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July 7, 2000

Mr. Paul Garry

Department of Community, Economic and Development Services

City of El Segundo

350 Main Street

El Segundo, CA 90245-0989

Mitigated Negative Declaration for the El Segundo Media Center

Dear Mr. Garry:

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document.  The following comments are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated in the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Please provide the AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration.  The AQMD would be happy to work with the Lead Agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise.  Please contact Dr. Charles Blankson, Transportation Specialist – CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

SS:CB

Attachment

LAC000608-02

Control Number

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (DMND) for the El Segundo Media Center

1.
Construction Emissions:

Although project emissions for both construction and operations are compared to and in some cases exceed the applicable significance thresholds recommended for use by the SCAQMD, the lead agency concludes that air quality impacts are insignificant for the following reasons:

a. Construction emissions “will be typical of mixed use projects.”  This criterion has no bearing on whether emissions from a project adversely affect air quality and is an inappropriate indicator of significance. 

b. Construction emissions “will be short-term.”  The lead agency is reminded that designations of nonattainment are based on daily exceedances of an ambient air quality standard.  Consequently, whether or not emissions are short-term is irrelevant to determining air quality significance.

c. Construction emissions “will be substantially offset through required mitigation measures.”  In spite of identifying mitigation measures, in some cases emissions still exceed the applicable significance thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD.  Consequently, the lead agency has not demonstrated construction air quality impacts are not significant.

d. Operational emissions are not significant because the proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan and represents less density than permitted under existing General Plan.  According to CEQA case law {Environmental Planning and Information Council v. County of El Dorado (3d Dist. 1982) 131 Cal. App.3d 350 [182 Cal.Rptr. 317]} assessing the impacts of a proposed project for an undeveloped piece of property should be compared against the existing environment, rather than some hypothetical future environment allowed under the existing General Plan.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) states in part, “This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.”  Consequently, the fact that the proposed project results in less density than allowed under existing zoning ordinance is an inappropriate indicator of air quality impacts.

e. Operational emissions are not significant because the proposed project is located “in close proximity to transit facilities, thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled…”  This statement ignores the fact that the site does not currently generate VMT, therefore, any traffic to the site will result in an increase in VMT, not a decrease.

f. Operational emissions will be further reduced by implementing mitigation measures.  Even with mitigation measures, the proposed project would still exceed significance thresholds recommended for use by the SCAQMD.  Consequently, the lead agency has not demonstrated that operational air quality impacts from the proposed project are not significant.

g. Finally, as noted on page 48, “the decision on impact significance rest [sic] with the local lead agency.”  Although this statement is correct, the lead agency has not demonstrated that the proposed project will not create significant adverse air quality impacts.  If the lead agency does not use the significance thresholds recommended for use by the SCAQMD, then it must establish credible significance thresholds related to air quality in some way.  As noted in the preceding points, the standards provided in the DMND fail to relate to or address potential air quality impacts.

2.
The lead agency must provide more detailed information about the proposed mitigation measures not only to demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed measures but also to facilitate review by the public and also to facilitate implementation and monitoring.  For example, it is stated on page 52 that “construction of the proposed project shall be required to be in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, to the satisfaction of the City of El Segundo Public Works Department and Community, Economic and Development Services.  Dust reducing measures shall include regular watering of graded surfaces, restriction of all construction vehicles and equipment to travel along…watered roadways, and requiring operations…be suspended during windy conditions.”  As currently stated, the proposed mitigation measures are vague and lack enforceability.  It is recommended that the mitigation measure be made specific and direct.  For example, the lead agency should indicate the frequency with which the relevant mitigation measure would be implemented.  It should state, e.g., that active disturbed areas or exposed areas will be watered two or three times per day, that streets will be swept at the end of the day if visible soil material is carried to the adjacent streets, that trucks carrying dirt, sand or other loose material will be washed off on leaving the construction site, etc.  

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures, the lead agency should provide a table showing the unmitigated construction emissions, the individual mitigation measures, their control efficiencies and how much the mitigation measures would reduce the criteria pollutants on implementation.  Given that according to Table 6, NOX emissions will still exceed the significance threshold after mitigation, it is recommended that additional mitigation measures be considered for inclusion in the final MND.  The following are recommended for consideration:

· Prohibit truck idling in excess of ten minutes.

· Use propane- or butane gas powered or low sulfur fuel (0.05 percent by weight) for mobile construction equipment instead of gasoline wherever feasible.

· Maintain equipment and vehicle engines in good condition and in proper tune as per manufacturers’ specifications and per AQMD rules, to minimize emissions.

· Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on- and off-site.

· Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to off-peak hours to the degree possible.

· Provide temporary traffic controls, e.g., flag persons, during construction, to ensure minimum disruption in traffic.

· Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets.

3.
Operational Emissions:
Given that for the long term, operational emissions, notably VOC, NOX and CO, will all exceed significance thresholds, please consider the following mitigation measures for inclusion in the final MND.

· Utilize low-emission water heaters, and energy-efficient and automated controls for air conditioners to reduce energy consumption and emissions.

· Utilize alternative work schedules such as 4/40 or telecommuting.

· Encourage the use of alternative transportation modes by promoting public transit usage through financial and other incentives, and providing secure bicycle facilities.

· Provide energy conserving street lighting.

4.
According to the traffic analysis, and comparing Table 11 on page 91 and Table 15 on page 100 of the DMND, the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio of at least five intersections will increase by 0.02 or more.  Further, for at least two intersections, the level of service (LOS) will degrade from A to D or E.  Three other intersections will degrade from D to E or F for both the A.M. and P.M. peak periods.  These results indicate that a CO hot spots analysis may be warranted.  Please refer to Section 5.3 in Chapter 5 of the AQMD 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Handbook) for guidance on CO hot spots analysis.

