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September 1, 2000

Maya Zaitzevsky:

Department of City Planning

221 N. Figueroa Street, Room 1500

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Self-Realization Fellowship Church Revised Master Plan

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

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 Environmental Impact Statement.

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 Environmental Impact Statement.  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

Alene Taber

Planning Manager

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
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Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Self-Realization Fellowship Church Revised Master Plan

1. Peak Daily Construction Emissions:  Table 12 on page 131 of the DEIR shows the worst case daily construction PM10 emissions.  The worst case scenario implies that a number of construction activities would be occurring simultaneously.  This also assumes that almost all the construction equipment would be in use during the day, lasting a minimum of eight (8) hours.  As such, presenting the dirt/debris hauling as occurring over only a three-hour period daily underestimates the daily emissions.  A similar point can be made regarding Table 14, where some of the equipment are listed as being used for as little as two hours daily.  Although not all construction activities can take place simultaneously, it is realistic to assume that activities such as demolition, excavation, grading and hauling can take place concurrently.  When the emissions from these respective activities are added, as itemized at the bottom of Table 14, NOX and PM10 emissions will likely exceed the AQMD significance thresholds.

2. Model Assumptions I:  The lead agency does not explain how the levels of action in Table 12 on page 131 were calculated.  The lead agency should explain why the distance covered by trucks that would haul the on-site dirt will cover only one (1) mile.  It is not clear how 1,000 cubic yards of earth or soil translates into 1,400 tons of soil.  It is also not explained why the storage piles are projected to cover only 0.1 acre of project site.  Please explain these in the Final EIR, and recalculate the PM10 emissions for those activities in the table where necessary.

3. Model Assumptions II:  Table 14 on page 135 contains a number of assumptions that have not been identified and which is necessary to understand the emissions profile.  For example, under demolition, the number of haul trucks involved, the average distance covered, the number of trips per day, the quantities of debris to be hauled per trip, the number of commuting workers, the average commute distance, etc. should be identified.   A similar breakdown is necessary for the 1,200 miles quoted for haul trucks and the 1,000 miles quoted for worker commuting under grading and hauling.  The assumptions can be listed in the footnotes to the table.  The detailed information would facilitate the review of the projected emissions shown in the table.  The listing of the assumptions for each of the four sections in the table would also ensure that all the emission sources are accounted for. 

4. Numbering Errors:  There are some three errors in the numbering of tables that need to be corrected in the Final EIR.  The references made to Table 3 on page 130, and also to Tables 4 and 5 on page 133 of the DEIR are the table numbers in Appendix E.  Their corresponding numbers in the main text of the DEIR are Tables 12, 13 and 14.

5. Merge Tables:  Tables 12 and 14 should be combined to reflect the daily peak construction emissions.  The footnotes should identify the emission sources. 

6. Asbestos Containing Materials:  Although the lead agency admits, on page 137 of the DEIR, that there might be asbestos in the buildings to be demolished given the age of the buildings, no attempt is made to estimate the amount of asbestos that might be present.  Please use the emission factor given in Chapter 9 of the AQMD 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook to estimate the amount of asbestos that might be present in the roofing, flooring, fire retardant features and pipe insulation in the buildings that are slated to be demolished.

7. Operational Emissions:  Please explain why only net “new” trips was used in deriving vehicle trip emissions as noted on page 138 of the DEIR.   Operational emissions should include all vehicle trips at buildout.  To properly evaluate Table 15 on page 138, please list in the appendix all the assumptions that went into the URBEMIS7G model that was sued and also attach the program output.

8. Sensitive Receptors and Mitigation:  The project is located close to residences located to the north of  Rome Drive/Court and to the west of San Rafael Avenue.  The Mt. Washington Elementary School is also located to the North-East of the project site.  On page 131 of the DEIR, it is stated that, “…construction activity could cause a substantial (measurable) short-term increase in PM10 concentrations at homes directly adjacent to the grading/excavation sites, even if emissions do not exceed 150 pounds per day.”  The DEIR again notes on page 116 that, “Although the 8-hr CO standard has been met since 1992, the margin between the observed maximum annual 8-hr CO level and the allowable 8-hr standard is fairly small.”  A similar comment is made on page 119 with respect to NO2 emissions.  Therefore, it appears the project area is located near a sensitive receptor with respect to air quality.  As such, project air quality impacts should be fully mitigated, to prevent adversely affecting the nearby residences.  It is therefore important that all mitigation measures that are implementable be considered for inclusion in the revised plan.  The following measures are recommended for consideration in addition to Rule 403 requirements:

· Wash loose dirt from trucks before leaving project site.

· Pave all construction roads, both on and off site.

· Prohibit trucks or any other construction truck from idling off site for periods longer than ten minutes.

· Provide a flag person to direct traffic at all the major intersections near the project site during periods of construction.  

· Where feasible, build walls between the project site and residences to protect nearby residents from construction emissions.

· Require particulate traps to be fitted on all diesel-powered construction equipment, and use of low-sulfur diesel fuel where practicable.

· Appoint a site construction relations officer to monitor on-site construction activity, and ensure compliance with PM10 mitigation.

In the Final EIR, please provide a table showing each mitigation measure, the control efficiency and the remaining unmitigated emissions.

