FAXED:  MAY 10, 2000

May 10, 2000

Ms. Sue Chang

Project Manager

Department of City Planning

221 North Figueroa Street, Room 900

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for the Playa Vista Interim Flood Control and Surface Water Quality System

Dear Ms. Chang:

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 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final SEIR.  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, CEQA Section

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment
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Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for the Playa Vista Interim Flood Control and Surface Water Quality System

1. On page IV-27 of the DSEIR, it is indicated that 34 acres of land will be disturbed to prepare the grounds for the construction of the water quality basin facility, the sand filter and the stockpiling of excavated material.  Given that an acre of soil disturbed creates 110 pounds of fugitive dust, according to EPA estimates, it means that approximately (34 x 110) pounds or 3,740 pounds of fugitive dust would be generated over the two-month or 42-day working period.  Therefore the grading of the 34 acres of land would generate (3,740 divided by 42) pounds or approximately 90 pounds of fugitive dust per day.  With the application of the dust control measures identified on pages IV-29 and 30 of the DSEIR, which measures would reduce emissions by another 50 percent, the grading of the 34 acres would generate about 45 pounds of fugitive dust per day.  By these calculations and including PM10 exhaust emissions, the PM10 emissions shown in Table IV.B-3a appear overstated.  Please explain this discrepancy in the final SEIR.

2. On page IV-28 of the DSEIR, it is stated that the 12-acre stockpile of excavated material would generate approximately 86 pounds of PM10 without any control measures such as watering, etc.  Please note that, according to EPA estimates, one acre of open stock piles generates 86 pounds of PM10.  Consequently, 12 acres of stock piles of excavated material would generate (12 x 86) pounds or 1,032 pounds of PM10.  This amount of PM10 emissions exceeds the daily construction PM10 significance threshold, which is 150 pounds per day and not 100 pounds per day as stated in the last sentence of the first full paragraph on page IV-28.  Please correct these in the final SEIR.

3. To further reduce PM10 emissions from the heavy-duty diesel construction equipment, the lead agency should also consider the possibility of requiring particulate traps on construction equipment.  Information on this potential mitigation option can be obtained from a number of websites, including: http://arbis.arb.ca.gov/toxics/diesel/ss/Eval_Index.htm; and http://www.meca.org/;  The following websites belong to companies that have important information on particulate traps.  By listing them in this letter, the AQMD is by no means endorsing their products.  They are being listed only as sources of information that may be helpful to the public:  http://www.engelhard.com/;  and http://www.nett.ca/.

