints and PR 415’s pro-active approach to reducing rendering 
odors. 

 

 
 

Response 3.4-7 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors and Response 3.4-1. Additionally, 
responses and clarifications to many of the issues and concerns raised can be found in the 
Final Staff Report and Socioeconomic Impact Assessment (included as a part of the Staff 
Report) prepared by SCAQMD staff, which have been released for a 30-day public 
review and comment period beginning on July 14, 2015 and ending on August 12, 2015 
prior to the SCAQMD Governing Board hearing currently scheduled for November 3, 
2017. Furthermore, revisions were made to PR 415 in response to various comments, 
concerns and issues raised by the public (refer to Table P-1 in the Final EA).  

 

 
 
Response 3.4-8 

The attachment is an excerpt from the SCAQMD 2012 Ambient Measurements of Air 
Toxic Pollutants at Resurrection Catholic School in Boyle Heights. The excerpt 
highlights passages regarding the predominant sources of toxic air contaminants. Refer to 
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Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, and Response 3.4-4, which references this 
attachment. 
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Response 3.4-9 

The attachment is a map pinpointing potential odor sources in the Boyle Heights 
neighborhood. Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, Response 3.3-8, Response 
3.3-41, and Response 3.4-4, which references this attachment.  
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Response 3.4-10 

The attachment is an excerpt from the California Civil Code regarding nuisance and 
agricultural operations. Refer to Response 3.3-34, Master Response 8, Agricultural 
Preemption, and Response 3.4-6, which references this attachment. 
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Response 3.5-1 

SCAQMD staff understands that rendering is an important and beneficial service. 
However, as identified in Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce, 
SCAQMD has an obligation under the Health and Safety Code to adopt such rules as may 
be necessary and proper to regulate air pollution from all sources, including odors.  

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. SCAQMD staff has worked with the 
affected facilities to include various changes to the scope and requirements of PR 415 to 
allow the affected facilities flexibility in ensuring compliance with PR 415. SCAQMD 
staff does not anticipate closure of the affected rendering facilities from implementation 
of PR 415. 

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and Master Response 6, Nuisance 
Odors. Rendering odors are distinctive. Odors created by rendering facilities are unlikely 
attributable to other sources. In particular, the odors from decaying organic raw materials, 
cooking of animal carcasses and parts, cooker condensate, as well as other sources of 
wastewater containing fats, oils and greases are distinctive, unmistakable, and offensive 
to many in the communities surrounding the City of Vernon.  

All comments received during the rulemaking process for PR 415 have been responded to 
in either the Staff Report or the Final EA.  

 

 

 

Response 3.5-2 

Refer to Response 3.3-12. The definition of a Confirmed Odor Event “means the 
occurrence of an odor resulting in three or more complaints by different individuals from 
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different addresses, and the source of the odor is verified by SCAQMD personnel trained 
in odor inspection techniques.” The definition of Confirmed Odor Event does not 
authorize or require SCAQMD staff to make fundamental policy decisions. The 
definition requires staff to respond to odor complaints and verify the source of the odors. 
Although there is some discretion involved in this task, it does not involve policy choices.  

A time frame is not specified for a confirmed odor event because a single event can last 
for an indeterminate length of time. If a time limit is specified in PR 415, SCAQMD 
compliance staff would be obligated to consider a new event at the conclusion of the time 
limit. For example, if a time limit of 24 hours is specified in PR 415 and 3 complaints are 
received and verified for this time period; if the odor event continues for more than 24 
hours, any complaints received and verified after this period would be counted towards 
another odor complaint event. 

Clarifying language is added to paragraph (c)(4) to say: “…and the source of the odor is 
verified by SCAQMD personnel trained in odor inspection techniques”. For an odor 
complaint to be verified by an SCAQMD compliance supervisor or manager, the 
inspector performs several sequential steps, which include: respond to the odor 
complaint; interview the complainant; detect the same odor as the complainant describes; 
and trace the odor back to a specific facility. Supervisory personnel receive the same 
training as inspectors with regard to verifying complaints. Therefore, SCAQMD’s odor 
inspection techniques are standard. 

  

 
 

Response 3.5-3 

Paragraph (f)(4) specifies the requirements for an odor control system. A permanent total 
enclosure or a closed system is designed to reduce odors. Further, best management 
practices (BMP) as specified under subdivision (e) are also intended to reduce rendering 
odors. The word “serving” means “required for” or “installed for” a permanent total 
enclosure within the meaning of paragraph (f)(4). Therefore, the definition is not vague 
and ambiguous.  
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Response 3.5-4 

Under PR 415, an Odor Generating Source is defined under paragraph (c)(14). It means a 
process at a rendering facility from which odors may be emitted, including raw material 
receiving, size reduction, cooking, separating and processing of cooked materials into fat 
commodities and protein commodities, and wastewater treatment. Refer to Master 
Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, regarding 
odors from rendering facilities in the surrounding community. Odors from rendering 
facilities are distinct, substantial, and objectionable. SCAQMD staff has conducted 
multiple on-site inspections of the rendering facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction and 
has observed through these inspections that the rendering facilities are a significant 
source of odors.  

 

 
 

Response 3.5-5 

BMPs are reasonable measures to reduce rendering odors. Some of the BMPs, such as the 
washdown of receiving area, are currently in practice, and the washing of outgoing 
transport vehicles is already required by existing regulations. The deadlines for all of the 
BMPs are the same, not different. 
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Response 3.5-6 

Refer to Response 3.1-30. Owners/operators of third-party trucks will have six months to 
become familiar with the requirements of paragraph (e)(1), Covering of Incoming 
Transport Vehicles. It is not likely that after going through the trouble of making a truck 
compliant with the covering requirements, a third-party owner or operator would choose 
to wait until arriving at the facility before covering an incoming load. 

The requirements of PR 415, including the enclosure or closed system standards and 
BMPs, when taken as a whole, will reduce the potential for public nuisance in Vernon 
and the surrounding communities. This includes covering of trucks (refer to Master 
Response 5, Nuisance Odors). 

 
 

Response 3.5-7 

Regarding the washing requirements and any consideration of California’s drought and 
limitation, refer to Response 3.1-24. A minimal amount of water would be required and 
BMPs would not interfere with any California water policies. Additionally, refer to 
SCAQMD staff’s intent for implementing all of the BMPs as discussed in Responses 3.3-
22, 3.3-25, 3.3-26, 3.3-27, and 3.3-28 

 
 

Response 3.5-8 

While PR 415 requirements will apply to all existing and new rendering facilities, good 
faith efforts were made during the rule development process to accommodate each 
existing facility’s needs and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure compliance. With 
respect to the holding time requirements for incoming raw rendering materials under 
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paragraph (e)(5), refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, Master Response 
5, Nuisance Odors, Response 3.3-24 and Response 3.3-25. The holding time requirement 
after the enclosure standard becomes effective is limited to 60 minutes from the end of 
material delivery under paragraph (e)(2), provided material is moved into the permanent 
total enclosure on a continuous basis during this 60-minute period. If a facility receives 
material right before the end of a shift, that material must be processed or stored in 
covered containers within the time period allowed under paragraphs (e)(2) and (e)(5), as 
applicable. 

The requirements of PR 415, including the enclosure or closed system standards and 
BMPs, when taken as a whole will reduce the potential for public nuisance in Vernon and 
the surrounding communities (refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors). This 
includes the BMP for holding time of raw rendering materials prior to the enclosure 
standard becoming effective.  

 

 
 

Response 3.5-9 

The Repair of Outside Raw Material Receiving Area BMP under paragraph (e)(6) has 
been clarified to limit repairs to the outside raw material receiving area where material 
touches the ground. Divots, cracks and potholes that hold standing water with a surface 
area greater than one square foot are required to be repaired under this BMP. Refer to 
Response 3.1-28. An estimate of costs to comply with the BMP is included as part of the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment within the Final 2017 Staff Report. 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. Washdown water in the raw material 
receiving area is a potential source of odors. 
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Response 3.5-10 

All BMPs are applicable to existing facilities within 90 days after rule adoption. Based on 
staff’s review of operation at affected facilities, 90 days is sufficient to implement the 
BMPs. If a facility is unable to meet the construction deadlines in subparagraph (d)(1)(C) 
due to conditions beyond its reasonable control such as delay in obtaining a permit from a 
wastewater agency, it may apply for a one-time extension under subparagraph (d)(1)(F) 
or petition for a variance before SCAQMD’s independent Hearing Board.  

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. Transported material is a potential source 
of odors. Based on feedback from the facilities, PR 415 was revised to replace odor-tight 
containers with covered containers.  

 

 
 

Response 3.5-11 

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, and Master Response 5, Nuisance 
Odors. Under Rule 402, enforcement action can only be taken after SCAQMD receives 
and verifies a sufficient number of complaints. Moreover, because there are several 
rendering facilities located within a relatively small area 34, in some cases the odors 
cannot be ascribed to one specific facility and indeed are likely contributed to by several 
of the facilities. As a result, it is often not possible to pinpoint a single facility as the 
source of rendering odors. Additionally, there could be multiple sources of odor that 
originate from rendering facilities such as raw rendering material, cooking of meat, non-
condensable vapors from cooker condensate, wastewater, and therefore multiple odor 
profiles from the various fugitive odors at each facility. Odors may also be different at the 

                                                 
34 Draft EA. Project Location. Page 1-4. 
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same facility depending on the materials being processed at the time and other factors. 
Processed materials may also change over time based on market demands. For these 
reasons, it is often not possible to verify odor complaints, and odor events from rendering 
facilities in the Vernon area rarely can be attributed to a specific individual rendering 
facility. Refer to Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-16, and 3.1-26 for the 
comment related to violation notices. 

Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, discusses the reasons why shutdown of affected 
facilities is not a foreseeable result of PR 415.  

If any facility were to make a business decision to cease its operations, that would not 
turn PR 415 into a taking under the Constitutional provisions cited. Refer to Response 
3.1-14. 

 

 
 

Response 3.5-12 

distinct, substantial, and objectionable. SCAMQD staff has been present at complainants’ 
locations and found that, in many cases, reasonable persons would be annoyed or 
disturbed by the odors. Additionally, staff has experienced substantial and unreasonable 
odors in the vicinity of the rendering facilities. 

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures. The approach taken for PR 415 is 
based on research of existing rendering operations to determine the current and accepted 
practices for operating a rendering facility within an urban area. The accepted practices 
include enclosure of odorous operations within a closed system or total enclosure (such 
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as a building), maintaining that enclosure under negative pressure, and venting that 
enclosure to odor control equipment. 

While PR 415 requirements will apply to all existing and new rendering facilities, good 
faith efforts were made during the rule development process to accommodate each 
existing facility’s needs and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure compliance. Changes 
to PR 415 include modifications to paragraph (f)(5) so that for the raw receiving area 
enclosure, facilities may elect the alternative permanent total enclosure requirement such 
as air curtain. Under subparagraph (f)(2)(E), SCAQMD has defined an Alternative 
Ventilation System Standard that would allow installation of air curtains so long as the 
odorous air doesn’t escape.  

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. With the changes to the rule language 
providing compliance flexibility, rendering facilities subject to the requirements of PR 
415 will continue to operate as they currently do. For example, modifications have been 
made to PR 415 to provide for a one-time time extension for up to one year to complete 
construction of a permanent total enclosure and applicable ventilation and odor control 
system. This was added as a result of SCAQMD staff’s good faith efforts to account for 
unforeseeable circumstances that delay the construction of permanent total enclosures 
which may be outside the facilities’ control. 

 

 
 

Response 3.5-13 

The Baker facility’s existing operation in the main processing building is not considered 
a closed system. During a site visit in April 2015, SCAQMD staff noted several pieces of 
equipment that are not closed, including two inclined screw conveyors as well as a 
hopper feeding the grinder. These would need to be enclosed in order to consider the 
conveying, grinding, cooking and post-cooking processing equipment in the main 
building a closed system. Paragraph (f)(3) defines the standards for a closed system, 
including sealing requirements. A screw conveyor that meets these minimum 
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requirements would be acceptable as part of a closed system. Subparagraph (f)(2)(D) 
defines acceptable materials from which a permanent total enclosure may be constructed. 
Notwithstanding the materials used in construction, the receiving area must be enclosed, 
including the receiving pit from which the screw conveyors move material toward 
processing equipment. Therefore, the closed system standards are clear in PR 415 and do 
not amount to an unlawful grant of authority to the Executive Officer or unfettered 
discretion. 

 

 

 

 
 

Response 3.5-14 

Based on a review of existing odor control systems, control efficiencies higher than 70% 
are achievable; however, the lower value of 70% in the literature was chosen to ensure an 
achievable control efficiency for organic compounds as well. It is likely that scrubber 
efficiencies for the two marker compounds addressed by PR 415 will be higher than 70%. 
EPA estimates that achievable emission reductions for inorganic gases from packed-bed 
scrubbers are over 95%. From EPA’s “Air Pollution Control Technology Fact Sheet” 
[EPA-452/F-03-015, available at:  
https://www3.epa.gov/ttnchie1/mkb/documents/fpack.pdf] 

Achievable Emission Limits/Reductions: 
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Inorganic Gases: Control device vendors estimate that removal efficiencies range 
from 95 to 99 percent. 

VOC: Removal efficiencies for gas absorbers vary for each pollutant-solvent 
system and with the type of absorber used. Most absorbers have removal 
efficiencies in excess of 90 percent, and packed-tower absorbers may achieve 
efficiencies greater than 99 percent for some pollutant-solvent systems. The 
typical collection efficiency range is from 70 to greater than 99 percent. 

The intent of using inorganic marker compounds (NH3 and H2S) is that they provide an 
indication of the control efficiency of nitrogen compounds and sulfur compounds 
respectively and methods for testing and analysis are readily available. Rendering odors 
also include VOC compounds, as shown in the Staff Report (refer to Master Response 5, 
Nuisance Odors). Although control efficiencies higher than 70% are achievable, the 
lower value of 70% in the literature was chosen to ensure an achievable control efficiency 
for organic compounds as well. 

As identified in Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, there are a large number of odorous 
compounds in rendering odors. 110 volatile compounds have been identified in rendering 
facility emissions, with about 25 contributing most noticeably to rendering facility odors. 

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures. PR 415 is consistent with existing 
technology- and BMP-based requirements in other states and countries that were 
implemented to protect the public health from odors. In addition, it is reflective of 
existing good industry practices and is a balanced approach given the nature of the 
existing local rendering facility operations. PR 415 will not only reduce odors in Boyle 
Heights but also in other impacted communities surrounding Vernon.  

Under PR 415, an OMP will be required only if a facility receives an NOV for public 
nuisance, or has three confirmed odor events within a 180-day period. Both triggers for 
OMP submittal are subject to odor complaint verification, requiring SCAQMD inspectors 
to verify six or more complaints in the case of an NOV, or three or more complaints over 
the course of three separate events in the case of confirmed odor events. The standard for 
triggering an OMP is therefore relatively high. If an OMP is triggered under either of 
these scenarios, it indicates that a rendering facility either is causing a public nuisance or 
has a high potential for doing so, and should do more to control odors. If the facility 
believes its plan was improperly disapproved, or had improper conditions imposed upon 
it, it has the right to appeal the plan action to SCAQMD’s independent Hearing Board 
under Rule 221(e). 
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Response 3.5-15 

During the rule development process for PR 415, SCAQMD staff consulted with 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (LACSD) to craft the exemption for 
wastewater enclosure. Based on the recommendations from the LACSD, SCAQMD 
developed the wastewater exemption which is based on sufficient dilution of rendering 
wastewater with other process water such that after mixing, the chemical oxygen demand 
(COD) is reduced to a sufficiently low level to minimize odors. Exemptions provided 
under subdivision (l) are available to all facilities that qualify under the stated criteria and 
are not favoring one facility over another. 

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown. While PR 415 requirements will apply to 
all existing and new rendering facilities, good faith efforts were made during the rule 
development process to accommodate each existing facility’s needs and provide 
sufficient flexibility. For example, paragraph (l)(2) provides an exemption for enclosures 
of the wastewater treatment operations. The ratio of dilution for wastewater has reduced 
since circulation of the Draft EA; and specifically identifies that process water and not 
clean water be used to dilute the rendering wastewater (PR 415 (l)(2)(B)(iii)). Refer to 
Table P-1 in the Final EA. 
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Response 3.5-16 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. Odors from rendering facilities are distinct, 
substantial, and objectionable. The need for odor control measures is further documented 
in Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures. PR 415 is a pro-active approach to 
addressing these odors with provisions designed to reduce odors before they rise to the 
level of a public nuisance, whereas existing statutes are solely reactive after the impact 
has occurred. 

Absence of rendering operations within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is hypothetical and 
supposes every existing rendering facility will not be able to operate under the 
requirements of PR 415. Such a scenario is not supported by the requirements of PR 415 
or the impacts on rendering facilities, as explained in Master Response 2, Facility 
Shutdown. 

With the changes to PR 415, rendering facilities subject to the requirements of PR 415 
will continue to operate as they currently do. Rendering operations within the South 
Coast Basin are not expected to cease and feedstock for biofuels is not expected to 
decrease because of the requirements included in PR 415. 
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Response 3.5-17 

As identified in Master Response 1, Authority to Adopt and Enforce, SCAQMD has an 
obligation under the Health and Safety Code to adopt such rules as may be necessary and 
proper to regulate air pollution from all sources, including odors. As identified in Master 
Response 3, Odor Control Measures, the goal of PR 415 is to establish standards for odor 
control.  

Refer to Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures. Rule 402 does not contain any 
requirements to reduce odors from new and existing rendering facilities. In addition, Rule 
402 does not establish minimum standards to prevent or minimize odors. PR 415 is a pro-
active approach to addressing these odors with provisions designed to reduce odors 
before they rise to the level of a public nuisance, whereas existing statutes are solely 
reactive after the impact has occurred. 

 

 
 

Response 3.5-18 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. The difficulty in tracing the odors to a 
specific facility does not mean that odors generated from rendering operations do not 
pose a problem to nearby communities. Instead, the difficulty in pinpointing one source 
in many cases results from the fact that the rendering facilities are located relatively near 
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one another. In many cases, it is likely that more than one facility is contributing to the 
odor. This creates the need to require all facilities to take reasonable measures to reduce 
odors emanating from their operations.  

Under Rule 402, enforcement action can only be taken after SCAQMD receives and 
verifies a sufficient number of complaints. Moreover, because there are several rendering 
facilities located within a relatively small area 35, in some cases the odors cannot be 
ascribed to one specific facility and indeed are likely contributed to by several of the 
rendering facilities. As a result, it is often not possible to pinpoint a single facility as the 
source of rendering odors. Additionally, there could be multiple sources of odors that 
originate from rendering facilities such as raw rendering material, cooking of meat, non-
condensable vapors from cooker condensate, wastewater, and therefore multiple odor 
profiles from the various fugitive odors at each facility. Odors may also be different at the 
same facility depending on the materials being processed at the time combined with other 
factors. Processed materials may also change over time based on market demands. For 
these reasons, it is often not possible to verify odor complaints and odor events to a 
specific individual rendering facility in the Vernon area. 

 

 
 

Response 3.5-19 

As identified in Master Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce, SCAQMD 
has an obligation under the Health and Safety Code to adopt such rules as may be 
necessary and proper to regulate air pollution from all sources, including odors. As 
identified in Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures, the goal of PR 415 is to 
establish standards for odor control. SCAQMD is concerned that rendering odors are 
affecting the residents of Boyle Heights and surrounding commercial and residential 
areas. SCAQMD has conducted public workshops on PR 415 where residents of Boyle 
Heights, Commerce, Maywood, and areas of East Los Angeles have complained about 
rendering odors. PR 415 is intended to reduce the potential for nuisance-level odors not 

                                                 
35 Draft EA. Project Location. Page 1-4. 
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just in Boyle Heights but also in all commercial and residential areas surrounding the 
rendering facilities. 

 

 
 

Response 3.5-20 

Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. Rendering odors are very distinctive. 
Odors created by rendering facilities are not likely attributable to other sources. In 
particular, the odors from decaying organic raw materials, cooking of animal carcasses 
and parts, cooker condensate, as well as other sources of wastewater containing fats, oils 
and greases are distinctive, unmistakable, and offensive to many in the communities 
surrounding the City of Vernon. Given the distinctive odor from rendering operations, 
emissions from the freeway, ports, and Exide Technologies cited in the 2012 Study 
regarding toxic air contaminants are not possible to be mistaken for rending odors.  

SCAQMD staff has conducted multiple on-site inspections of the affected rendering 
facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction and has observed through these inspections that 
rendering operations, cooking, leaving unsealed and rendering materials out in the open, 
the wastewater treatment systems, and trucks transporting animal parts at the plants are a 
substantial source of odors, especially when combined with odors from other rendering 
operations and from nearby rendering facilities. Additionally, there have been odor 
complaints in the surrounding community that specifically identify odors that are 
associated with rendering facilities (see Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors). 



A P P E N D I X  D :  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

D1. Response to Comments 

 Page D1-645 

 
 

Response 3.5-21 

Refer to Responses 3.5-1 through Response 3.5-20, and Master Response 2, Facility 
Shutdown, for a discussion of why closure of the affected rendering facilities is not 
anticipated due to adoption of PR 415. All comment letters received have been responded 
to in either the Final Staff Report or the Final EA. 

 

 
 

Response 3.6-1 

As identified in the Draft EA, because there are several rendering facilities located within 
a relatively small area, it is often not possible to pinpoint a single facility as the source of 
rendering odors. At a result, it is often not possible to verify odor complaints, and odor 
events from rendering facilities in the Vernon area can rarely be attributed to a specific 
individual rendering facility. The difficulty in tracing the odors to a specific facility does 
not mean a problem does not exist. Odor events from rendering facilities in the Vernon 
have rarely resulted in violations under Rule 402 and Health and Safety Code (H&SC) 
Section 41700. Refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. 
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Response 3.6-2 

The current science and technology does not allow direct measurement or air dispersion 
modeling of all the chemical compounds that make up rendering odors. As described in 
the Final Staff Report for PR 415, modeling requires input of an initial concentration for 
each chemical compound, which may not be possible to obtain. Many of these 
compounds do not have established methods for collection, speciation, and analysis. 
Many do not have established odor detection thresholds. For these reasons, it is not 
currently feasible to establish proper parameters for modeling or set minimum odor 
standards based on the existing science and technology. However, as identified in Master 
Response 6, Methodology, it is not necessary to identify baseline odor levels to establish 
the baseline for nuisance odors at rendering facilities. Rendering odors are a complex 
mixture of many compounds. There are no currently available objective methods to 
measure ‘objectionable’ odors. Therefore, in this rule development effort, staff focused on 
identifying the current and accepted practices around the state of California and the 
nation for operating a rendering facility within an urban area. Refer to Master Response 
3, Odor Control Measures, and Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. 
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Response 3.6-3 

Refer to Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 3.1-12, 3.1-16, and 3.1-26 for a 
discussion on odor complaints and PR 415’s pro-active approach to reducing rendering 
odors; Response 3.6-7 (Attachment 1), and Response 3.6-1 for a discussion of odor 
control methodology; Master Response 3, Odor Control Measures; and Master Response 
5, Nuisance Odors. Odor events from rendering facilities in the Vernon area have rarely 
resulted in violations under Rule 402 and H&SC Section 41700. Rule 402 does not 
contain any requirements to reduce odors from new and existing rendering facilities. In 
addition, Rule 402 does not establish minimum standards to prevent or minimize odors. 
PR 415 is a pro-active approach to addressing these odors with provisions designed to 
reduce odors before they rise to the level of a public nuisance, whereas existing statutes 
are solely reactive after the impact has occurred. The difficulty in tracing the odors to a 
specific facility does not mean that a problem does not exist. Instead, the difficulty in 
pinpointing one source in many cases results from the fact that the rendering facilities are 
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located relatively near one another. In many cases, it is likely that more than one facility 
is contributing to the odor. This creates the need to require all facilities to take reasonable 
measures to reduce odors emanating from their operations. Therefore, PR 415 applies to 
all new and existing rendering facilities (subdivision (b)). 
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Response 3.6-4 

Refer to Response to 3.6-8 (Attachment 2) and Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors. 
Rendering odors are very distinctive. Odors created by rendering facilities are not likely 
attributable to other sources. In particular, the odors from decaying organic raw materials, 
cooking of animal carcasses and parts, cooker condensate, as well as other sources of 
wastewater containing fats, oils and greases are distinctive, unmistakable, and offensive 
to many in the communities surrounding the City of Vernon. Given the distinctive odor 
from rendering operations, emissions from the freeway, ports, and Exide Technologies, 
cited in the study regarding toxic air contaminants, are not possible to be mistaken for 
rending odors. As identified in Master Response 5, Nuisance Odors, SCAQMD has 
conducted multiple on-site inspections of the affected rendering facilities within 
SCAQMD’s jurisdiction and has observed through these inspections that rendering 
operations, cooking, leaving unsealed and rendering materials out in the open, the 
wastewater treatment systems, and trucks transporting animal carcasses and parts at the 
rendering facilities are a substantial source of odors, especially when combined with 
odors from other rendering operations and from nearby rendering facilities. Additionally, 
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there have been odor complaints in the surrounding community that specifically identify 
odors that are associated with rendering facilities (refer to Master Response 5, Nuisance 
Odors).  

With regards to Dr. Fine’s study, refer to Response 3.4-4 for a discussion on the 
determination of the cause of odors in the Boyle Heights community and Master 
Response 5, Nuisance Odors.  
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Response 3.6-5 

The intent of PR 415 is not to create an odor-free Vernon. As identified in Master 
Response 1, Legal Authority to Adopt and Enforce, SCAQMD has an obligation under 
the Health and Safety Code to adopt such rules as may be necessary and proper to 
regulate air pollution from all sources, including odors. As identified in Master Response 
3, Odor Control Measures, the goal of PR 415 is to establish standards for odor control 
from rendering facilities. SCAQMD is concerned that rendering odors are affecting the 
residents of Boyle Heights and surrounding commercial and residential areas. SCAQMD 
staff has conducted public workshops on PR 415 where residents of Boyle Heights, 
Commerce, Maywood, and areas of East Los Angeles have complained about rendering 
odors. PR 415 is intended to reduce the potential for nuisance-level odors not just in 
Boyle Heights but also in all commercial and residential areas surrounding the rendering 
facilities. 
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Response 3.6-6 

Refer to Master Response 2, Facility Shutdown, and Response 3.0-11. Rendering 
operations within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction are not expected to cease, and feedstock for 
biofuels is not expected to decrease because of the requirements included in PR 415. 

 

 
 

Response 3.6-7 

Attachment 1 to Attachment 6 is an excerpt of the workshop slides from SCAQMD’s 
2014 Governing Board Retreat on Select Case Studies Related to Odors/Public Nuisance. 
Refer to Response 3.3-43 and 3.6-3. 

 

 
 

Response 3.6-8 

Attachment 2 to Attachment 6 is an excerpt from the SCAQMD 2012 Ambient 
Measurements of Air Toxic Pollutants at Resurrection Catholic School in Boyle Heights 
report. Refer to Response 3.3-8, Response 3.3-40, and Response 3.6-4.  
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Response 3.6-9 

Attachment 3 to Attachment 6 is a map pinpointing the locations of Resurrection Church, 
Exide Technologies, Baker Commodities, and other permitted facilities. Refer to 
Response 3.3-8, Response 3.3-41, Response 3.6-4, and Response 3.6-8. 

 

 
 

Response 3.7-1 

The attachment excerpts Appendix C of the 2010 Clean Communities Plan identifying 
SCAQMD’s public nuisance investigations policies and procedures. Under Rule 402, 
enforcement action can only be taken after SCAQMD receives and verifies a sufficient 
number of complaints. Rule 402 does not contain any requirements to reduce odors from 
new and existing rendering facilities. In addition, Rule 402 does not establish minimum 
standards to prevent or minimize odors. PR 415 is a pro-active approach to addressing 
these odors with provisions designed to reduce odors before they rise to the level of a 
public nuisance, whereas the existing statutes are solely reactive after the impact has 
occurred. Refer to Response 3.0-5 and Responses 3.1-3. 3.1-6, 3.1-10, 3.1-11, 3.1-12, 
3.1-16, and 3.1-26 for a discussion on odor complaints and PR 415’s pro-active approach 
to reducing rendering odors. 

 

 
Response 3.8-1 

The attachment includes: an article documenting how rendering operations are a 
sustainable process; an article from the National Renderers Association (NRA) on 
rendering’s role in capturing carbon emissions; and a carbon footprint calculator for 
rendering operations. SCAQMD staff recognizes the environmental benefits of rendering 
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and PR 415 is not intended to cause rendering operations to cease. The Final EA 
evaluated and disclosed the environmental impacts associated with implementation of PR 
415. Refer to Response 3.0-14 for a discussion on the GHG emissions impact analysis in 
the Draft EA. 

The GHG analysis in this attachment is based on a lifecycle analysis. In the Draft EA, 
GHG emissions estimates associated with implementation of PR 415 were based on the 
direct and indirect effects, and incremental additional GHG emissions associated with PR 
415 requirements and BMPs. A lifecycle analysis of GHG emissions would require 
speculation on the potential upstream and downstream effects resulting from the 
hypothetical scenario that rendering operations would cease within SCAQMD’s 
jurisdiction. The indirect effects associated with facility closure are considered 
speculative and not foreseeable because it would require an analysis of hypothetical 
conditions, and the EA is not obligated to evaluate these types of indirect impacts. Air 
quality and GHG emissions in the Final EA were estimated using the CalEEMod™ 
emissions computer model. The CalEEMod™ model incorporates up-to-date state and 
locally approved emission factors and methodologies for estimating pollutant emissions 
from typical land use development. The CalEEMod™ model is the only model 
maintained by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) and 
is recommended by SCAQMD for use to estimate construction and operation air quality 
impacts under CEQA. Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. Therefore, air 
quality and GHG impacts have been adequately analyzed in the EA and no further 
analysis is required under CEQA.  

 

 

Response 3.9-1 

The attachment is the 2012 California State Department of Industrial Relations, 
CAL/OSHA Consultation Service Education and Training Unit, guidance document on 
Confined Space Guide. As analyzed in the Final EA, PR 415 would not expose 
employees and rescue workers to new hazardous risks from enclosures. Refer to Master 
Response 7, Building Codes and Response 3.0-18. 
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Response 3.10-1 

The attachment is an excerpt from the California Code of Regulations regarding General 
Industrial Safety Orders for Confined Spaces. As analyzed in the Final EA, PR 415 would 
not expose employees and rescue workers to new hazardous risks from enclosures. Refer 
to Master Response 7, Building Codes and Response 3.0-18 for the discussion on 
“confined space.” 

 

 

Response 3.11-1 

The attachment is a webpage identifying Governor Jerry Brown’s Drought Proclamation. 
The Final EA includes modifications to the construction and operational scenario 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. The washing activities would result in a total water demand of 
400 gallons per day which is below the SCAQMD’s CEQA water demand threshold of 
significance of 262,820 gallons per day of potable water. Therefore, no significant 
environmental impacts on hydrology and water quality would occur, and PR 415 is 
consistent with the State water conservation policies. Refer to Response 3.0-19, Response 
3.1-24, and Response 3.1-40 for a discussion on the water activities required under PR 
415, and Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario. 
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Response 3.12-1 

The attachment is a news release from the Governor’s office regarding the Executive 
Order to conserve water during the drought. Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case 
Scenario, Response 3.0-19, and Response 3.11-1 for a discussion on the water activities 
required under PR 415. 

 

 

 

Response 3.13-1 

The attachment is a webpage identifying Executive Order B-28-14 that accompanied the 
Governor’s Drought Proclamation. Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-Case Scenario and 
Response 3.11-1 for a discussion on the water activities required under PR 415. 

 

 

 
Response 3.14-1 

The attachment is a webpage identifying the mandatory water reductions that 
accompanied the Governor’s Drought Proclamation. Refer to Master Response 4, Worst-
Case Scenario and Response 3.11-1 for a discussion on the water activities required 
under PR 415. 
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Complaint Number Complaint Received Date Inspection  Date Alleg Source Name Alleg  City Complaint Description Actual Name Actual City
262057 2/8/16 5:57 PM 2/9/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN BOYLE HEIGHTS Very strong burning meat odor UNKNOWN BOYLE HEIGHTS
264123 4/15/16 3:46 PM 4/15/16 12:00 AM UNK BOYLE HEIGHTS REALLY BAD ODOR. PLS CONTACT. UNKNOWN BOYLE HEIGHTS
249371 1/14/15 8:19 AM 12/31/99 11:59 PM UNK COMMERCE METAL OR CHEMICAL ODOR IN THE AIR - ZZZ 5825 RICKENBACKER RD COMMERCE UNK COMMERCE
249431 1/15/15 7:52 PM 1/15/15 12:00 AM MEAT PROCESSING FACILITY COMMERCE VM: MEAT PROCESSING FACILITY, SMELLS BAD ZZZ 5600 E OLYMPIC BLVD. COMMERCE UNKNOWN 
249897 1/30/15 8:46 AM 2/3/15 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE METALIC ODOR IN THE AIR - ZZZ CALLING FROM LA COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPT. - ZZZ 4900 S. EASTERN AV COMMERCE UNKNOWN
250335 2/17/15 12:03 PM 2/17/15 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE CHEMICAL SMELL IN THE AIR - ZZZ 1542 BURRARD AV COMMERCE UNION PACIFIC RAIL COMMERCE
253986 7/16/15 2:43 PM 7/16/15 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE STORAGE OF EMPTY COMMERCIAL TRASH CONTAINERS, WHICH EMIT ODORS OF TRASH AND DECAY. COMMERCIAL WASTE SERVICES, I COMMERCE
258533 11/19/15 6:01 PM 11/19/15 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE REALLY BAD CHEESE AND MANURE SMELL. ZZZ 5600 E OLYMPIC BL, COMMERCE .90022 UNK COMMERCE
258535 11/19/15 6:04 PM 11/19/15 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE STRONG TRASH SMELL HAPPENING NOW.  BRIDGE PUBLICATIONS ZZZ  5600 E OLYMPIC BL, COMMECE UNK COMMERCE

259409 12/2/15 6:25 PM 12/3/15 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE
BAD CHEESE. DISGUSTING SMELL. SYCAMORE & TANAGER AVE. WASHINGTON & TELEGRAPH. THE ENTIRE AREA. FIRST 
STARTED SMELLING ON MONDAY. 11/30 UNKNOWN

259801 12/7/15 6:37 PM 12/8/15 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE VM - REALLY BAD ODOR.  PLEASE CONTACT. ZZZ 4870 ASTER AVE, COMMERCE. UNKNOWN
259937 12/9/15 4:44 PM 12/9/15 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE EXHAUST TYPE ODOR. ZZZ 7101 E SLAUSON AVE. COMMERCE UNKNOWN
261019 1/12/16 4:51 PM 1/19/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE ODOR LIKE BETWEEN ROLLS OF FAT.  THIS STARTS AT AROUND 4:30. UNKNOWN COMMERCE

261057 1/13/16 10:41 AM 1/14/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE
SMELL OF BURNING METAL
THE BELIEF IS ITS COMING FROM DAVID H FELL AND CO INC METALS BASE WHOLESALE UNKNOWN COMMERCE

261255 1/19/16 9:09 AM 1/19/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE AWFUL CHEMICAL SMELL UNKNOWN
262117 2/9/16 8:54 PM 2/10/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE VM: CALLING FROM BRIDGE PUBLICATIONS. BURNING MEAT TYPE ODOR. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
262163 2/10/16 4:17 PM 2/10/16 12:00 AM SLAUGHTER HOUSE COMMERCE BURNING MEAT TYPE ODOR. PLS CONTACT. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
262324 2/12/16 6:43 PM 2/12/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE CALLING FROM BRIDGE PUBLICATIONS, AT LEAST TO EMPLOYEES COMPLAINING, REPORTING A RANCID FATTY MEAT UNK COMMERCE
262326 2/12/16 6:50 PM 2/12/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE CALLING FROM BRIDGE PUBLICATIONS, STRONG SMELL OF RANCID BURNING OIL. 100 EMPLOYEES COMPLAINING.  UNK COMMERCE
262398 2/15/16 5:42 PM 2/15/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE VM BURNING ANIMAL SMELL UNK COMMERCE
262399 2/15/16 5:48 PM 2/15/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE VM PUTRID SMELL UNK COMMERCE
262700 2/24/16 7:24 PM 2/25/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE VM AWFUL SMELL IN THE AIR UNKNOWN
262701 2/24/16 9:03 PM 2/25/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE VM: SMELLS LIKE PIG/ TON OF GREASE UNKNOWN COMMERCE
262702 2/24/16 9:05 PM 2/25/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE VM: SMELL GOING ON FOR PAST 10MIN. REALLY SMELLS. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
262952 3/3/16 4:52 PM 3/4/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE VERY FOUL ODOR- PLEASE CALL UNKNOWN COMMERCE
263392 3/18/16 8:56 PM 3/22/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE VM STINKS OUTSIDE UNK COMMERCE
263538 3/24/16 7:05 PM 3/25/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE Voicemail-reporting a smell of plants burning in the southeast area of Commerce. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
263810 4/4/16 7:14 PM 4/6/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE Voicemail-reporting a horrible, hideous odor. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
263822 4/4/16 7:58 PM 4/5/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE Voicemail-strong odor of receycled, burnt waste. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
263829 4/4/16 9:57 PM 4/5/13 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE Voicemail-horrible odor in the Rosewood park area. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
265142 5/19/16 10:47 AM 5/19/16 12:00 AM MEAT PROCESSING PLANT COMMERCE PUNGENT ODOR. PLS CONTACT. UNKNOWN
265623 6/9/16 3:20 PM 6/10/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE very foul odor. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
271299 11/28/16 5:38 PM 11/29/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE VM: VERY PUTRID SMELL STARTED 10MIN AGO. UNK COMMERCE
272098 12/29/16 5:08 PM 12/31/99 11:59 PM UNK COMMERCE strong smell of burning oil like from a car.
272247 1/6/17 10:59 AM 1/6/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE metallic odor. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
272349 1/10/17 8:42 AM 1/10/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE STRONG ODOR OF METAL_ FIRE DEPT STAFF CLD UNKNOWN COMMERCE
273714 2/16/17 10:14 AM 2/23/17 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE strong chemical smell. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
274163 3/7/17 10:02 AM 3/7/17 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE METALIC ODOR UNKNOWN COMMERCE
274164 3/7/17 10:02 AM 3/7/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE An administrative from Los Angeles County Fire Dept said there is a really bad chemical odor in the air. Unknown source. UNKNOWN COMMERCE

278519 7/21/17 9:25 PM 7/26/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE
VM _ BURNING OF GARBAGE _ HAS BEEN GOING ON NOW FOR 4 NIGHTS.   STARTS AT 6:00 & 7:00  AT NIGHT AND GOES 
ON ALL NIGHT.  HAS BEEN HORRIBLE YOU CAN'T EVEN BREATHE. 

262210 2/10/16 8:32 PM 2/11/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN EAST LOS ANGELES VM - TERRIBLE SMELL IN THE CITY OF EAST LOS ANGELES AND IT CONTINUES INTO VERNON. 

262798 2/26/16 8:53 PM 3/1/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN EAST LOS ANGELES

THERE IS A VERY STRONG, HORRIBLE ODOR AND THE SOURCE IS UNKNOWN. BASED ON THE WIND I WOULD SAY THE 
SMELL IS COMING FROM THE WEST SIDE, POSSIBLY NEAR VERNON. THE SMELL IS SO UNBEARABLE WE HAVE TO KEEP 
THE DOORS AND WINDOWS CLOSED. RENDERING PLANTS VERNON

263095 3/10/16 6:48 PM 3/11/16 12:00 AM UNK EAST LOS ANGELES STRONG SEWAGE  AND BURNING MEAT SMELL HAPPENING  NOW. UNK EAST LOS ANGELES
264164 4/15/16 9:00 PM 4/19/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN EAST LOS ANGELES Voicemail-horrible odor. UNKNOWN
266428 7/8/16 9:45 PM 7/12/16 12:00 AM SLAUGHTER HOUSE EAST LOS ANGELES VM SLAUGHTER HOUSE SMELL UNKNOWN
271576 12/7/16 2:56 PM 12/20/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN EAST LOS ANGELES NAUSEATING ODORS ARE COMING FROM THE BUILDING DAILY IN THE AFTERNOON. UNKNOWN EAST LOS ANGELES

279222 8/15/17 10:19 AM 8/15/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN EAST LOS ANGELES
LAST YEAR I COMPLAINED ABOUT A SMELL OF BURNING PLASTIC. I GOT A CALL FROM THE AQMD AND SMELL WENT 
AWAY. NOW THE SMELL IS BACK NIGHTLY ABOUT 9:30. CAN YOU HELP. UNKNOWN

249756 1/26/15 6:15 PM 1/28/15 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON VOICEMAIL- TERRIBLE ODOR UNACCEPTABLE WANTS A CALL BACK ZZZ SHEAN KIM 4550 MAYWOOD AVE, VERNON UNKNOWN VERNON
255288 9/8/15 9:30 PM 9/9/15 12:00 AM UNK VERNON VM FOUL SMELL IN THE AIR - ZZZ 1231 S. EASTMAN AV LA UNK
258119 11/13/15 11:23 PM 11/17/15 12:00 AM UNKNOWN SOURCE VERNON Smells like fecal outside. Odors are all over the neighbor. He thinks its coming from the city of Vernon. ZZZ 6248 Bear UNKNOWN SOURCE VERNON
258546 11/19/15 10:38 PM 11/20/15 12:00 AM UNK VERNON VM: STRANGE SMELL. COUNSEL MEMBER ZZZ 6248 BEAR AVE. BELL 90201 UNK VERNON
258986 11/30/15 7:22 AM 12/3/15 12:00 AM UNK VERNON STRONG SMELL OF COOKED WIENERS.  ZZZ NONE GIVEN UNK VERNON
260659 12/31/15 10:19 AM 12/31/15 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON PUNGENT,RANCID, PUTRID UNKNOWN VERNON
261274 1/19/16 5:00 PM 1/20/16 12:00 AM CREMATORIUM FOR PETS. VERNON Smells like a bad barbecue. UNKNOWN
261316 1/20/16 4:56 PM 1/20/16 12:00 AM MEAT PROCESSING PLANT VERNON SOUR ODOR IN THE AREA. UNK VERNON
263229 3/16/16 8:16 PM 3/17/16 12:00 AM MEAT PROCESSING PLANT VERNON VM: BAD SMELL UNKNOWN COMMERCE
255435 9/11/15 11:42 PM 9/15/15 12:00 AM FOOD PROCESSING PLANT VERNON VM -- ODORS - ZZZ 1231 S. EASTMAN AV LA UNK VERNON

261424 1/22/16 10:36 AM 1/26/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON
A STRONG NAUSEATING SMELL IS MAKING MYSELF, STAFF AND STUDENTS FEEL NAUSEOUS.  BELIEVE ODOR IS EMITTING 
FROM MEAT PROCESSING PLANTS IN NEIGHBORING CITY OF VERNON UNKNOWN VERNON

261581 1/26/16 3:27 PM 12/31/99 11:59 PM UNKNOWN VERNON Chemical odor happening now..
261582 1/26/16 4:18 PM 1/28/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON Bug spray odor UNKNOWN VERNON
262202 2/11/16 7:47 AM 2/11/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON BAD ODOR SMELL ALMOST EVERY MORNING. SOME SAY ITS FROM THE SLUTTER HOUSES IN VERNON. IT'S REALLY BAD. UNKNOWN

262486 2/18/16 3:49 PM 2/24/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON

REPORTING ON BEHALF OF JAMIE AT 6131 MALBURG WAY, VERNON, 213-741-7472.  INTENSITY AND PERSISTENCE: 
STRONG, BUT WEARS OFF AFTER AN HOUR OR SO.  FREQUENCY: INCONSISTENT, BUT MAINLY WEDNESDAYS AND 
THURSDAYS. TYPE: PESTICIDE, ORGANIC UNKNOWN

262645 2/23/16 3:01 PM 2/24/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON POISON TYPE ODOR - MAKING COMPLAINANT COUGH AND HAVE A RUNNY NOSE. UNK
263923 4/7/16 8:23 AM 4/8/16 12:00 AM UNK VERNON FOUL SMELL IN THE AIR UNK VERNON
263988 4/11/16 7:26 PM 4/12/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON Voicemail-horrible odor.complainant would like a call back. UNKNOWN VERNON
265439 6/2/16 6:49 PM 6/3/16 12:00 AM UNK VERNON very strong smell really bad. UNK 



Complaint Number Complaint Received Date Inspection  Date Alleg Source Name Alleg  City Complaint Description Actual Name Actual City

268794 9/27/16 8:50 AM 9/27/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON

BURNING METAL ODOR FOR THE LAST 3 CONSECUTIVE DAYS.  NO PARTICULAR PATTERN HAS BEEN NOTICED.  (I AM 
SUBMITTING THIS COMPLAINT ON BEHALF OF THE COMPLAINANT - I WORK FOR THE CITY OF VERNON, 323-826-1420.  
THANK YOU - DAVID LEDUFF.) UNKNOWN VERNON

269233 10/7/16 7:24 AM 10/7/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON VERY RANCID BURNING ODOR THAT YOU CAN TASTE WHEN YOU BREATHE IT IN. CLEAN UP AMERICA VERNON
272279 1/7/17 6:59 AM 1/10/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON VOICEMAIL_ AWFUL ODORS COMING FROM  VERNON UNKNOWN VERNON
275333 4/4/17 12:30 PM 4/4/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON sewage odor. complainant would like a call back. UNKNOWN VERNON
277220 6/8/17 8:02 PM 6/8/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON TOXIC SMELL HAPPENS OFTEN .  IT'S 8 PM ON 6/8/17.  HARD TO BREATH STARTED AT 8 PM. SOURCE UNKNOWN VERNON

277561 6/19/17 7:39 PM 6/20/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON
ODOR IN NEIGHBORHOOD.  IT'S 7:30 PM AND THE WIND DIRECTION SEEMS TO GO IN A SOUTHEAST DIRECTION.  IT 
SMELLS LIKE EXHAUST FUMES.  IT IS MAKING MY EYES AND THROATS SCRATCHY. UNKNOWN VERNON

277696 6/23/17 6:23 PM 6/27/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON SURROUNDING ODOR SAME AS BEFORE.  SMELLS LIKE DIESEL EXHAUST .  DIRECTION OF AIR IS SOUTHWEST UNKNOWN VERNON

278501 7/21/17 7:39 PM 8/3/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON
CONTINUAL EXHAUST SMELLING ODOR IN NEIGHBORHOOD.  SOME DAYS STRONGER THAN OTHERS.  SMELL STARTED AT 
7 PM AND IS ONGOING.  WIND SEEMS TO BE GOING IN A SOUTHEAST DIRECTION. UNKNOWN VERNON

278707 7/28/17 5:38 PM 8/3/17 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON SMELLS LIKE EXHAUST.  SAME SMELL AS ALWAYS IT'S STRONGER TODAY UNKNOWN VERNON
263932 4/7/16 12:14 PM 4/8/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN BOYLE HEIGHTS strong odor of dead animals. UNKNOWN BOYLE HEIGHTS
264457 4/22/16 7:12 PM 12/31/99 11:59 PM UNKNOWN COMMERCE Voicemail- burnt, dead animal odor.
263814 4/4/16 7:33 PM 4/14/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON Voicemail-strong odor of dead animals. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
264764 5/6/16 9:55 AM 5/6/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN BOYLE HEIGHTS horrible odor of something dead. UNKNOWN
263811 4/4/16 7:25 PM 4/6/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE Voicemail-reporting a terrible smell of burnt, dead animals. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
262323 2/12/16 4:58 PM 2/12/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE ROTTEN MEAT ODOR UNK COMMERCE
263853 4/5/16 6:45 PM 4/6/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE ROTTEN FOOD, ROTTEN TRASH ODOR. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
262325 2/12/16 6:46 PM 2/12/16 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE STRONG ROTTING ANIMAL SMELL, CALLING FROM BRIDGE PUBLICATIONS.  UNK COMMERCE

258537 11/19/15 6:13 PM 11/19/15 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE
VERY STRONG ROTTEN SMELL MAKING IT HARD TO BREETH.  CALLING FROM BRIDGE PUBLICATIONS. ZZZ  5600 E 
OLYMPIC BL COMMERCE UNK COMMERCE

258594 11/20/15 4:18 PM 11/20/15 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE SMELLS LIKE ROTTING MEAT.  CALLING FROM BRIDGE PUBLICATIONS  UNKNOWN LOS ANGELES
253487 6/24/15 10:32 PM 6/25/15 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE VM: TERRIBLE ROTTING FLESH SMELL. ZZZ 5600 E OLYMPIC BLVD. COMMERCE UNKNOWN
268327 9/16/16 7:06 PM 9/16/16 12:00 AM UNK VERNON VM: HORRIBLE ROTTING FLESH SMELL HAPPENS EVERY WED & THURS AT 19:00-20:00HRS. UNK VERNON
268365 9/16/16 12:54 PM 9/16/16 12:00 AM SLAUGHTER HOUSE VERNON STRONG ODOR OF ROTTING FLESH- PLEASE CALL UNKNOWN
261889 2/3/16 8:35 AM 2/3/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON STRONG ODOR OF ROTTEN FOOD please call UNKNOWN VERNON
254601 8/14/15 10:04 AM 8/14/15 12:00 AM UNK VERNON STRONG SMELL OF ROTTING MEAT. PLEASE CONTACT COMPLAINANT.   ZZZ 7115 SAN LUIS AVE, BELL 90201 UNKNOWN

258532 11/19/15 5:58 PM 11/19/15 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE
SMELLS LIKE SOMETHING ROTTING CALL FROM BRIDGE PUBLICARTIONS.  4 EMPLPOYEES COMPLAINING .  ZZZ 5600 E 
OLYMPIC BL COMMERCE 90022 UNK COMMERCE

270953 11/16/16 2:52 PM 11/17/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE THE SMELL OUTSIDE SMELLED LIKE ROTTING MEAT OR A DEAD ANIMAL. THE WEATHER FORECAST WAS SUNNY AT LOW UNKNOWN COMMERCE

258536 11/19/15 6:10 PM 11/19/15 12:00 AM UNK COMMERCE
CALLING FROM BRIDGE PUBLICATIONS REPORTING A STRONG ROTTEN MAC & CHEESE SMELL .   ZZZ 5600 E OLYMPIC BL 
COMMERCE 90022 UNK COMMERCE

265463 6/3/16 2:39 PM 6/8/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE
COMPLAINT REF BY THE CITY OF COMMERCE TO ADEO DERRICK ALATORRE. GOING ON EVERY NIGHT BETWEEN 20:30-
22:00HRS. STRONG ROTTEN ONION, IRRITATING EYES AND NOSE. SUNK COMMERCE

262728 2/25/16 4:01 PM 2/25/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE

THIS SMELL HAS BEEN GOING ON FOR MORE THAN 2 MONTHS, MONDAY THROUGH THURSDAY FROM 2PM TO 6PM, 
THERE IS THIS EXTREMELY STRONG ODOR OF SOMETHING ROTTEN/FISHY. I AM NOT CERTAIN ABOUT THE SOURCE AND I 
AM AFRAID THAT THIS COULD BE HARMFUL TO HUMAN BODY. UNKNOWN COMMERCE

261590 1/26/16 6:21 PM 1/27/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN EAST LOS ANGELES
WE LIVE IN NORTHEAST CITY TERRACE AND HAVE NOTICED A STRONG FOUL SMELL EVERY ONCE AND AGAIN. TODAY THE 
SMELL IS ONCE AGAIN SUBSTANTIALLY STRONG. IT IS A ROTTEN STENCH, EERILY SIMILAR TO LONGSTANDING STAGNANT UNKNOWN LOS ANGELES

267816 8/31/16 7:52 AM 9/2/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE rotting meat odor. UNKNOWN COMMERCE
265359 5/31/16 9:31 AM 5/31/16 12:00 AM UNK VERNON rotting meat smell @ 0925 like rotting dog food smell. UNKNOWN
262207 2/11/16 8:05 AM 2/11/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON AWFUL SMELL DAILY. SMELLS OF BURN FLESH. HEARD ITS FROM THE FARMER JOHN PLANT IN VERNON A NEIGHBORING UNKNOWN
262169 2/10/16 6:24 PM 2/11/16 12:00 AM SLAUGHTER HOUSE VERNON Dead animal odor happening now. UNKNOWN
259280 12/1/15 4:50 PM 12/3/15 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE STRONG ODOR OF DEAD ANIMALS= UNKNOWN UNKNOWN COMMERCE
263960 4/8/16 3:16 PM 4/12/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN COMMERCE STRONG ODOR OF DEAD ANIMALS UNKNOWN COMMERCE
262099 2/9/16 6:11 PM 2/10/16 12:00 AM UNK VERNON STRONG SMELL OF DEAD ANIMAL HAPPENING NOW. UNK VERNON
261472 1/25/16 8:29 AM 1/26/16 12:00 AM UNKNOWN VERNON STRONG ODOR OF BURNT SKIN,  DEAD BODY. UNKNOWN VERNON
255287 9/8/15 9:29 PM 9/9/15 12:00 AM UNK VERNON VM BAD ODOR IN THE AIR - SMELLS LIKE DEAD ANIMAL - ZZZ 1231 S. EASTLAND AV LA UNKNOWN
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LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 

Page 1 of 14 

Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

1 2785 S. Bonnie Beach Pl., Vernon NE Corner of Bonnie Beach/Bandini 8/13 11:45 SW 2-4 D, R 1 1 m: 30s 

1 2785 S. Bonnie Beach Pl., Vernon NE Corner of Bonnie Beach/Bandini 07/31 13:34 NW 2-3 T 1 5m: 1m 

1 2785 S. Bonnie Beach Pl., Vernon NE Corner of Bonnie Beach/Bandini 8/14 14:09 S 1-2 T 2 C 

1 2785 S. Bonnie Beach Pl., Vernon NE Corner of Bonnie Beach/Bandini 08/07 15:03 W 1-2 F 1 C 

1 2785 S. Bonnie Beach Pl., Vernon NE Corner of Bonnie Beach/Bandini 8/12 15:05 SW 6 D 1 20s:  5s 

1 2785 S. Bonnie Beach Pl., Vernon NE Corner of Bonnie Beach/Bandini 07/28 18:58 SW 2.8 C, S 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 07/31 08:06 --- 0 T 1 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/04 08:08 --- 0-1 P 1 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/13 08:37 S 0-1 D, P 1 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/06 08:53 E 0-1 P, D 1 2m: 1m 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/12 09:05 W 1 P 2-4 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/14 09:15 --- --- R 3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/05 09:35 SE 2 P 1 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/07 09:54 E 1-2 P 1 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 07/29 10:05 NNE 0-2 P 0-1 Single  event 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 07/31 11:02 --- 0 P 1 5m: 30s 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/14 11:30 SW 1-2 P 1 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/06 11:35 SE 0-2 P, R 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/13 11:52 SW 0-2 P, R, F 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/04 12:25 S 0-1 R 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/12 12:35 W 7 D, P 3, 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/07 12:41 SW 1-2 R 3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/05 13:15 S 4 D 3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 07/31 13:40 SW 1-2 R 3 C 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/06 13:45 SE 0-1 P, R 0-1 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/14 14:13 SW 1-2 R 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/04 14:50 SW 2-4 R 2-3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/11 14:55 SW 4-6 P 1 1m: 15s 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/13 14:58 SW 2-4 D, P 3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/07 15:08 S 1-2 R, F 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/12 15:10 SW 8 D 3-4 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/05 15:35 SW 1 D 3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 07/29 16:35 SW 3-6 P 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot  8/28 17:04 SSW 4-6 R 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/18 17:28 SW 3-5 R 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/7 17:35 WSW 3-5 P 2 2m: 1m 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/26 17:45 W 7 P, R 1-3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/25 17:48 SW 1-2 R, F 3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/06 17:49 SW 1-2 R, F 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/19 17:50 WSW 8 D, R 1, 3-4 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/20 17:50 SW 1-2 R 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/04 18:00 WSW 2-4 P 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/12 18:00 SW 7 D, P 3, 3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 08/05 18:05 SW 10 P, D 4, 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/13 18:05 SW 0-2 D, P 3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/21 18:05 SW 1-2 D, R 1-2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/11 18:06 WSW 2-4 P 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/14 18:10 SW 2-3 R 3 C 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/27 18:10 SW 0-2 D, R 1 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 07/31 18:17 WSW 0-4 D, P 2 3m: 2m 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 07/28 19:07 SW 2.3 P 3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot  8/28 19:15 WSW 2-4 R 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 07/30 19:24 SW 0.6 D 3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 07/29 19:33 SW 3.2 P 3 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/25 19:39 --- --- R, F 1 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/20 19:40 W 1-2 R, B 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/21 20:03 SW 2-4 P, R 1-2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/27 20:03 SW 0-1 R 0-1 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/19 20:05 W 6 R 2 C 

2 4016 Bandini Blvd., Vernon Baker Commodities Parking Lot 8/26 20:05 W 4 D 2 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 08/04 08:12 S 0-2 P 1 2m: 1m 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 08/06 09:01 S 0-1 P, R 1 1m: 15s 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/12 09:15 --- 0 D 1 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 08/07 09:58 E 2-3 T 1 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/14 11:34 SW 1-2 P 1 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 08/06 11:39 S 0-2 P, D 1-2 2m: 1m 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/13 11:59 SW 2-4 D, P 3 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/12 12:40 W 7 D, P 1, 1 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 08/07 12:44 SE 2-3 R 2 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 08/05 13:25 S 3 D 2-3 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 07/31 13:46 SW 1-2 R,F 3 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 08/06 13:49 S 0-2 P, R 2 C 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/14 14:16 SW 1-2 P 2 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/11 15:00 SSW 4-6 P 2 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/13 15:05 SW 2-5 D, P 2 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 08/05 15:45 SW 5 D 1-3 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/28 17:07 SSW 4-6 R 1 1 m: 30 s 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/18 17:31 SW 3-5 R 1 1 m: 15 s 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/7 17:39 SW 3-5 P 1 2m: 1m 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/25 17:51 SW 1-2 R 2 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/20 17:53 SW 2-3 O, F 3 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 08/04 18:04 S 2-4 F 1 1m: 30s 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/12 18:05 SW 7 P 2 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 07/31 18:07 S 0-2 D, P 2 2m: 1m 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/13 18:09 SW 2-3 D, P 3-4 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/21 18:09 SW 0-2 R, F 1 1 m: 30 s 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/11 18:10 S 3-5 P 2 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/27 18:14 SW 0-2 R 0-1 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 08/05 18:15 SW 10 P 3-4 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 07/28 19:13 SW 2.2 T 2 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/28 19:18 WSW 2-4 R 1 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 07/30 19:26 S 1.5 D 2 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/21 20:04 SSW 3-5 R, F 1-2 C 

3 2719 S. Indiana St., Vernon Exide Technologies – Rail Road Tracks 8/27 20:07 SW 0-1 R 0-1 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/13 15l10 SW 2-4 D, P 2 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 07/31 11:10 SW 1-2 P 2 5m: 1m 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/14 11:37 SW 1-2 P 2 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/13 12:08 S 2-4 D, P 1 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/11 12:12 SE 2-4 T 1 1m: 30s 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 08/07 12:47 SE 2-3 T 1 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 08/05 13:30 S 2 D 3-4 --- 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 07/31 13:52 SW 1-2 P 2 5m: 1m 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/14 14:19 S 1-2 P 1 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/11 15:04 SW 4-6 P 3 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 08/07 15:14 S 2-3 T, P 3 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/12 15:20 SW 7 P 1 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 08/05 15:55 SW 5 D 3-4 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 07/29 16:41 SW 3-6 P 2 1m: 15s 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/28 17:10 SW 5-7 P 1 1 m: 30 s 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/7 17:44 WSW 4-6 P 2 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/25 17:54 SW 1-2 R 1 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/20 17:58 SW 2-3 R, F 2 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/19 18:00 WSW 8 R 3 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/26 18:00 W 7 R 1 30 s: 10 s 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 08/04 18:08 WSW 4-7 P 1 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/12 18:10 SW 7 D, P 1, 3 --- 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 07/31 18:12 SSW 2-4 D, P 3 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/13 18:12 SW 0-2 D, P 2-3 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/11 18:13 WSW 5-7 P 3 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/21 18:13 SSW 0-3 D, P, R 2-3 C 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/14 18:14 SW 1-2 T 1 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 08/05 18:20 W 10 P 4 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/28 19:21 WSW 2-4 P 3 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 07/29 19:37 S 1.6 C, D 3 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/25 19:45 SW 1-2 P 3 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/18 20:00 WNW 2-4 P 1 1 m: 30 s 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/27 20:10 SW 0-2 P, R 2-3 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/21 20:12 SW 1-2 R, F 0-1 C 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/19 20:15 W 6 R 1-2 2 m: 30 s 

4 4103 E. 26th St., Vernon Truck lot North of D&D Rendering Tanks 8/26 20:20 WSW 4 P, R 1-2 C 

5 4383 Exchange Ave., Vernon Simply Fresh 08/07 10:09 NE 1-2 B 1 C 

5 4383 Exchange Ave., Vernon Simply Fresh 8/14 11:46 NW 1-2 B (toasted) 1 C 

5 4383 Exchange Ave., Vernon Simply Fresh 8/11 18:19 WSW 5-7 B 2 1m: 30s 

5 4383 Exchange Ave., Vernon Simply Fresh 07/28 19:26 SW 3.8 S 3 C 

6 3269 E. 44th St., Huntington Park US Growers 08/07 15:27 W 2-3 B, F 2 C 

6 3269 E. 44th St., Huntington Park US Growers 07/28 19:32 SW 6.2 Y 1 C 

6 3269 E. 44th St., Huntington Park US Growers 07/29 19:57 SW 4.6 Y 2 C 

7 4560 Pacific Blvd., Vernon Wells Fargo 07/31 08:40 NW 1-2 X 1 5m: 3s 

7 4560 Pacific Blvd., Vernon Wells Fargo 08/07 10:20 SE 1-2 W 2 C 

7 4560 Pacific Blvd., Vernon Wells Fargo 08/07 13:04 SE 1-2 W 2 C 

7 4560 Pacific Blvd., Vernon Wells Fargo 8/20 18:19 SW 1-2 T 1 C 

7 4560 Pacific Blvd., Vernon Wells Fargo 07/28 19:46 SW 2.2 T 2 C 

7 4560 Pacific Blvd., Vernon Wells Fargo 07/30 19:50 --- 0.0 C 1 C 

7 4560 Pacific Blvd., Vernon Wells Fargo 07/29 20:02 SW 1.7 Y 1 C 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 08/04 08:42 SW 0-2 C 1 2m: 15s 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 07/31 08:48 --- 0 R 3 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/13 09:17 SW 0-2 C 1 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 08/06 09:43 E 0-1 C, L 1 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/14 09:43 --- --- C 1 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/12 09:45 --- 0 P 2 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 08/05 10:15 SW 2 C, L 2, 1 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 07/31 11:38 SW 1-2 C 2 Single event 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 08/06 12:07 S 0-2 C 1 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/13 12:37 SW 0-2 C 1 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/11 12:43 W 1-3 C 1 1m: 10s 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 08/04 12:58 WSW 3-5 C 2 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 08/07 13:09 SW 1-2 C, Y 1 5m: 30s 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 07/31 14:21 SW 1-2 C, Y 1 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 08/04 15:30 W 3-5 C 1 1m: 30s 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/11 15:30 W 4-6 C 1 1m: 10s 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 08/07 15:36 SW 1-2 C 2 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 08/05 16:20 SW 10 C 1-2 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 07/29 17:11 W 3-6 C 1 1m: 15s 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/18 18:04 W 3-5 C 1 1 m: 30 s 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 08/04 18:31 WSW 4-7 C 2 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/14 18:34 SW 1-2 C 1 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/12 18:35 SW 6 C 3 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/13 18:35 SW 1-3 C 2-3 C 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/19 18:40 SW 7 C 1 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 08/05 18:45 W 7 C 2-3 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 07/31 18:51 W 0-2 C 1 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 07/28 19:52 NW 2.7 C, Y 2 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/25 20:07 SW 1-2 C 2 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 07/29 20:08 SW 3.0 C 3 C 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/18 20:20 W 2-4 C 1 1 m: 30 s 

8 3809 Soto St., Vernon Greenwich Village Café Parking Lot 8/27 20:27 SW 0-1 C 0-1 C 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 08/04 13:03 WSW 3-5 L 1 1m: 10s 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 07/31 14:26 SE 1-2 P 1 5m: 30s 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 8/14 14:46 S 1-2 Y 1 C 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 8/11 15:34 W 3-5 L 1 1m: 10s 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 08/04 15:35 W 3-5 L 1 1m: 20s 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 8/12 15:50 W 7 L, P 2, 1 C 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 07/29 17:27 W 3-6 C 1 1m: 15s 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 8/18 18:10 W 2-4 L 1 1 m: 15 s 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 08/04 18:35 WSW 3-6 L 1 1m: 10s 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 8/14 18:37 SW 1-2 C 1 C 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 8/21 18:40 SW 0-2 C 0-1 1 m: 20 s 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 08/05 18:55 W 7 L, P 2, 2 C 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 07/31 18:58 W 1-3 C, l 1 2m: 1m 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 8/28 19:47 WSW 2-4 L 1 1 m: 15 s 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 07/28 19:59 W 2.9 D 3 5m: 1m 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 07/30 19:59 N 2.9 Y 2 C 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 8/25 20:12 SW 2-3 L 2 C 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 07/29 20:14 NW 2.3 Y 1 C 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 8/18 20:25 SW 2-4 L 1-2 1 m: 30 s 

9 3155 Bandini Blvd., Vernon NE Corner of Sierra Pine/Bandini 8/26 20:50 W 5 L 1 1 m: 40 s 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 07/31 08:57 SW 2-3 P 1 Single event 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 08/04 09:20 SE 0-2 L, P 1 2m: 1m 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 8/13 09:32 S 0-1 C 1 C 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 8/14 09:52 SW 1-2 C 1 C 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 8/12 10:00 --- --- P 1-2 C 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 07/29 11:07 WNW 0-2 L 2 Single event 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 08/06 12:14 S 0-2 C 1 C 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 8/13 12:52 SW 0-2 C 1 1 m: 30s 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 08/07 13:20 SW 1-2 C 1 C 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 08/05 14:10 W 5 C 1-2 C 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 08/06 14:27 S 0-1 C 0-1 C 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 07/31 14:32 SW 1-2 C 2 C 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 08/04 15:45 W 3-5 C 1 1m: 10s 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 8/7 18:25 W 2-4 X 1 2m: 1m 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 8/13 18:44 SW 0-2 C 1 C 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 8/12 18:45 SW 8 C 1 C 

10 3666 S. Soto St., Vernon RAE. G Café Parking Lot 07/29 20:17 NW 1.2 C 1 C 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 8/14 09:55 W 1-2 C 1 C 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 8/12 10:10 W 1 P 1-2 C 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 8/14 12:17 SW 2-3 T 1 C 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 08/06 12:19 S 0-1 C 1 1m: 20s 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 08/07 15:50 W 1-2 T 1 Single event 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 8/12 16:00 W 7 P 2 1 m: 20 s 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 08/05 16:35 W 8 P 2 C 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 8/25 18:22 W 2-3 P 2 C 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 08/06 18:33 NW 2-3 O1 1 C 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 07/30 20:05 SW 2.2 C, T 3 1m: 30s 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 07/28 20:10 W 2.1 P 2 C 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 07/29 20:22 W 1.9 D, C 3 C 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 8/21 20:38 WSW 2-3 P 1 2 m: 30 s 

11 2775 E. 26th St., Vernon Stericycle Parking Lot 8/26 20:58 W 5 P 1 40 s: 20 s 

12 2590 Harriet St., Vernon SE Corner Harriet/E. 25th St.  S&H Packing 07/31 09:07 E 1-2 P 2 C 

12 2590 Harriet St., Vernon SE Corner Harriet/E. 25th St.  S&H Packing 08/05 10:40 S 3 R 1 C 

12 2590 Harriet St., Vernon SE Corner Harriet/E. 25th St.  S&H Packing 08/07 10:50 SE 1-2 D 1 5m: 30s 

12 2590 Harriet St., Vernon SE Corner Harriet/E. 25th St.  S&H Packing 08/05 14:20 W 2 P 1 C 

12 2590 Harriet St., Vernon SE Corner Harriet/E. 25th St.  S&H Packing 8/13 16:07 W 0-2 D 1 C 

12 2590 Harriet St., Vernon SE Corner Harriet/E. 25th St.  S&H Packing 08/05 16:40 SW 7 P 1 C 

12 2590 Harriet St., Vernon SE Corner Harriet/E. 25th St.  S&H Packing 8/14 18:45 SW 1-2 P 3 C 

12 2590 Harriet St., Vernon SE Corner Harriet/E. 25th St.  S&H Packing 8/26 18:45 WSW 6 T 1 C 

12 2590 Harriet St., Vernon SE Corner Harriet/E. 25th St.  S&H Packing 8/19 19:00 SW 3 T 1 C 

12 2590 Harriet St., Vernon SE Corner Harriet/E. 25th St.  S&H Packing 07/31 19:16 NW 2-4 R 1 1m: 20s 

12 2590 Harriet St., Vernon SE Corner Harriet/E. 25th St.  S&H Packing 07/28 20:12 W 7.1 T 2 C 

                                                            
1 O = Very faint chemical odor 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/13 09:55 --- --- P 1-2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/12 10:20 W 1 P 2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/14 12:25 SW 1-2 P 2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 08/06 12:28 S 0-1 P 0-1 1 m: 5s 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/11 13:15 SW 1-3 P 1 1m: 15s 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/13 13:16 SW 0-2 P 1 1 m: 40s 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 08/04 13:27 W 2-4 P 2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/12 13:40 W 6 P 2, 3 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 08/05 14:25 SW 6 P 3 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 08/06 14:38 SW 0-2 P 2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 07/31 14:49 SW 1-2 P 3 c 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/14 15:02 SW 1-2 P, E 1 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/11 15:51 W 3-5 P 3 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 08/07 15:58 W 1-2 P, E 2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/12 16:10 W 8 P 3, 4 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/13 16:12 SW 0-2 D, P 2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 08/05 16:45 SW 8 P 3-4 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 07/29 17:57 W 4-7 P 3 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/7 18:38 W 2-4 P 2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/20 18:39 SW 1-2 P 1 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 08/06 18:42 W 1-2 P 1 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/14 18:48 SW 1-2 P 3 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/11 18:55 W 3-5 P 3 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/27 18:55 SW 1-2 P 1-2 C 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 08/04 18:57 WSW 3-6 P 3 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/21 18:57 SW 0-2 P 1-2 2 m: 1 m 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/12 19:00 SW 3 P 1 1 m: 10s 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/13 19:00 SW 0-2 P 2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/19 19:05 W 6 R 1 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 08/05 19:15 W 6 P 4 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 07/31 19:23 W 0-2 P 1 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/28 20:02 W 2-3 R 2 1 m: 30 s 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 07/30 20:11 W 2.4 D 3 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 07/28 20:16 W 3.1 C 2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/25 20:23 SW 1-2 P 2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 07/29 20:29 W 3.0 D, C 4 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/20 20:29 SW 1-2 P 2 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/18 20:41 W 2-4 R 1-2 1 m: 30 s 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/26 21:08 W 5 P, R 1 C 

13 1751 Soto St., LA Carl's Junior Parking Lot 8/19 21:10 SW 5 R 1-2 C 

14 2650 E. Olympic Blvd., LA SW Corner Soto/Olympic – Sears Parking Lot 07/29 20:35 SW 2.9 Y 1 C 

14 A 1314 Dacotah St, Los Angeles Christopher Dena Elementary School 8/12 10:30 SW 1 P 1 C 

14 A 1314 Dacotah St, Los Angeles Christopher Dena Elementary School 08/07 13:44 S 1-2 C, T 1 C 

14 A 1314 Dacotah St, Los Angeles Christopher Dena Elementary School 08/07 16:10 S 2-3 C 1 C 

14 A 1314 Dacotah St, Los Angeles Christopher Dena Elementary School 8/13 16:26 SW 1-3 P 1 C 

14 A 1314 Dacotah St, Los Angeles Christopher Dena Elementary School 8/7 18:55 WSW 1-3 T 1 1m: 15s 

14 B 3202 Garnet St, Los Angeles Residential neighborhood 8/14 10:17 --- --- T 1 Single event 

14 B 3202 Garnet St, Los Angeles Residential neighborhood 8/13 16:31 SW 0-1 P 1 1 m: 15 s 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

14 B 3202 Garnet St, Los Angeles Residential neighborhood 8/13 19:18 SW 0-2 P 1-2 C 

15 3324 Opal St., LA SW Corner Opal/Lorena St. – Resurrection Church 08/07 11:13 S 1-2 C 1 Single event 

15 3324 Opal St., LA SW Corner Opal/Lorena St. – Resurrection Church 08/06 12:50 SE 0-2 R 0-1 1m:  5s 

15 3324 Opal St., LA SW Corner Opal/Lorena St. – Resurrection Church 08/07 13:51 E 1-2 T 1 Single event 

15 3324 Opal St., LA SW Corner Opal/Lorena St. – Resurrection Church 08/05 14:45 SW 6 P 1 1m: 20s 

15 3324 Opal St., LA SW Corner Opal/Lorena St. – Resurrection Church 08/07 16:17 W 2-3 P 1 C 

15 3324 Opal St., LA SW Corner Opal/Lorena St. – Resurrection Church 8/11 19:10 W 1-3 P 1 1m: 15s 

15 3324 Opal St., LA SW Corner Opal/Lorena St. – Resurrection 
Church 

8/28 20:16 W 1-2 T 1-2 1 m: 15 s 

15 B 1161 Mirasol Ave, Los Angeles Residential Neighborhood 8/12 10:50 W 2 P 1 C 

15 B 1161 Mirasol Ave, Los Angeles Residential Neighborhood 08/07 16:26 SW 2-3 Y 1 C 

15 B 1161 Mirasol Ave, Los Angeles Residential Neighborhood 8/20 19:00 SW 1-2 Y 1 C 

15 B 1161 Mirasol Ave, Los Angeles Residential Neighborhood 8/14 19:09 SW 1-2 C 1 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 8/25 20;46 SW 1-2 Y 2 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 8/14 10:30 SW 1-2 Y 1 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 8/12 10:55 W 2 P 1 30s:  5s 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 07/31 12:18 --- 0 Y 2 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 08/06 12:50 SE 0-2 R 0-1 1m:  5s 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 8/14 12:52 S 1-2 Y 2 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 8/14 15:43 SW 2-3 Y 1 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 08/07 16:30 SW 1-2 Y 2 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 8/25 18:57 SW 1-2 Y 2 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 08/06 19:01 SW 2-3 Y 1 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 8/20 19:03 SW 1-2 Y 2 C 



LOCATIONS WHERE ODORS WERE DETECTED BY SCAQMD INSPECTORS  
DURING 2015 VERNON/BOYLE HEIGHTS ODOR SURVEILLANCE – JULY 28 through AUGUST 28 

CHARACTER 
C - Cooking of meat and/or fat 
D - Decayed/dead matter       
L  - Livestock/manure 
P - Processed meal/dry dog food   
R  - Rendering-type odor other  
      than above  
B – Bread/bakery/baking odor 
E – Earth/dirt/soil odor 

F – Fruity/maskant odor 
S  - Smoke/burning odor       
T  - Trash/dumpster odor 
VOC - Paint/solvent odor 
W – Wood/paper product 
X – Engine exhaust 
Y – Soapy/detergent odor 
O - Other                            

INTENSITY 
0  (no odor detected) 
1 (very light 
2 (light, distinguishable)  
3 (moderate, very distinguishable)   
4  (strong, irritating)        
 5  (very strong, overpowering, intolerable) 

FREQUENCY/DURATION 
C = Constant 
X:Y = Intermittent, starting every X period (min, sec) and lasting Y 
period (min, sec) (e.g.,  10m:1m = Starting every 10 minutes and 
lasting for about a minute each time; 5m:30sec = Starting every 5 
minutes and lasting for about 30 seconds each time) 
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Loc # Approximate 
Location Address Location Description Date 

(2015) Time 
Wind 

Direction 
(From) 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Odor 
Description* 

Odor 
Intensity 
(0-5)** 

Freq/ 
Dur 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 8/14 19:11 SW 1-2 Y 2 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 8/26 19:18 WSW 5 Y 1-2 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 8/12 19:35 SW 3 Y 3 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 07/30 20:27 SW 3.1 Y 3 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 07/28 20:37 W 5.0 Y 2 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 07/29 20:47 SW 2.8 Y 3 C 

16 3640 E. Olympic Blvd., LA CVS Parking Lot 8/20 20:54 SW 1-2 Y 2 C 

17 3915 E. Olympic Blvd, LA SE Corner Indiana/Olympic – 76 Gas Station 07/31 09:35 NE 2-3 Y 1 C 

17 3915 E. Olympic Blvd, LA SE Corner Indiana/Olympic – 76 Gas Station 08/06 10:36 SW 0-1 P 1 2m: 30s 

17 3915 E. Olympic Blvd, LA SE Corner Indiana/Olympic – 76 Gas Station 08/07 16:36 SW 1-2 C 1 C 

17 3915 E. Olympic Blvd, LA SE Corner Indiana/Olympic – 76 Gas Station 8/25 19:01 W 1-2 P 2 C 

17 3915 E. Olympic Blvd, LA SE Corner Indiana/Olympic – 76 Gas Station 8/14 19:15 SW 1-2 C 2 C 

18 4112 E. Olympic Blvd., LA SE Corner Eastman/Olympic Eastman Avenue 
School 

8/14 13:00 SW 1-2 V, C, O2 1 5m: 30s 

19 4290 E. Olympic Blvd., LA Jack in the Box 08/06 10:47 SW 0-1 T 1 C 

19 4290 E. Olympic Blvd., LA Jack in the Box 08/07 14:15 E 1-2 C 1 C 

19 4290 E. Olympic Blvd., LA Jack in the Box 08/07 16:43 W 1-2 Y 2 C 

19 4290 E. Olympic Blvd., LA Jack in the Box 8/25 19:10 W 1-2 P 1 C 

19 4290 E. Olympic Blvd., LA Jack in the Box 8/20 19:14 W 1-2 C 1 C 

19 4290 E. Olympic Blvd., LA Jack in the Box 07/30 20:37 --- 0.0 Y 2 C 

20 4824 Civic Center Way, LA Library 07/30 20:45 NW 3.2 Y 2 C 

 

                                                            
2 Odor from iron work performed on gates at neighboring house 
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Appendix D4. Historic Aerial Photographs 
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Figure D5-1 Map from May 30, 1994 
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Figure D5-1 Map from August 22, 1989 
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Appendix D5. Landmark Wall Viewshed 
Photographs 
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Photo 1 – Entryway signage on Vernon Avenue 
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Photo 2 – Entryway Signage on Soto Street 
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