April 14, 2000

Paul Davis, Environmental Associate

City of Los Angeles

Department of Recreation and Parks

Environmental Management Section

200 N. Main Street, Room 709, CH

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Davis,

Draft Negative Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Ernest E. Debs Regional Park Framework Plan

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document.  The following comments are meant as guidance for the lead agency as it prepares the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).

Please provide the SCAQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final MND.

The SCAQMD is available to work with the lead agency to address the issues indicated in the attached comments and any other questions that may arise.  Please contact either myself at (909) 396-3054 or Ms. Barbara Radlein at (909) 396-2716, if you have any specific questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor

Planning, Rules, and Area Sources
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Comments of the SCAQMD

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for the

Ernest E. Debs Regional Park Framework Plan

The draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) does not provide any quantitative data on air quality impacts for the proposed rehabilitation of Ernest E. Debs Regional Park.  Because the document lacks quantitative data on air quality impacts associated with constructing three buildings (a nature center, skill center, and a park ranger substation), increasing the capacity of existing parking lots, and installing more pipelines and fire hydrants, the lead agency has not demonstrated that the air quality impacts are not significant.  

1)
Screening Table for Operation – Daily Thresholds of Potential Significance for Air Quality

The lead agency relied on the screening criteria from its Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, which are based on the screening thresholds in Chapter 6 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (November 1993) and determined the proposed project’s significance by assuming the 10,000 square foot nature center was similar to a small commercial office building, the 10,000 square foot skill center like a day care center, and the park ranger substation like a residential unit.  Because the square footage of the proposed buildings did not meet the criteria for significance and that the increase to the parking lot would involve less than one acre of grading and re-paving, the lead agency determined that the proposed construction and operation would not have a significant adverse air quality impact.  The screening criteria in Tables 6-2 and 6-3 of the CEQA Handbook are based on outdated EMFAC emission factors and trip generation data from the fifth edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual instead of the updated sixth edition.  As a result, the SCAQMD recommends that the lead agency no longer use the screening tables in Chapter 6 of the CEQA Handbook.  

Instead, the lead agency should use the URBEMIS7G model (Version 3.2) or use the calculation methodologies in the Appendix to Chapter 9 of the CEQA Handbook to calculate the worst-case daily emissions data (i.e., fugitive dust emissions, emissions from construction equipment and site preparation activities such as trenching and grading, and emissions from construction worker commute trips) based on the build-out scenario as proposed in the draft MND.  Current on-road emission factors (EMFAC7G) can be obtained from the California Air Resources Board’s website at www.arb.ca.gov.  Once the lead agency calculates construction emissions, the results should be compared to the mass daily construction emissions significance thresholds in Chapter 6 of the CEQA Handbook to determine whether or not construction emissions generate significant adverse air quality impacts.  A summary table, included as part of the air quality discussion, that shows emissions attributed to the proposed project, emission reductions from mitigation measures (if any), and net remaining emissions would also be helpful to the reader.

2)
Compliance with SCAQMD Rules and Regulations

On page 3-15 of the draft MND, the lead agency acknowledges that compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 would be required to minimize the construction-related air quality impacts.  Specifically, Rule 403 requires implementing Best Available Control Measures (BACM) to control fugitive dust.  The lead agency should specify the BACMs that will be used for the proposed project.  Based on the type of BACMs to be used and the control efficiency for each BACM (see the control efficiencies for fugitive dust mitigation measures in Chapter 11 of the CEQA Handbook), the lead agency can calculate the net construction fugitive dust emissions for the proposed project.  In addition, the lead agency should explicitly identify all SCAQMD Rules and Regulations applicable to this project.  For example, because of the potential odors from asphalt and paint during construction, the proposed project could cause nuisances in violation of Rule 402 – Nuisance.  Also, page 3-32 of the document mentions the potential for asbestos and other hazardous materials to be found during excavation.  With regard to hazardous materials, especially asbestos, the proposed project may also be subject to SCAQMD Regulation XIV – Toxics and Other Non-Criteria Pollutants, Rules 1403 and 1414.

3)
Sensitive Receptors

Page 3-33 of the document indicates that construction will occur near several schools.  Given the proximity of the sensitive receptors, and given further that timeline of the project is undecided at this time, it is important to quantify emissions to determine whether mitigation is necessary to protect the nearby receptors from project construction emissions.  Again, without knowing the quantitative data from the air quality impacts, it is not possible to determine how the sensitive receptors would be affected by the proposed project. 

4)
Traffic-Related Air Quality Impacts

Similar to the analysis of air quality, there is no quantification of traffic impacts from the proposed project in the draft MND.  For example, on page 3-58 of the draft MND, it is stated, “The implementation of the proposed project would not exceed a level of service standard on roadways established by the county congestion management agency.”  It would be helpful if the lead agency identified the current level of service.  Further, it is important for the lead agency to quantitatively analyze level of service impacts from the proposed project because reduction in levels of service from C to D, D to E, et cetera or an increase in the volume to capacity ratio of greater than or equal to 0.2 at intersections rated D or worse could create CO hotspots.  The Final MND should include a quantitative level of service analysis to determine whether or not a CO hotspots analysis is warranted.

