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May 28,2013

RE: CF No. 13a0523 - CasdenaSepulveda Project

Dear Councilmembers Reyes, Englander and Huizar:

In addition to our earlier comments submitted, we wish to go further to challenge
the attempt of the Casden project proponents and recommendation of the City
Planning Department to incorporate into their FAR calculations the land that
belongs to METRO. We cannot understand how such a calculation has been
permitted and believe that the attempt to do so renders the entire project illegal.
The density being sought is based upon the inappropriate attempts to apply
various land use policies to this projecUproperty. There is no legal justification to
allow for the inclusion of METRO land in the project calculation of FAR and
residential density. The only explanation is in the CPC determination at page F-
19 of the Findings under Policy 3.15.2 where the city notes that the MTA signed
the application for the project going back to May 1, 2008 where the result was
referred to as an incorporation of METRO land with the developer's parcel "into a
unified proposed development." The CPC determination shows the Applicant as
both Casden and MTA. The rationale given states that:: "Such use of the FAR
attributable to the MTA parcel for the Development Project is appropriate
because the MTA parcel will be used for the rail line and station. Therefore,
concentrating the FAR and mix of uses on the adjacent development parcel
would allow for a more holistic design of a transit-oriented development."
However, this is an unfounded and undocumented attempt to transfer the
METRO rights. What is the legal mechanism being used to do so? Where was
the public discussion of such a maneuver?

While the City adopted an ordinance in April of this year which amended its
unified development section (12.24. W. 19), the Casden project does notfal!
under it or LAMC 13.09 (Mixed Use Districts) which permits the establishment of
a Mixed Use District and also defines it and defines Unified Development (which



permits FAR and density averaging). However, the current Casden/MTA under
consideration did not apply for approval under LAMC 13.09, nor under
12.24.W.19. There is no mechanism to legally allow for the combining of the
property development rights.

The Casden project does not qualify for approval under 12.24 W.19 because it
applies to situations where there exists one building on each of two or more
parcels and where a developer decides to concentrate more FAR or density
on one parcel beyond what the zoning would allow thereby "averaging" it with the
lesser FAR/density building on the other parcel. All in all, those projects remain
within the overall allowed FAR/density. The problem for this Casden project is
that there is no building on the METRO/MTA parcel. There is only the transit
station and rail line. This Casden project would not have satisfied the definition
of Unified Development under this section. Similarly, it does not satisfy the
definition of Unified Development under 13.09 either because that also requires
"two or more buildings ..." and the MTA portion of the project does not have such
buildings.

The CPC's and Planning Department's consideration of this project and
recommendations for approval did not take into account any of the impacts of the
future EXPO Sepulveda transit station and adjacent parking structure. While the
MTA will not be developing a commercial project on their land, they are indeed
developing the land and that development is occupying their land and generating
environmental impacts, including traffic impacts. It is rightfully zoned as a
PUBLIC FACILITY and is being used as such. How can it also be zoned for
commercial or mixed uses as well? How can the City give this land development
rights through the Plan Amendment and via a Zone Change AND then argue that
since there will be no future development on the site it is therefore all right to
transfer the development rights to Casden? This does not make any sense. The
City's own report says "the MTA parcel will be used for the rail line and station"
which clearly demonstrates that, in fact, there will be development on the MTA
parcel in the form of a transit station. The transit station will be a large traffiC
generator because people will be driving to it to use the train or pick up or drop
off passengers. This is, after all, one of the very few transit stations that also has
a parking structure to provide commuters with an option to drive to the station.
Where is the documentation to show that the City (and/or the EIR) took into
account the independent traffic impacts of the transit station in addition to the
development entitlements it is attempting to bestow on the MTA parcel? It is our
understanding that the concept behind FAR/density averaging is that the donor
parcel remains with far less development than the donee parcel. Yet here the
donor parcel will remain with a huge development in terms of traffic generation.

It is disingenuous and extremely troubling to have to dig through project
documents to find a tiny reference (two short paragraphs on page F-19) about
this attempt to transfer development rights in a long 180 page document.
Further, the agreement forged between Casden and MTAlMETRO was not done



in an open, public setting and appears to have been done before the scope of the
proposed project was known (perhaps even to METRO?).

Our appeals to the PLUM Committee document many problems with the review
of the project to date and to the granting of any entitlements. We. believe that the
very FOUNDATION of this project is faulty and renders the project an illegal
proposal. We have argued many times that this project should go back to the
drawing board. Given our understanding of the City's land use policies and
applicable law, we now believe that this project MUST go back to the drawing
board.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

(9a~~
Barbara Broide, President
For Westwood South of Santa Monica Blvd. and in conjunction with our appeal
filed on behalf of WSSM, Westwood Homeowners Association and Beverlywood
Homes Association

cc: Council members Koretz, Rosendahl and Councilmember-elect Bonin
City Attorney Trutanich



Los Angeles City Council
Planning and Land Use Management Committee
Re: Casden Sepulveda Project
CPC-2008-4604-GPA-ZC-HD-CUB-DB-SPR
ENV-2008-3989-EIR

As the Vice-President of Westwood South of Santa Monica Homeowners'
Association, I am representing the owners of over 3800 homes in the area
immediately adjacent to the proposed project.

Ours is a long-established low-rise community of single-family homes, low-
density multi-family housing, shops and offices, which has found itself a
gridlocked conduit between areas of over-development approved with no
attention to the abysmally inadequate infrastructure. This project, in addition to a
request for a zone change, is proposing a mixed-use project including 150,000
sq. ft. of commercial space, 638 residential units, 5 levels of subterranean parking
and building heights from 6 - 16 stories. And tens of thousands of new trips.

Experts acknowledge that the traffic at 22 of the surrounding intersections cannot
be mitigated. One example of their disingenuous, fantasy thinking is their
suggestion that some of our narrow, undersized, non-continuous, segmented
residential streets, created nearly a century ago, could serve as alternate routes in
case of gridlock.

Members of the PLUM Committee, you have a clear choice today. The impacts of this
oversized project on most of the surrounding intersections and the neighboring
residential streets cannot be mitigated. This project would bring the current
gridlock of the adjacent streets to a total standstill.

The developer must be required to re-consider this application to reduce both the
requested commercial space and the number of residential units. That is the only
possible authentic mitigation.

If you give the green light to this proposal in its current form, you are telling the
residents, the businesses, and the employees in our community that they are the only
ones to pay the price for this inappropriate gift to a connected developer. When
everyone else goes home, we are left to cope with the bad decisions.

Thank you,
Marilyn Cohon
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G. Open Space Requirement for Six. or More Residential Units.
(Added by Ord. No. 171,753, Eff. 11117/97.)

1. Purpose. It is the purpose of this subsection to establish
reasonable and uniform regulations to provide usable open space as a
means to fulfill the following objectives: afford occupants of multiple
residential dwelling units opportunities for outdoor living and
recreation; provide safer play areas for 'children as analtemative to the
surrounding streets, parking areas, and alleys; improve the aesthetic
quality of multiple residential dwelling units by providing relief to the
massing of buildings through the use of landscape materials and
reduced lot coverage; and provide a more desirable living
environment for occupants of multiple residential dwelling units by
increasing natural light and ventilation, improving pedestrian
circulation and providing access to on-site recreation facilities.

2. Regulations. New construction (resulting in additional floor.
area and additional units) of a building or group of buildings
containing six or more dwelling units on a lot shall provide at a
minimum the following usable open space per dwelling unit: 100
square feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125
square feet for each unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square
feet for each unit having more than three habitable rooms.

For purposes of this subsection, usable open space shall mean an
area which is designed and intended to be used for active or passive
recreation. Usable open space may consist of private and/or common
area as further defined and regulated herein: Parking areas, including
access aisles, driveways, and required front and side yards, open space
areas located above the first habitable room level, except as otherwise
provided for herein, shall not qualify as usable open space.

(a) Common Open Space:
(1) Common open space shall meet each of the

following requirements:
(i) Be open to the sky and have no structures

that project into the common open space area,
except as provided in Section 12.22 C.20.(b),

(ii) Be readily accessible to all the residents
of the site, .

(iii) Have a minimum area of 400 sq. ft. with
no horizontal dimension less than 15 feet when
measured perpendicular from any point 011 each of
the boundaries of the open space area,



(iv) Constitute at least 500/0 of the total
required usable open space in developments built
at an R3, RAS3, R4, RAS4, andlor R5 density
regardless of the underlying zone. (Amended by
Ord. No. 174,999, Eff. 1115/03.)

. (v) Be located at the grade level or first
habitable room level, except in developments built
at an R3, RAS3, R4, RAS4, and/or R5 density
regardless of the underlying zone. (Amended by
Ord. No. 174,999, Eff. 1115/03.)

(2) Common open space areas shall incorporate
recreational amenities such as swimming pools, spas,
picnic tables, benches, children's play areas, ball courts,
barbecue areas and sitting areas. Amenities that meet the
Department of Recreation and Parks specifications
pursuant to Section 17.12 F. of this Code may be credited
against fees required under Section 12.33 of this Code.

(3) A minimum of 25 percent of the common open
space area shall be planted with ground cover, shrubs or
trees. At least. one 24-inch box tree for every four
dwelling units shall he provided on site and may include
street trees in the parkway. For a surface area not located
directly on finished grade that is used for common open
space, and located at ground level or the first habitable
room level, shrubs and/or trees shall.be contained within
permanent planters at least 30-inches in depth, and lawn
or ground cover shall be at least 12-inches in depth. All
required landscaped areas shall be equipped with an
automatic irrigation system and be properly drained.

The Director of Planning or the Director's designee
shall have. the authority to review and approve or
disapprove all proposed landscape plans submitted in
compliance with this paragraph.

(4) Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in this
paragraph:

(i) Recreation rooms at least 600. square feet
in area for a development of 16 or more dwelling
units, or at least 400 square feet in area for a
development of fewer than 16 dwelling units, may
qualify as common open space, but shall not



qualify for more than 25 percent of the total
required usable open space.

(ii) Roof decks in developments built at an
R3 or an RAS3density, regardless of the
underlying zone, may be used as common open
space, excluding that portion of the roof within ten
feet from the parapet wall. (Amended by Ord.
No. 174,999, Eff. 1115/03.)

(iii) Roof decks in developments built at an
R4, RAS4, and/orR5 density, regardless of the
underlying zone, may be used in their entirety as
common open space, (Amended by Ord. No.
174,999, Eff. 1115/03.)

(b) Private Open Space.Private open space is an open
space area which is contiguous to and immediately accessible
from a single dwelling unit and which meets all of the
following requirements of the zones herein specified:

(1) In the RD 1.5 and more restrictive zones:
(i) private open space shall be located at

grade level or the first habitable room level and be
open to the sky. Structures may project no more
than three feet into the private open space area,
provided there is a minimum eight foot vertical
clearance under the projection, except as provided
in:Section 12.22 C.20.(b);

(ii) private open space shall be enclosed by a
solid fence at least four feet in height; and

(iii) the private open space area shall have no
horizontal dimension less than eight feet, when
measured perpendicular from any point on each of
the boundaries of the open space area and contain
a minimum of 100 square feet of which no more
than 100 square feet per dwelling unit shall be
attributable to the total required open space.

(2) (Amended by Ord, No. 174,999, Eff. 1115/03.)
In developments built at an R3, RAS3, R4, RAS4, and/or
R5 density regardless of the underlying zone, private
open space may be provided above the first habitable
room level. When so provided, it shall:



(i) contain a minimum of 50 square feet of
which no more than 50 square feet per dwelling
unit shall be attributable to the total required
usable open space;

(ii) have no horizontal dimension less than
six feet when measured perpendicular from any
point on each of the boundaries of the open space
area; and

(iii) provide a minimum eight foot vertical
clearance under any projection, except as provided
in Section 12.22 C.20.(b)~ and

(iv) that portion of a balcony which extends
or projects into a required front yard in compliance
with Section 12.22 C.20.(d) may qualify as usable
open space provided it meets each of the above
specified requirements set forth in this
subparagraph.

3. Director's Decision. (Amended by Ord. No. 174,999, Err.
1115/03.) If a development proposed with an R3, RAS3, R4, RAS4,
or R5 density, regardless of the underlying zone, fails to meet the
open space standards of this subsection, an applicant may apply to the
Director of Planning for a Director's Decision. The applicant shall
file an application in the public office of the Department of City
Planning upon a form prescribed for that purpose and pay a filing fee
equivalent to that established for a "Miscellaneous Plan Approval."
This fee is set forth in Section 19.01 L of this Code. The application
shall be accompanied by architectural, landscape and structural plans
for the development, and other information as required by the Director
of Planning. All open space areas for the development shall be clearly
identified in the materials submitted.

(a) No decision granting approval under this subdivision
shall exceed:

(1) a ten percent reduction in the total required
usable open space, provided that any reduction is to the
common open space portion only; or

(2) a ten percent increase in the qualifying area of
recreation rooms up to a maximum of 35 percent of the
total required usable open space; or

(3) a ten percent reduction in the required area for
planting of ground cover; shrubs and trees in common



open space, but that reduction shall not decrease- the total
required usable open space. -

(b) Decision. The Director shall make a decision of
approval, conditional approval or disapproval within 25
calendar days of the Department's acceptance of an
application. Notice of the Director's decision shall be mailed to
the applicant, the City Councilmember in whose District the
property is located, and to all owners and lessees of property
within a radius of 500 feet of the property. _The decision of the
Director shall include written .findings in support of the
decision. In order to approve a proposed development pursuant
to this subsection, the Director must find:

(1) that the open space provided conforms with the
objectives of this subsection, and

(2) that the proposed project complies with the total
usable open space requirements.

(c) Appeals. The decision of the Director shall become
final after an elapsed period of 15 calendar days from the date
of mailing of the decision to the applicant, unless an appeal is
filed with the Area Planning Commission within that period.
The applicant, the City Councilmember in whose District the
property is located, or any other interested person adversely
affected by the decision of the Director may appeal to the Area
Planning Commission. Appeals shall be processed in
accordance with Section 12.24 I. :

\
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New pollution study ranks Los Angeles areas in top 10 worst in state
By Steve Scauzillo @stevscaz on Twitter San Gabriel Valley Tribune
Posted: DailyNews.com .

Related story: Region makes strides but still among worst in ozone levels

A statewide snapshot measuring the cumulative impact of pollution on public health reported that of the
top 10 percent most polluted ZIP codes in the state, half are in Southern California. Three Los Angeles
.County communities are especially burdened: East Los Angeles, Vernon and Baldwin Park, according to
CalEnviroScreen 1.0, an interactive tool released Tuesday by the California Environmental Protection
Agency.

The study, along with a database and an interactive map, was billed as the first of its kind by CallEP A.

"In the past, we've looked at each type of pollutant This is an attempt to look at multiple pollutants," said
Sam Delson, a spokesman for the CalIEPA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.

Communities within the top 5 percent included: Oxnard, Pacoima, Sun Valley, parts of Los Angeles, part
of Whittier, Norwalk, East Los Angeles, Boyle Heights, Downey, Bell, Vernon, ParamountLynwood,
Compton, Wilmington, Santa Fe Springs, Pico Rivera, EI Monte, Baldwin Park, Irwindale, Pomona,
Ontario, Fontana, Rialto, Colton, San Bernardino and Perris.

Those in the top 6 to 10 percent included: Palmdale, Sylmar, Port Hueneme, Inglewood, Bellflower,
Artesia, La Canada Flintridge, Azusa, Rosemead, South Gate,Monterey Park and parts of Rancho
Cucamonga, Chino and Riverside.

"I'm not surprised by this outcome," said Baldwin Park Councilwoman Marlen Garcia. "I've been saying
for years the city of Baldwin Park should be considered a hot spot"

She pointed to the proximity of the city's 76,000 residents to the heavily used 10 and 605 freeways and
the mining activity in and surrounding the city as sources of air pollution.

Baldwin Park's Pollution Burden Score was 8.4 out of 10, the highest in the state. East Los Angeles's
score, 7.6, and Vernon's score, 7.2, also placed them among the 10 most polluted ZIP codes.

The other seven areas in the top 10 are in the more rural San Joaquin Valley: three ZIP codes in Fresno,
three areas in Stockton and one in Bakersfield.

A community's pollution burden was calculated using 11 environmental factors, including smog,
proximity to high-trafficked roadways and freeways, landfills, industrial plants, groundwater, pesticides
and poisoned waterways.

The study also looked at community characteristics such as poverty levels, ethnicity, children, the elderly •.
asthma rates and English language proficiency.

The study is a result of legislation passed in 2004 that requires CaIlEPA to identify disadvantaged
communities in cleanup and permitting decisions. Studies show that minorities are more affected by

www.dailynews.comlnewslci_23093119Inew- pollution -study-r a uks-Ios-angeles- areas-top 113
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..pollution because they live near pollution hot spots, such as freeways and landfills.

'Communities in the top 10 percent ranking can addresses environmental justice issues by gaining access
to grants from the state's new cap-and-trade auctions, Delson said.

Under Califomia's landmark AB 32 law adopted to reduce greenhouse gases that cause global climate
change, emitters can buy or trade allowances in order to stay within the emissions cap.

The state has held two such auctions so far and the next will take place May 16. The governor's budget
estimates the auctions will generate $200 million for AB 32 projects, said H.D. Palmer, analyst with the
-State Department of Finance. In 2013-14, Palmer estimates the,pot will double.

"We are trying to find ways to promote the environmental health of these communities and that will
eventually lead to economic vitality," Delson said.

"You need to have that designation to be able to get the resources and enforcement needed, II said Penny
Newman, executive director of the Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice in Riverside
County, whose organization helped gather the data for the" study.

Though no specific projects have been identified. said Palmer, there will be opportunities for pollution-
burdened areas.

Projects the state could consider are adding charging and refueling infrastructure for low and zero-
emission vehicles. High-speed and light rail projects could also be considered by the state to lower the
amount of emissions released in these high-pollution areas.

FOlmer Baldwin Park planner Sal Lopez. who now works as a senior planning associate with Evan
'Brooks Associates, a regional planning finn, said he was excited about funneling grant money to cities
such as Vemon, East L.A. and Baldwin Park for tree plantings, parks and bike paths.

"Now I will know what to look for in the future in terms of these cap-and-trade grants," he said.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District has singled out two communities for environmental
justice work, Boyle Heights and San Bemardino, said spokesmanSam Atwood.

In Boyle Heights, residents live close to the 5 and 60 freeways. The report cites the 2013 study that said
children exposed to traffic-related pollution were 15percent more likely to be diagnosed with autism than
children of mothers living further from freeway and automobile exhaust.

Residents of San Bernardino who live near the Santa Fe Railyard have a higher cancer risk due to diesel
soot emissions from trains, he said.

To reduce exposure, the SCAQMD through its Clean Communities program has installed air filters in K-
12 classrooms in Boyle Heights and San Bernardino, hen said.

While the air district used grant money from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Atwood said the
agency "will definitely take a look at that (AB 32) as an additional funding source. II

In Vemon, the high ranking can be attributed to heavy industrial uses as well as emissions from the 710
www.dailYllews.cominewsfci_230931191Ilew- pollution-study-ra nks-los-a ngeles- areas-top 213
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Freeway, Atwood surmised,

IIFor some communities like Vernon and those in the San Fernando Valley (such as Pacoima, parts of
North Hills and Sun Valley), these analyses show us that we need to make better planning decisions,"
said Martha Arguello, executive director of Physicians for Social Responsibility-Los Angeles.

One way would be to attract green manufacturers, "These cities risk cup is overflowing and we need to
act to help them," she said.

Nonprofit groups, such as the Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice, and Amigos de
los Rios, a grass-roots environmental action group that is working on greening the Rio Hondo and San
'Gabriel rivers in El Monte and Baldwin Park, both saw the need for more parks and green spaces in
polluted areas.

"It is heartbreaking to see children who live in one of these communities who live near a freeway or next
to a mining operation. They don't go outside as much and they are vulnerable to other health impacts,
such as diabetes," said Claire Robinson. managing director for Amigos de los Rios. "We are in a serious
crisis. "

.Los Angeles News Group Staff Writers Beau Yarbrough and Mariecar Mendoza also contributed to this
report.

Copyright ©20JO Los Angeles Newspaper Group,

www.dailYllews.comlnewslcL23093119Inew- pollution-study- ranks-los-angc les-areas- top 3/3



Mac! eheet by
CaVEPA's Office of Envlr(lnmentall'leallh Hazard Assessment and

The American Lung A$sociatlon of Cali(omla.

Air Pollution and Children's Health

In the past 30 years, state and federal air-quality programs have made great progress in
reducing air pollution. However, there has been an increasing awareness in recent years
that children may be more susceptible than adults to the harmful effects of air pollutants.

The California Environmental Protection Agency's Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) assesses health risks from environmental contaminants.
OEHHA currently is reviewing whether the state's ambient air quality standards are
adequate to protect the health of infants and children and is working to identify toxic air
contaminants that may cause infants and children to be especially susceptible to
illnesses. The American Lung Association of California (ALAC) and its 15 local
associations work to prevent lung disease and promote lung health. Since 1904, the
American Lung Association has been fighting lung disease through education,
community service, advocacy and research.

This fact sheet by OEHHA and ALAC provides information on air pollution and children's
health.

Why may children be at greater risk than adults from air pollution?

In many cases, children may have greater exposure than adults to airborne pollutants.
Infants and children generally breathe more rapidly than adults, which increases their
exposure to any pollutants in the air. Infants and children often breathe through their
mouths, bypassing the filtering effect of the nose and allowing more pollutants to be
inhaled. Children generally spend Significantly more time outdoors than adults,
especially during summer months when smog levels are highest.

Children are often more susceptible to the health effects of air pollution because their
immune systems and developing organs are still immature. For example, lead that is
inhaled is more easily deposited in the fast-growing bones of children. Irritation or
inflammation caused by air pollution is more likely to obstruct their narrower airways. It
may also take less exposure to a pollutant to trigger an asthma attack or other breathing
ailment due to the sensitivity ofa child's developing respiratory system. Exposure to
toxic air contaminants during infancy or childhood could affect the development of the
respiratory, nervous, endocrine and immune systems, and could increase the risk of
cancer later in life,



What are the major kinds of air pollutants and their impacts on children?
"Criteria" Air Pollutants
Several common air pollutants are regulated under the state and federal Clean Air Acts
and are known as "criteria" air pollutants. Two of the most widespread criteria pollutants
are particulate matter (PM) and ozone. PM consists of microscopic particles less than
one-seventh the width of a human hair. These particles come from a variety of both
manmade and natural sources, such as diesel engines, smoke from fireplaces as well as
forest and agricultural fires, and dust from tilled farmland. PM can bypass the body's
natural defenses and penetrate deep into the lungs. The elderly, children and people
with existing respiratory or cardiac diseases are considered to be especially sensitive to
the harmful effects of PM. Recent studies suggest that PM may exacerbate asthma and
cause coughs and other respiratory symptoms in children. Recent studies also suggest
that prolonged exposure to PM may also affect the growth and functioning of children'S
lungs. Researchers found that as children grow up in smoggier areas, there is a notable
lag in lung function growth.

OEHHA provides detailed analyses of health information on PM, ozone and other
common pollutants to the California Air Resources Board (ARB), which sets ambient air
quality standards for those pollutants. These air quality standards have been established
at levels that are intended to protect the health of all Californians. Unfortunately, PM and
ozone levels in most urban areas of California frequently exceed the ambient air quality
standards. ARB and local air districts operate requiatory programs under state and
federal requirements to reduce airborne levels of these pollutants to the ambient air
quality standards.

Ozone is the major component of urban smog. It is formed by chemical reactions in the
atmosphere involving sunlight and various gases in motor vehicle exhaust and industrial
emissions. Ozone is a powerful respiratory irritant that can cause lung inflammation,
transient decreases in lung function, shortness of breath, chest pain, wheezing,
coughing and exacerbation of respiratory illnesses such as asthma. Long-term and
repeated ozone exposures may lead to chronically reduced lung function.

other "criteria pollutants" include nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide,lead, sulfur dioxide,
sulfates and hydrogen sulfide.

ARB is sponsoring a major 1O-year study of the effects 'of air pollution on children's
health. Information on this study is available at ARB's web site at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/abstracts/98-320.htm.

Toxic Air Contaminants
California also regulates the emissions of other pollutants, known as toxic air
contaminants, which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health or
contribute to an increase in deaths or serious illnesses. OEHHA provides assessments
of the health risks from various toxic air contaminants to ARB, which can enact control
measures designed to reduce the exposure of Californians to these contaminants. More
than 200 chemicals are currently fisted as toxic air contaminants in California.

Many toxic air contaminants are present in motor vehicle exhaust and industrial
emissions, and are formed from the .eombustlon of other chemicals. Among these
byproducts of combustion are dioxins and polycyclic organic matter (PaM), which may



affect the development of the fetus and increase cancer risks later in life. Particles found
in diesel exhaust may make children more susceptible to allergies and asthma. Other
toxic contaminants have numerous sources. Acrolein, which may exacerbate asthma, is
found in motor vehicle exhaust, tobacco and wood smoke, some industrial emissions,
and is also formed in the atmosphere from chemical reactions involving other pollutants.
Some toxic air contaminants, such as lead, are naturally occurring in the environment.
Lead has been banned as an additive in gasoline and household paint but is present in
some industrial emissions. It can cause developmental problems and harm the central
nervous system.

The Legislature in 1999 approved the Children's Environmental Health Protection Act
(Senate Bill 25), authored by Senator Martha Escutia, which seeks to ensure that
California's air quality programs protect the health of infants and children. The Act
requires ARB, in consultation with OEHHA, to review all ambient air quality standards to
determine whether they adequately protect the health of the public, including children.
The Act also requires OEHHA to identify toxic air contaminants that may cause infants
and children to be especially susceptible to illness, and it requires ARB to determine the
adequacy of existing control measures for toxic air contaminants or the need for new
control measures to protect the health of the public, particularly infants and children.

What is California doing to improve health protection for children?

The initial stage of the ambient air quality standards review was completed in December
2000. ARB and OEHHA concluded that PM and ozone may cause health effects in
children even at levels meeting the state's ambient air quality standards. The amount of
time children play outdoors and their higher breathing rates are some of the reasons why
children may be more sensitive to these pollutants than! adults. The review also found
evidence that levels of nitrogen dioxide (a pollutant in motor vehicle exhaust and many
kinds of industrial emissions) that meet the ambient air quality standard may harm
asthmatic children.

OEHHA completed a detailed review of the PM standards in May 2.002. Based on this
review, OEHHA recommended, and ARB adopted, stricter new PM standards in June
2002. (The report containing the results of the PM review and the new standards can be
accessed at www.oehha.ca.gov/air/toxic contaminants/PM 1Onotice.htrtll#rngy). OEHHA
is conducting a detailed review of the ozone standard and is developing recommended
revisions to the standard for ARB's consideration. After this is completed, OEHHA will
review the nitrogen dioxide standard.

ARB and local air districts may have to develop new regulations to reduce emissions
and ultimately reduce airborne levels of these pollutants to comply with the new PM
standards and any future new standards for ozone and nitrogen dioxide.

The Act also requires OEHHA to identify toxic air contaminants that may cause infants
and children to be especially susceptible to illnesses. ARB will review and, if necessary,
revise or adopt any control measures needed to reduce the public's exposure to these
contaminants. The Act required OEHHA to identify up to five contaminants in 2001.
These contaminants - dioxin, lead, paM, diesel exhaust particles, and acrolein - are
briefly discussed in the previous section. More detailed information is available at
www.oehha.ca .gov/al r/toxic contaminants/SB25finalreport htm.



The Act also requires ARB to evaluate the adequacy of its current air-quality monitoring
program to determine children's exposure to air pollutants, and it created the Children's
Environmental Health Center within the California Environmental Protection Agency to
coordinate Cal/EPA's activities and provide advice to the Governor and Cal/EPA
Secretary on matters of children's environmental health.

OEHHA is developing guidelines for use in evaluating the adequacy of existing air toxlcs
regulations. Beginning in 2004, OEHHA will annually evaluate selected toxic air
contaminants and identify unhealthful levels of exposure to these contaminants. OEHHA
will use these evaluations beginning in 2005 to annually update the list of toxic air
contaminants that impact infants and children. .

In addition to complying with the requirements of the Children's Environmental Health
Protection Act, OEHHA is taking two other steps in the area of children's health
protection. OEHHA is developing improvements to Scientific methods used to gauge
cancer risks that children may face from exposure to contaminants in the environment.
Also, OEHHA is refining methods to assess health risks from contaminants that may
conceivably exist at proposed and existing school sites. These two projects are intended
to improve the ability of scientists and regulators to make decisions that protect children

. from contaminants in the air, water, soil and food as well as elsewhere in the
environment.

These. efforts represent a commitment by the state of California to ensure that children
have the opportunity to grow up in a healthy environment.
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