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Introductions

The Study Session convened at 9:15 a.m.  Dr. Alan Lloyd, Chairman of the Air Resources Board (ARB), delivered opening remarks on the Study Session.  Dr. Lloyd welcomed participants and noted the attendance of four other ARB members:  Ms. Lydia Kennard, Dr. Henry Gong, Supervisor Barbara Patrick, and Ms. Barbara Riordan.  Dr. Lloyd affirmed ARB’s commitment to continue to work on environmental justice (EJ) and air quality issues, including the interface of land-use siting and cumulative air pollution impacts.  Dr. Lloyd noted that Cal/EPA under the current Administration is committed to addressing EJ issues.  In closing, he urged the attendees to share their views during this facilitated Study Session.

Ms. Catherine Witherspoon, Executive Officer of the ARB, followed        Dr. Lloyd with welcoming remarks.  She briefly summarized the ARB’s EJ stakeholder process that has resulted in several work products that are carrying out the ARB’s EJ Policies and Actions that were adopted in 2001; namely, a Public Participation Guidebook, a Complaint Resolution Protocol, and a draft Air Quality and Land Use Handbook.  Ms. Witherspoon indicated that there was general agreement by all stakeholders that the purpose of land use and air pollution control was to avoid putting the public in harm’s way.  However, during discussions on the draft Handbook, the stakeholders had diverging opinions on how best to address the land use relationship between the location of sensitive individuals and air pollution sources. 

Broadly speaking, EJ stakeholders had two different perspectives on how best to address the problems associated with “proximity.”  Some of the stakeholders believed the issue should be resolved through land use planning and zoning changes for different land use and air pollution source classifications that used the concept of setbacks or distance criteria to reduce air pollution impacts.  Other stakeholders believed that air pollution impacts should be dealt with on a project-by-project basis.  

ARB believed that the debate would be better informed by broadening the discussion to include land use planners.  This is what led to the Study Session.  Ms. Witherspoon hoped that, by hearing from different stakeholders, including local government, regulatory agencies, business, academia, and community representatives and environmental interests, the Study Session would help to bring participants to a common understanding of the proximity issue and to move toward common ground.  

The facilitator, Mr. Greg Bourne of the Center for Collaborative Policy, asked the attendees to introduce themselves.  Following self-introductions,      Mr. Bourne indicated that the morning segment of the Study Session was devoted to hearing from a variety of speakers, who would share their experiences and views in three panels on land-use and air quality.  After going over the ground rules, Mr. Bourne urged the attendees to actively participate in this “day of collaborative learning”, and assist the ARB in its efforts to identify the grounds for sound decision-making. 

Panel 1: Setting the Stage – Case Studies

Ms. Detrich Allen (City of Los Angeles) gave an overview of the basics of land-use planning.  In her presentation, she touched on various aspects of local government processes and general plans that provide policy direction in land-use decision-making.  Besides promoting economic opportunity, environmental quality, and effective implementation, planners must also consider zoning codes, development standards, design factors, code enforcement, specific plans, and overlay zones.  Ms. Allen stated that while there are many factors to consider when developing a new project, an environmental clearance must be issued before a project can be built.  Government agencies may exercise some discretion in the form of conditional use permits, which provide a measure of flexibility for planners that must balance a wide range of concerns (e.g., quality-of-life, affordable housing, public health and safety, schools, urban infill, environmental protection and justice, and limiting sprawl).  In closing, she noted that public input is essential throughout the planning process.

Ms. Paula Forbis (Environmental Health Coalition [EHC]) followed with a presentation on Barrio Logan.  She began with some background information on EHC, showed a land-use map of the Barrio Logan area, and gave a brief summary of the Master Plating case, including the intensive monitoring project by ARB.  In this case, a family lived in a house located between Master Plating and another metal plating facility.  One of the family’s children had a severe asthma condition, and it was difficult for the father to keep his job due to the numerous doctor-visits that their child needed.  While a cause-and-effect association cannot be established, the health of the family’s child has improved since Master Plating was closed.  In closing comments, Ms. Forbis showed a map of sources for potential relocation in the Barrio Logan area, noting a high number of metal-fabrication and welding shops.  Pollutant emissions from freeways, the Coronado Bridge, and the shipyards in the industrial waterfront also contribute to the local pollution burden.  The Barrio Logan community is asking regulators to promote pollution prevention to keep housing away from major sources, and to relocate sources where possible.  The separation of incompatible land-uses must be considered in efforts to provide more rental housing in Barrio Logan.

Mr. Stuart Rupp (New United Motor Manufacturing, Inc. [NUMMI]) delivered a presentation on his experience with the NUMMI manufacturing plant in the Bay Area.  The plant employs ~6,000 workers and makes >350,000 cars per year.  In his view, land-use policies need to consider both the impacts of the project on the community and the impacts of the community on the project.  With respect to infill, “smart growth” should protect existing residential and industrial areas so that safe and healthy housing is provided to meet community needs and to avoid locally undesirable land-uses.  In this regard, he mentioned that a new housing project is proposed for construction next to the county stables, which were originally built in the midst of agricultural fields.  In his closing remarks, he showed an aerial photo of the NUMMI plant located between I-880 and I-680, near hazardous waste storage facilities and a railroad switching yard.  This translates into high volume highway car and truck traffic and round-the-clock train traffic.  He suggested that, before considering proposals for housing, the “aggregation of impacts” in the vicinity of the NUMMI plant should undergo a qualitative assessment for housing suitability in this location, a quantitative air quality analysis to determine risk, and development of mitigation plans.

Ms. Penny Newman (Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice [CCAEJ]) spoke about the situation in Mira Loma in Riverside County.  The incompatibility of mixed-uses in the area (e.g., Stringfellow Acid Pits) has had a tremendous impact on the rural lifestyle that long-time residents have enjoyed.  Since 1999, the building of warehouses for goods storage has been on the rise, occupying large parcels of unincorporated county land near Jurupa, Glen Avon, Mira Loma, and Pedley.  People living in houses next to warehouses are exposed to high amounts of truck traffic on residential streets, and reports have identified the area as having the highest PM levels in the nation.  The alarming trend is for low-income housing to be built adjacent to industrial areas, and for retail zones to be established in urban centers.  Problems are especially bad at Mira Loma High School.  In a study by the SCAQMD in Mira Loma, warehouse build-up has been substantial and it was suggested that a 1,500 foot separation from diesel truck traffic be provided for public health protection.  In closing, she noted that developers put a lot of pressure on local elected officials. Low-income housing is being used as a buffer, even as the science advises against it.

Panel 2: Perspectives on Distance Criteria

Dr. Stephanie Pincetl (University of California, Los Angeles [UCLA]) framed her presentation around four points: (1) the relationship between land-use and air quality is not well understood by planners; (2) guidelines are a first step, but other steps must follow; (3) proposed guidelines will help make for more thoughtful development; and (4) future directions for urban areas are essential.  She went on to discuss how land-use dictates public health, as a wide range of localized air quality-related health effects have been reported from the Board’s Children’s Health Study and other studies near major roadways.  With continued growth in vehicle numbers, there may be unidentified costs associated with chronic pollution exposure that can’t be traced back to individual sources, as their share of the burden cannot be determined.  In efforts to minimize ecological footprints and to promote urban sustainability, she suggested that buffer zones be an “indispensable component” of smart growth along with the development of cleaner manufacturing practices that don’t need buffer zones.  Along freeways, buffer zones could used for parking lots or urban forests.

Dr. Joe Lyou (California Environmental Rights Alliance [CERA]) noted a number of points of agreement with earlier speakers, and stakeholder differences relative to the use of case-by-case analysis vs. buffer zones in land-use decision-making.  In attempting to answer the question of how to avoid incompatible land-uses, environmental groups felt that ARB should shift its focus from determining what project scenarios would trigger a site-specific analysis, to determining what scenarios should be avoided.  In his view, the major shortcoming to site-specific analyses is that bad decisions will continue to be made because the large volume of decisions that needed to be made would make it too costly for agencies to review each one thoroughly.  If thorough analyses could not be completed in a timely manner, EJ problems would likely worsen in low-income communities that lack political influence.  In closing, he noted that there are precedents for buffer zones (e.g., guns and schools, adult businesses and various receptors, emergency generators and schools, and pesticides and residents/schools).  He urged the ARB to use buffer zones and to examine existing data to make the best professional judgements that science supports.

Ms. Cindy Tuck (California Council for Environmental and Economic Balance [CCEEB]) began with background information on her organization.  She noted that all stakeholders agree that land-use decisions should protect public health, and that input from all stakeholders is needed before a decision is made.  She urged the ARB to help educate land-use planners so that they can consider air quality in their efforts.  In this regard, she noted that CCEEB would prefer that ARB provide information that would help planners make site-specific analyses, that would consider public health protection, economic development, etc.  A major concern was that overly conservative buffer zones could be too prescriptive, and adversely affect infill development and transit oriented developments, as well as promote sprawl.  When asked about buffer zones for freeways, Ms. Tuck responded that their size should be based on factors such as traffic volume, number of diesel trucks, meteorology, and projected traffic volume growth.

Dr. Barry Wallerstein, Executive Officer of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) noted that there is a prohibition in State law that prevents an air district from interfering with local land-use issues, even though local land-use decisions are also in large part air quality decisions.  He went on to describe the sensitive receptor provisions developed by the SCAQMD which establish servicing requirements for diesel back-up generators, more inspections for oil and gas wells, and restrictions on hexavalent chromium facilities.  He also gave an overview of the third Multiple Air Toxics Evaluation Study (MATES III), in which the SCAQMD identified the top 200 toxic grid cells in the air basin.  Other SCAQMD efforts included stronger indirect source rules and the phase-out of perchloroethylene use by dry cleaners.  In closing, he asked for ARB to provide guidance on air quality and land-use, data for determining buffer zones, ways to improve micro-scale monitoring methods, and to accelerate activities relative to diesel Air Toxic Control Measures (ATCMs).  Furthermore, State-level action is needed to expedite California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) reviews, provide funding to local agencies, improve community outreach and education, and improve interagency communication and collaborative problem-solving.

Mr. Ken Farfsing (City of Signal Hill) asked what “balance” meant for cities.  As it is, city planners need to consider a wide range of concerns including housing, infill, jobs, housing balance, distance recommendations, cost of mitigations, etc.  He recommended considering constraints relative to infill areas, identifying ways to revitalize “strip-commercial sites,” and weighing the cost and practicality of new regulations (e.g., how to enforce truck idling ordinances).  

Panel 3: Inter-relationship of Land Use and Air Quality Goals

Mr. David Goldstein (Natural Resources Defense Council [NRDC]) noted that with respect to air quality, smart growth would result in less driving in efficient neighborhoods.  “Location efficiency” provides for proximity to jobs, and in his view, the use of setbacks around pollution sources would not increase driving significantly.  In efficient neighborhoods, transit access is important, as it influences transit behavior, and people will tend to use their cars less.  Mixed-use zoning, involving commercial and residential projects, should be viewed as an amenity, as it improves quality of life as well as air quality and health.  In closing, he stated that setbacks need not be very large to provide public health protection.

Ms. Lynn Jacobs (Ventura Affordable Homes) reminded the attendees about the potential for unintended consequences, citing home energy efficiency and problems with toxic mold (that may also be due to other factors such as the lack of skilled workers).  The need for both affordable housing and clean air may appear as conflicting priorities on the surface, but there are lots of other factors to consider.  She suggested that ARB host a give-and-take discussion with housing agencies and air quality organizations to share ideas and information, as local government agencies need tools to evaluate air quality impacts efficiently.  She closed her presentation by noting that “(housing) affordability begins with availability,” and tradeoffs (with air quality) are viewed differently depending on the peoples’ need for housing.  For example, people that are “under-housed” (i.e., living in overcrowded conditions) may not perceive poor air quality as an overarching concern.  

Mr. Tim Piasky (Building Industries Association of Southern California [BIA]) asked the attendees to keep a clear focus on the source of the problem, and to keep in mind that builders are “victims” when it comes to air quality and land-use conflicts.  If regulators stay focused on reducing toxic air contaminant emissions from diesel emissions from trucks, then developers can provide affordable housing.  He also posed a legal question as to whether buffer zones constitute a taking of private land, and suggested that voluntary measures be considered first.  In closing, he stated that builders shouldn’t be asked to pay clean-up costs of existing polluting sources as part of project approval.  Moreover, he added that buffer zones would lead to higher housing costs for builders.

Facilitated Discussion

Mr. Bourne reviewed the main discussion questions for the remainder of the Study Session:

· Under what conditions is it important to separate sensitive receptors from potential sources of air pollutants?

· What are the various ways for achieving the “separation”?

· Assuming their potential value, what should be the basis for establishing buffer zones?

· How could you integrate various existing land use objectives (such as mixed use, affordable housing, brownfields redevelopment, pedestrian oriented development, transit oriented development, etc.) with buffers?

Mr. Bourne then called on the first speaker.

Ms. Andrea Hunter and Ms. Tammy Chow (UCLA) noted that they were law students that had done some research on buffer zones.  In their presentation, they described a range of noise pollution, social pollution, and chemical pollution buffer ordinances already in use (e.g., in St. Charles Parish, Louisiana, heavy manufacturing facilities are not permitted within 2,000 feet of a residence).  In closing, they noted that “guidelines are not regulations,” buffer zones are already being used, and guidance to planners would be useful.

Dr. Andrea Hricko (University of Southern California [USC]/UCLA) noted that distribution centers for goods storage are often associated with increases in diesel truck emissions.  She cited a number of peer-reviewed research articles documenting health effects in children living within 300 meters of heavily trafficked roads (e.g., Brunekreef et al., 1997), and data showing the pollution concentration drop-off on the downwind side of a freeway (Zhu et al., 2002).  In closing, she noted that truck traffic appears to be a key driver (cf. pollutant concentrations downwind of the 710 and 405 freeways in Los Angeles) insofar as the incidence of air pollution-related health effects.

Dr. Amy Kyle (University of California, Berkeley [UCB]) shaped her comments around three main points: (1) air pollution matters more than you think; (2) we don’t have the tools to deal with our current problems; and (3) there are things we can do in the near-term.  She noted that in recent years, more health problems are being reported at low pollutant concentrations.  At present, we lack the tools to address proximity-related air quality problems caused by the over-concentration of sources, and we need to change how we craft our regulations in order to address proximity issues.  Lastly, she acknowledged that long-term solutions are in the works, but we need to do what makes sense in the mean time to correct obvious problems and to prevent them from getting worse.  

Mr. Curtis Moore (Health and Clean Air Newsletter) announced that the most recent issue of the newsletter dealt with roadway emissions and health effects (“Car Crazy”).  He added that risks from roadway emissions are not trivial, and many air pollutants also affect indoor air quality as well.  Concerning housing affordability, assessments need to consider the dollar cost of building as well as the resulting health impacts from pollutant exposure.  In response to an earlier speaker, Mr. Moore noted that builders are not victims, but that buyers are.  In closing, he urged ARB to focus on reducing pollutant emissions, and let the incentives and technology advancements follow.

Ms. Diane Bailey (National Resources Defense Council [NRDC]) stated that if the ARB’s land-use and air quality guidebook offered weak recommendations to planners, those efforts would be counter-productive to EJ.  Weak recommendations give a “false sense of accomplishment.”  A blanket recommendation for performing site-specific analyses remains a major point of contention for environmental groups.  She urged ARB to put the burden-of-proof on developers, and make them, not communities, prove that their project is safe.  She also added that buffer zones are necessary for public health protection, and where information is lacking, to use precaution.  Ms. Bailey also noted that reductions in health costs from lower pollution exposure would offset housing cost increases, and that regulators need to consider the potential for upsets at traditional sources in local safety plans.

Mr. Ken Farfsing (City of Signal Hill) asked if ARB was already in the process of developing a land-use/air quality plan.  Among his concerns are that ARB’s guidelines would eventually turn into regulations, and planners would not have any options other than to create “dead zones around freeways.”  He suggested that ARB enlist the Urban Land Institute as a reviewer of the draft Handbook, and to look into incorporating some regional land-use perspectives into the document (e.g., Southern California Association of Government [SCAG]).  In closing, he asked if ARB had polled city planners about the draft Handbook, if there would be State or federal funding to implement any changes, and if ARB understood the legal underpinnings of buffer zones.

Mr. Rick Teebay (Los Angeles County) felt that buffer zones are a doable thing for the future, and that pollution reductions are more appropriate for existing situations.  He asked that consideration be given to providing more funding to the Carl Moyer Program.

Mr. Art Bashmakian (City of Burbank) stated that City Councils and Boards of Supervisors make the final decision when it comes to local land-use.  As such, information on air quality needs to target elected officials to be effective.

Ms. Madeline Glickfeld (UCLA) felt that too many issues were being lumped together in the Study Session.  Due to the complexity of “cumulative effects,” selected scenarios need to be discussed separately in order to make progress.

Ms. Robina Suwol (California Safe Schools) reviewed her experiences in dealing with a number of locally undesirable land uses in southern California.

Ms. Bedelia Honeycutt (State Department of Education) asked if ARB had any advice to share about how to protect existing schools and how to find new school sites.

Mr. Shabaka Raheru (South Central Los Angeles) felt that “regulators don’t want to regulate,” and are hesitant to step in on problem situations in south central Los Angeles.  He mentioned compliance problems with a commercial foam products manufacturer and high pollutant exposures at a nearby elementary school.  In his view, communities are not getting the help they need from the local school district or local air district.

Mr. Agustin Eichwald (Communities for a Better Environment [CBE]) described CBE’s work in Wilmington and a lawsuit filed by the NRDC against China Shipping.  He noted that the full-cost of chronic air pollution exposure may not be fully accounted for (e.g., death of a parent or urban blight), and that changes are needed to improve conditions in low-income communities.  In asking the question “what’s the cost of a parent dying”, he explained that the chronic pollution impacts go beyond loss of life, and affect surviving family members in ways that cannot be ascribed a dollar value.

Mr. Bourne asked the attendees to consider the following questions, as the focal points for the remainder of the Study Session:

(1) Under what conditions is it important to separate sensitive receptors from potential sources of air pollution?

(2) What are the various ways for achieving the separation?

(3) Assuming their potential value, what should be the basis for establishing buffer zones?

Mr. Tim Piasky (BIA) reiterated his point that ARB is still not dealing with the problem – controlling emissions from diesel trucks. 

Ms. Penny Newman (CCAEJ) commented that “we can’t wait for long-term solutions” and we need to reduce emissions now.  Buffer zones serve to provide added public health protection, and ARB needs to provide guidance to planners to initiate meaningful discussions on land-use, air quality, and EJ.

Ms. Margaret Gordon (Oakland) described the pollution problem in Prescott caused by the emissions from more than 12,000 truck trips per day.  In her view, the air pollution problem in west Oakland is due to diesel truck emissions.  She also noted that in matters that affect communities, community input should be solicited and their opinions respected.

Mr. Gary Jones, a land-use planner, commented that buffer zones sound good for new cities, but won’t work in existing cities.  In existing cities, problems arise with “non-conforming uses”, as you can’t replace an existing use even when zoning changes are made.  As such, source emissions must be controlled.

Mr. Azibuike Akaba, a resident of West Oakland, discussed his experience with a plating facility that is located across the street from homes in West Oakland.  He worked with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) on the clean-up, in which a health and safety overlay zone was created that did not allow for a prior usage to be reestablished if it posed a health problem.

Ms. Carla Walecka, a planning consultant with the building industry, urged ARB to focus on how to achieve an effective separation of land uses.  She asked if anyone knew how effective buffer zones are, if any available design technologies were being considered as alternatives, and what role meteorology plays in determining the size of a buffer zone.

Ms. Bhavna Shamasunder (Urban Habitat) commented that she was not aware of any precedent for land-use decision-makers prioritizing public health protection.  She added that communities know what’s best for themselves, and where data are not available, to adopt a precautionary approach.  In her view, site-specific analyses have not worked so far, and regulators need to look at cumulative impacts when making land-use decisions.

Dr. Tim Malloy (UCLA) noted that while technology development takes time, solutions are needed now.  This being the case, he suggested the use of clean technologies and/or buffer zones as choices to industry when they propose to site a project in a community.

Ms. Angela Johnson-Meszaros (CERA) asked ARB to supply land-use planners with essential air quality information as soon as possible.

Mr. Bourne asked for peoples’ perspectives on what problems arise when sources are built near receptors and when receptors are sited to close to existing sources.

Mr. Art Bashmakian (City of Burbank) noted that there are “incoming use requirements” for both sources of pollution and sensitive receptors.  He also asked if existing uses next to freeways would be allowed to stay where they are.

Mr. Agustin Eichwald (CBE) described several “land-use horror stories” that he was aware of and asked attendees if they wanted buffer zones or not.

Ms. Paula Forbis (EHC) remarked that separate guidance is needed to address existing vs. future land-use/EJ problems.  She also noted that for new projects, consideration of buffer zones needs to occur at the planning stage rather than at the building stage.  She suggested that phasing-out “grandfather clauses” should be looked into, and that communities need to be involved in discussions of projects that affect them.

Mr. Ken Farfsing (City of Signal Hill) commented that cities did not have a say in the siting of existing freeways, but are now being asked to how to deal with establishing buffers around them.  If cities will be asked to act on this, ARB needs to focus on getting funding for cities so that they can buy-back residential areas that are currently too close to existing freeways.

Ms. Witherspoon (ARB) commented that ARB is doing a lot to regulate diesel truck emissions, and emissions from rail yards and ports.  While the issue of generic buffer zones versus site-specific analyses remains to be resolved, the process may be helped by developing technical fact sheets to help identify potential solutions as well as address knowledge gaps.  More input is needed on the types of actions that are doable “on-the-ground.”

Ms. Margaret Gordon (Oakland) suggested that health impacts be considered in the development of general plans.  Project proposals need to include a plan describing how the affected community will be involved.

Mr. Bourne then asked if anything else needed to be addressed, and for attendees to put themselves in “the other person’s shoes” when thinking about what can be done to address land-use/air quality problems.

Ms. Madelyn Glickfeld (UCLA) suggested that ARB keep the present dialogue going with planners concerning freeways and affordable housing.

Mr. Gary Jones defined a buffer zone as a setback between what you want to permit and what you want to avoid.  He asked if a short list of “no-brainers” could be developed as a starting point for planners to review.

Ms. Penny Newman (CCAEJ) suggested the use of gradients in land-use, such as putting a commercial zone in-between an industrial and residential area, to mitigate public health-related problems.

Mr. Paul Pau (Los Angeles Department of Water & Power) suggested planting vegetation in buffer zones or using roadway designs that will increase wind dispersion and ventilation near freeways.

Mr. Shabaka Heru (Community Coalition for Change) asked that agencies be proactive in terms of increasing public awareness about the health risks from air pollution sources and to educate communities about those risks so that they can act for themselves.

Ms. Jean Cameron (City of San Diego) indicated that new housing is currently being built near industrial areas partly because of the availability of vacant office properties.

Mr. Ken Farfsing (City of Signal Hill) asked if permits for selected uses could be phased out.

Mr. Curtis Moore (Health & Clean Air Newsletter) suggested that providing information and education is the first step in making land-use decisions that consider air quality impacts.  In citing case studies conducted in Portland and Atlanta, he noted that transportation planning is an overarching consideration.

Ms. Jane Williams (California Communities Against Toxics) described several locally undesirable land uses of which she was aware (e.g., a proposal by the Los Angeles school district to site a school next to a tank farm, and the issuance of variances by the local air district to a foam manufacturer).

Mr. Rey Leon (Latino Issues Forum) noted that he represented an organization based in the San Joaquin Valley.  In the Valley, pesticide drift is a concern, and State law doesn’t provide remedies to prevent it.  

Ms. Witherspoon (ARB) announced that Cal/EPA was holding a meeting in Fresno on October 12th to solicit input on a pesticide-related pilot project to be conducted by the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) as a component of Cal/EPA’s EJ Action Plan.

Mr. Jesus Torres (CBE), a resident of Wilmington, noted that he had worked with the Governor’s Office of Planning & Research on its guidance for the air quality element.  From that experience, he felt that cumulative impacts should be considered in the context of land-use.  

Ms. Witherspoon (ARB) noted that considerable work is being done to develop an emissions inventory in Wilmington as part of the ARB’s pilot project in Cal/EPA’s EJ Action Plan.  She also commented that emissions from ports were being looked at on several fronts by the ARB.

Dr. Andrea Hricko (USC/UCLA) remarked on the urgency of air pollution-related health effects involving roadways.  She urged the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to weigh-in on freeway issues, as decisions are already being made that could benefit from their expertise and input.

Ms. Leann Williams (Caltrans) responded that there are people in Caltrans working on community-based air pollution issues related to the expansion of the 710 freeway.

Mr. Bourne asked if anyone had any specific recommendations for ARB?

Dr. Stephanie Pincetl (UCLA) suggested that ARB share its knowledge on air quality and land-use and give some legitimacy to the issue.

Mr. Bart Doyle (City of Sierra Madre) stated that in his view, land-use decision-makers have a lot to learn about air quality issues.  He suggested that ARB use the term “setback” instead of buffer zone.  Mr. Doyle said that the term “buffer zone” infers that no development can occur in the area, which is not what ARB intended.  As a framework for future discussion, he proposed holding sessions dedicated to transportation corridors (e.g., freeways and rails), urban infill (i.e., how to develop specific plans that consider air quality), and the urban fringe (i.e., developing specific plans for virgin land development).

Mr. Azibuike Akaba indicted the possible use of overlay zones to prevent infill in industrial areas.  He briefly described the findings from a case study conducted in West Oakland, a community surrounded by three freeways and the Port of Oakland.  To protect residents from upsets at toxic waste storage facilities, ⅛-mile evacuation zones were established.

Ms. Witherspoon thanked everyone for his or her attendance and participation at the meeting.  The Study Session adjourned at 4:55 p.m.

List of Abbreviations

ARB


(California) Air Resources Board

ATCM


Air Toxic Control Measure

BIA


Building Industry Association (of Southern California)

Cal/EPA

California Environmental Protection Agency

Caltrans

California Department of Transportation

CBE


Communities for a Better Environment

CCAEJ

Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice

CCEEB

California Council for Environmental & Economic Balance

CEQA


California Environmental Quality Act

CERA


California Environmental Rights Alliance

DPR


Department of Pesticide Regulation

DTSC


Department of Toxic Substances Control

EHC


Environmental Health Coalition

EJ


Environmental Justice

MATES III

Multiple Air Toxics Evaluation Study (3rd phase)

NRDC


Natural Resources Defense Council

NUMMI

New United Motor Manufacturing, Inc. 

SCAG


Southern California Association of Governments

SCAQMD

South Coast Air Quality Management District

UCB


University of California, Berkeley

UCLA


University of California, Los Angeles

USC


University of Southern California
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